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Dear Ms Coffey
 
PLANNING ACT 2008
APPLICATION BY HIGHWAYS ENGLAND FOR AN ORDER GRANTING DEVELOPMENT CONSENT FOR THE A303 SPARKFORD TO
ILCHESTER DUALLING
 
SUBMISSION MADE PURSUANT TO DEADLINE 2
 
This submission is in response to the Examining Authority (“ExA”) Rule 8 letter dated 21st December 2018 and comprises the relevant information
requested from South Somerset District Council.
 
The submission includes the following: -
 

Local Impact Report and associated Appendices’
South Somerset District Council’s answers to first written questions

·         Comments on the draft itinerary for ASI
·         Written Representations

 
    Local Impact Report and associated Appendices

Please find attached a Joint Local Impact Report produced by South Somerset District Council and Somerset County Council.
 
South Somerset District Council’s answers to first written questions
Please find attached South Somerset District Council’s answers to first written questions. Whilst we have worked collaboratively with Somerset County
Council in providing our response our answers attached only relate to questions raised to South Somerset District Council. Somerset County Council
will providing their answers separately.  

 
    Comments on the draft itinerary for ASI

Please find suggested additional locations for the ASI.  The District Council feels these “stops” would aid the ExA in understanding the issues raised in
the Local Impact Report.
 
Written Representations
This has been produced by the Members of South Somerset District Council.
 
We note that the draft Statement of Common Ground is also requested at this stage. We have worked with the applicant and Somerset County Council
to produce this document and understand that the applicant will be making the submission.
 
 
Yours sincerely
 
Jo Manley
 

Jo Manley 
Specialist - Strategic Planning
Strategy and Commissioning
South Somerset District Council

 +441935462442
 southsomerset.gov.uk    @southsomersetDC   @SouthSomersetDistrictCouncil

This communication is intended solely for the person (s) or organisation to whom it is addressed. It may contain privileged and confidential information and if you are not the
intended recipient (s), you must not copy, distribute or take any action in reliance on it. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender. Individuals are
advised that by replying to, or sending an e-mail message to South Somerset District Council, you accept that you have no explicit or implicit expectation of privacy and that
emails may be disclosed under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. In line with Council Policy, any e-mail messages (and attachments) transmitted over the Council's
network may be subject to scrutiny, monitoring and recording. You must carry out your own anti-virus checks before opening any attachments/documents as the Council will
not accept any liability for any viruses they may contain.
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A303 SPARKFORD TO ILCHESTER DUALLING SCHEME 
APPENDIX 1 


Cultural Heritage (Built Heritage) Topic Paper 
 
 
Note:  Please refer to the Cultural Heritage (Archaeology) Topic Paper for 


archaeological issues.  
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF TOPIC PAPER  
 
1.1 The purpose of this topic paper is to set out in further detail issues in relation to 


Cultural Heritage that have been raised in the Local Impact Report. 
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The dualling scheme has been designed to minimise land take from the 


Hazlegrove House Registered Park & Garden (RPG), to avoid known 
archaeological sites, and limit the impact on historic buildings and areas. 
Chapter 6, the Environmental Statement (ES) for Cultural Heritage, reports on 
those heritage assets that will continue to be affected by significant adverse 
effects following planned mitigation measures. These findings are supported 
with the exception for a small number of heritage assets that have either been 
overlooked in the underlying Desk Base Assessment (DBA) or the Hazlegrove 
House Statement of Significance, or where the judgement of heritage value or 
magnitude of impact is challenged. These cases are detailed in section 3. 
below. 


 
2.2 The number of heritage assets that would be significantly adversely affected is 


expected to be higher than reported and will require additional mitigation 
measures.  


 
3. ISSUES 
 
3.1 Camel Hill Farm and Outlying Farmsteads  
 
3.1.1 Paragraph 6.7.10 of Chapter 6 Cultural Heritage, & Paragraph 7.2.1, 


Tables 7.1 of the DBA: The ES identifies the establishment of post-medieval 
farmsteads. Some of the farmsteads and isolated houses are likely to be 
historically connected to the Hazlegrove House estate and other land 
holdings.  


 
Camel Hill Farm in particular is a fine 19th century farmstead, largely 
unaltered, and with evidence of an earlier range to the rear of the farmhouse; 
a surprising omission from the National Heritage List for England. Its 
value/sensitivity is identified as being ‘Low’, in line with being an undesignated 
local heritage asset, but could rise to ‘Medium’ if it were found to be historically 
associated with the neighbouring Hazlegrove House estate.  
 







 


 
 


 


A ‘Medium’ value would escalate the significance of effects for the 
construction impacts from ‘Slight Adverse’ to ‘Moderate Adverse’ and be 
considered ‘significant’.    


 
3.1.2 Mitigation: Information on the association between the Hazlegrove House 


estate and surrounding historical farmsteads would ensure an adequate 
understanding of the historical significance of the outlying historic buildings to 
the Hazlegrove House estate.  
 
Any resulting increase in heritage value of these asset should be included in 
the Cultural Heritage DBA. Those with significant effects taken through to the 
Cultural Heritage ES with appropriate design, mitigation and enhancement 
measures. 
 


3.1.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.125 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to 
consider the impacts on non-designated heritage assets on the basis of clear 
evidence that the assets have a significance that merits consideration.  
 
Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the significant 
heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 
Paragraph 5.127 of the NPS requires the applicant to describe the significance 
of any heritage assets affected.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved and where appropriate 
enhanced for their historic significance and important contribution to local 
distinctiveness, character and sense of place. 


 
3.2 W Sparrow Road Gullies 
 
3.2.1 Two ‘W SPARROW LTD MARTOCK’ stamped cast iron gullies survive close 


to the entrance of Wayne’s Bar & Bistro at Camel Cross, just south of the 
A303/B3151 junction. These were produced by a local foundry and are likely 
to be associated with the former route of the A303 between Camel Cross and 
Ilchester before the construction of the Ilchester bypass.  
 
These undesignated heritage assets should be included in the Cultural 
Heritage DBA and an appropriate measure of mitigation included in the 
Cultural Heritage ES. Their accession to an appropriate local museum would 
be suitable.  


3.2.2 Mitigation: A planning requirement requiring the careful removal of the gully 
grates and frames and their offer for accessioning to the museum collections 
of the South West Heritage Trust or other appropriate local museum. 


 







 


 
 


 


3.2.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.125 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to 
consider the impacts on non-designated heritage assets on the basis of clear 
evidence that the assets have a significance that merits consideration.  
 
Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the significant 
heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  


 
3.3 Howell Hill Stone Boundary Wall 
 
3.3.1 A Camel Stone boundary wall exists on the east side of Howell Hill. This is a 


locally distinctive feature of heritage and landscape value, being on an historic 
boundary, constructed of the local creamy-grey White Lias building stone, and 
an unusual example of a field boundary stone wall in the area. 


 
The boundary wall should be retained through either its repair and retention on 
its current alignment or its rebuilding on the alignment of the revised boundary 
to the Howell Hill carriageway.  
 


3.3.2 Mitigation: Retention of the stone boundary wall in the detailed design 
scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO and the 
landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of the DCO.  


 
3.3.3 Policy: Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach 


planning requirements for unresolved details.  
 


South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ2 (General 
Development) requires “development to be designed to achieve a high quality, 
which . . . preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the 
district”. Developments will be considered against, inter alia, conserving and 
enhancing the landscape character of the area.  
 


3.4 Pre-Worboys ‘Cross Roads’ Warning Sign  
 
3.4.1 A pre-Worboys ‘Cross Roads’ highway warning sign survives outside of The 


Gables in Podimore. This is an undesignated highway heritage asset and 
should be included for assessment in the Cultural Heritage DBA. However, it 
would likely be considered unaffected by the scheme and not taken forward 
from the DBA scoping exercise.  


 
Awareness of this vulnerability roadside heritage asset to construction site 
personnel would be advisable to avoid accidental damage.  


 







 


 
 


 


3.4.2 Mitigation: Inclusion on the register of sensitive environmental features in the 
CEMP under Planning Requirement 3 of the DCO.  


 
3.4.3 Policy: Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach 


planning requirements for unresolved details.  
 
3.5 Turnpike Road (MM103) 
 
3.5.1 Paragraph 6.7.5 of Chapter 6: The ES identifies the A303 corridor as an 


ancient route but with no further information on its historical development and 
significance.  


 
Paragraph 7.2.1 Table 7.1 of the DBA: The DBA states that “The historic 
setting of the asset has already been lost due to the construction of modern 
roads along the route of the historic turnpike. However, its value is retained 
through the surviving route”, and the value / sensitivity is assessed as of 
‘Medium’ value.  


 
Paragraph 7.3.1 Table 7.2 of the DBA: In this table the value/sensitivity for 
MM103 is recorded as ‘Low’; a discrepancy with Tables 7.1 and 7.3 where it is 
recorded as being ‘Medium’.  


 
The magnitude of impact for both the temporary and permanent works are 
judged to be ‘Negligible’ despite significant off-line realignment and severance 
in places, its incorporation for sections in link roads, and the remodelling of the 
road corridor with substantial bunding and planting for mitigation screening 
works. To date there has been little deviation of the modern A303 from the 
turnpiked route between the Hazlegrove roundabout to Camel Cross.  


 
The heritage value, magnitude of impact, significance of effects for MM103 
(the Martcok to Sparkford Turnpike Road) requires reassessment. Reference 
to Bentley JB and Murless BJ (1985) The Legacy of the Turnpikes: Phase 1. is 
recommended.  


 
3.5.2 Mitigation: Reassessment of heritage asset MM103 with any resulting 


increase in the significance of effects included in the Cultural Heritage ES with 
appropriate mitigation measures. 


 
Mitigation might include markers, information points or public art at intervals 
along the historic alignment of the Turnpike road (where it would no longer 
form the A303) to retain evidence of its historic route.   


 
3.5.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.125 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to 


consider the impacts on non-designated heritage assets on the basis of clear 
evidence that the assets have a significance that merits consideration.  







 


 
 


 


 
Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the significant 
heritage impacts of the proposed project. 


 
Paragraph 5.127 of the NPS requires the applicant to describe the significance 
of any heritage assets affected.  


 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance of heritage assets. 


 
3.6 Canegore Corner Listed Milestone (MM30) 
 
3.6.1 Paragraph 6.9.1 of the Chapter 6 Cultural Heritage ES & Paragraph 7.3.1, 


Table 7.2 of the DBA: The magnitude of impact for MM30 (Milestone at 
Canegore Corner) is judged to be ‘Moderate’ despite the listed milestone 
being permanently removed from its location and its setting and relationship 
with the A303 being fundamentally altered on its relocation; which has yet to 
be identified.   


 
A greater magnitude of impact is considered appropriate for the construction 
phase effects. Agreement on its relocation is also required.  


 
Options for the re-siting are limited due to its association with the Ilchester 
Trust turnpike road (modern A303) and destination mileage on its cast iron 
plate. A position on the south side of the extended Steart Hill road (existing 
section of the A303) would be close to its current position and on a retained 
section of the turnpike road, albeit not on the new alignment.  


 
3.6.2 Mitigation: Inclusion on the register of sensitive environmental features in the 


CEMP under Planning Requirement 3 of the DCO. 
 


Full details for its safe removal and storage in the CEMP under Planning 
Requirement 3 of the DCO. 


 
Identified position for its relocation, approved by the Secretary of State in 
consultation with the local planning and highway authorities, in the detailed 
design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO. 


 
3.6.3 Policy: Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the 


significant heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 


Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 







 


 
 


 


 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance of heritage assets. 


 
Please note: Attempts to inspect this listed milestone recently have proved 
unsuccessful. It may have been removed or be hidden by vegetation.  


 
3.7 B3151 Listed milestone (MM13) 
 
3.7.1 Paragraph 7.3.1, Table 7.2 of the DBA: The magnitude of impact for MM13 


(Milestone on B3151) is judged to be ‘Negligible’. This is a fair assessment. 
However, the milestone is on the edge of the scheme and could be accidently 
damaged if it is not identified and protected. 


 
The milestone is heavily covered in ivy and embedded in the hedge. It’s 
approximately 1.2 m high, of Ham stone and with its cast iron plate missing. It 
is positioned approximately 5 metres east of the field gate. Despite its size it is 
easily overlooked.  


 
3.7.2 Mitigation: Inclusion on the register of sensitive environmental features in the 


CEMP under Planning Requirement 3 of the DCO. 
 


Full details for its protection during the construction works in the CEMP under 
Planning Requirement 3 of the DCO. 


 
3.7.3 Policy: Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach 


planning requirements for unresolved details.  
 
3.8 Bakery (MM273) 
 
3.8.1 Paragraph 7.3.1, Table 7.2 of the DBA: The magnitude of impact for asset 


MM273 (Bakery and former Methodist church) is judged to be ‘Moderate’ from 
the permanent realignment of the A303. A greater magnitude of impact is 
considered appropriate. 


 
The bakery was established over 100 years ago to serve travellers on this 
strategic road and is a well-known facility on the A303 with its outside loaves 
of bread. The realignment of the A303 will remove the Bakery’s location 
alongside a main through-route, thus fundamentally alter its relationship with 
its setting and threaten its historic use.  


 
Table 6.3 of Annex 6 to Volume 11, Section 3, Part 2 of the DMRB outlines a 
Major impact as including ‘comprehensive changes to the setting’, which the 







 


 
 


 


change in road alignment would appear to constitute for this asset. This would 
raise the significance of effects to a ‘significant’ level.  


 
3.8.2 Mitigation: Reconsider the magnitude of impact, with any resulting increase in 


the significance of effects included in the Cultural Heritage ES with appropriate 
mitigation measures. 


 
3.8.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.125 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to 


consider the impacts on non-designated heritage assets on the basis of clear 
evidence that the assets have a significance that merits consideration.  


 
Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the significant 
heritage impacts of the proposed project. 


 
3.9 Group Assessments 
 
3.9.1 Paragraph 2.1.1 of the Cultural Heritage DBA: Adjacent heritage assets are 


assessed within a common group and assigned a ‘GR’ reference. This works 
well for heritage assets of the same value/sensitivity, or where the Group 
value/sensitivity is equal to the highest individual asset in the group.  


 
It’s potentially misleading in relation to individual buildings in a group where 
assets of ‘High’ value/sensitivity are part of a lower valued group. GR06 
(Podimore), GR07 (Queen Camel Conservation Area) and GR08 (West Camel 
Conservation Area) are examples. These historic settlements are assigned 
‘Medium’ value/sensitivity but include Grade I and II* listed buildings that 
would normally be considered to have a ‘High’ value/sensitivity.  


 
The assessment of the significance of effects for these ‘High’ value/sensitivity 
is therefore downgraded, and the assessment could mask a significant effect 
on a heritage asset that is not taken forward for further consideration. 


 
3.9.2 Mitigation: Higher value/sensitivity assets in a Group to be assessed 


individually, with any resulting increase in the significance of effects included 
in the Cultural Heritage ES with appropriate design, mitigation and 
enhancement measures.  


 
3.9.3 Policy: Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the 


significant heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 


Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give great 
weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 


 
3.10 Impact of Potential Traffic Calming on the Conservation Area  
 







 


 
 


 


3.10.1 Paragraph 7.4.1, Table 7.3 of the DBA: There is no reference in the Cultural 
Heritage DBA operational impact schedule on the potential increase in traffic 
passing through local conservation area or by roadside listed buildings arising 
from local traffic no longer using the realigned A303.  


 
The potential impacts could include: 
a) An increase in vehicle flow and noise on the character of conservation area 


and listed buildings. 
b) The introduction of traffic calming measures in response to increase vehicle 


flow and noise, introducing new traffic calming measures that would likely 
have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of a conservation 
area and setting of the listed buildings, i.e. highway lighting, signage, lining, 
bollards and build-out.  


c) An increase in traffic-induced vibration from HGVs on the fragile fabric of 
roadside listed and historic buildings and bridges. There is also the 
potential issue of vibration from HGVs passing over traffic calming tables 
close to historic buildings. 


 
3.10.2 Mitigation: Where traffic modelling for the scheme indicates an increase in 


traffic flow and HGV traffic as a direct outcome of the scheme, the impacts of 
increased traffic, associated traffic calming measures and increased traffic-
induced vibration on heritage assets should be assessed and appropriate 
measure of mitigation included in the Cultural Heritage ES.   


 
Inclusion of any associated traffic calming measures in the detailed design 
scheme under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO.  


 
3.10.3 Policy: Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the 


significant heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 


Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give great 
weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 


 
3.11 Hazlegrove Lane  
 
3.11.1 Hazlegrove House RPG Statement of Significance: The Statement of 


Significance does not cover the remnants of the lost Hazlegrove Lane in the 
south-east field of the RPG (Peaked Close), possibly included with MM164 
and an extension of MM163 in Appendix D.  


 
The lane is depicted on the 1827 and 1848 Enclosure Maps of Queen Camel, 
and the 1888 First Edition OS, and remains the route of the PRoW. It can still 
be identified on the ground by clearly visible earthworks, the entrance to the 
copse, and the remains of an isolated parkland gate (with possible lias 
threshold and remnants of a veteran tree stump). 







 


 
 


 


 
Figure 2.3, General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6 of 7: The proposed 
landscape scheme for the south-east field of the RPG (Peaked Close) does 
not retain the route or extant features of the former Hazlegrove Lane. 


 
3.11.2 Mitigation: Assessment of the former route of Hazlegrove Lane in the 


Hazlegrove House RPG Statement of Significance and taken through to the 
DBA and ES with appropriate design, mitigation and enhancement measures. 


 
Retention of the PRoW on its historic alignment where feasible. 
 
Retention of the extant features and alignment of the former Hazlegrove Lane 
in the detailed design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of 
the DCO and the landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 
5 of the DCO.  
 


3.11.3 Policy: Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the 
significant heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 
Paragraph 5.127 of the NPS requires the applicant to describe the significance 
of any heritage assets affected. 
 
Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give great 
weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance of heritage assets. 


 
3.12 Hazlegrove House RPG Coppiced-Banked Track 
 
3.12.1 Hazlegrove House RPG Statement of Significance: The Statement of 


Significance does not cover the coppiced bank and ditch feature on the 
eastern boundary of the RPG, just north of the existing A303 at NGR ST 5994 
2617. This feature extends to the south side of the A303 but neither section is 
identified on the Archaeological Aerial Survey Sheet.  
 
The feature would be foreshortened by the realignment of the A303 and 
associated cutting and screen planting works.  
 







 


 
 


 


3.12.2 Mitigation: Assessment of the bank and ditch feature in the Hazlegrove 
House RPG Statement of Significance and taken through to the DBA and ES 
with appropriate design, mitigation and enhancement measures. 
 


3.12.3 Policy: Paragraphs 5.126 of the NPS requires the applicant to assess the 
significant heritage impacts of the proposed project. 
 
Paragraph 5.127 of the NPS requires the applicant to describe the significance 
of any heritage assets affected. 
 
Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give great 
weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance of heritage assets. 
 


3.13 Pond 5  


3.13.1 Figure 2.3, General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6 of 7: The scheme includes 
for Pond 5 to be located within the RPG, in a field historically known as 
Rawlins’s Close. The field is on the north slope and foot of Camel Hill, 
surrounded by linear woodland, and has attractive and open views west to the 
Kingston Wood ridge. It was converted to arable farming in recent years but 
retains the majority of its historical boundaries and three veteran parkland 
trees.   
 
The southern half and high ground of Rawlins’s Close will be affected by the 
realigned A303, Camel Hill Link, Hazlegrove Junction underbridge, associated 
slip road, and realigned Hazlegrove House drive. The scheme has been 
concentrated in this area in an effort to minimise the harm to the RPG 
(paragraph 6.9.1 of the Chapter 6 Cultural Heritage ES).  
 
The remaining area of Rawlins’s Close is due to be reinstated to parkland as 
part of the mitigation measures, but this is compromised by the inclusion of 
Pond 5.  
 
The pond is a considerable size, even as a dry scrape for much of the year, 
and is accompanied by fencing, a maintenance track and other works. Its 
location in Rawlins’s Close would further diminish the area of the historic 
parkland and introduce an alien features into the RPG. 
 
An alternative location in the adjacent field to the west would remove Pond 5 
from the RPG and should be considered.  


 







 


 
 


 


3.13.2 Mitigation: Relocation of Pond 5 outside of the RPG in the detailed design 
scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO and the 
landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of the DCO.  


 
3.13.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give 


great weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance and character of heritage assets. 


 
3.14 Veteran Trees in Rawlins’s Close 
 
3.14.1 Hazlegrove House RPG Statement of Significance, Tree Map & Figure 2.8 


Environmental Masterplan Sheet 6 of 7: Three veteran trees survive in 
Rawlins’s Close. The proposals for these trees is unclear as only one appears 
on the Environmental Masterplan.  
 
Paragraph 2.5.216 of Chapter 2 The Scheme: Furthermore, this area is 
proposed as an auxiliary compound and topsoil and materials storage area, 
but with no reference to retaining and protecting the three veteran trees.  
 
The retention of all veteran tree is desirable as part of the surviving historic 
tree cover.   
 


3.14.2 Mitigation: Retention of the three veteran trees as part of the parkland 
restoration for Rawlins’s Close, including protection works during the 
construction period.   
 
Inclusion of the veteran trees on the register of sensitive environmental 
features in the CEMP under Planning Requirement 3 of the DCO.  
 
Retention of the veteran trees in the landscaping scheme under Planning 
Requirement 5 of the DCO.  


 
3.14.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give 


great weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 







 


 
 


 


South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance of heritage assets. 
 


 


3.15 Highway Lighting for Hazlegrove Junction 
 
3.15.1 Figure 2.3, General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6 of 7; Paragraph 2.5.126 of 


Chapter 2 The Scheme; Paragraph 6.8.4 of Chapter 6 Cultural Heritage 
ES; & Figure 2.6 Proposed Lighting: The blue-white glare of LED highway 
lights on the Hazlegrove Junction is likely to be intrusive to the southern end of 
the RPG when the lamps are on.  


 
3.15.2 Mitigation: The siting of highway lighting columns on the north side of the 


roads so far as feasible and the use of lantern shields/hoods to prevent light 
glare intrusion into the RPG.   


 
3.15.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.160 of the NPS requires careful consideration of 


materials and design for infrastructure.  
 
3.16 Bunds 6 and 7 
 
3.16.1 Figure 2.3, General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6 of 7: Bunds 6 and 7 are 


false cuttings to screen traffic on the A303 from the RPG but are not 
sufficiently high to screen HGVs, signage and lighting columns. These items 
are particularly noticeable elements of a road and will likely affect the 
character of the RPG.  


 
The screening at the far south-east corner of the RPG is proposed to be 
provided by an environmental barrier with planting rather than an extension of 
Bund 7 with planting. This is an important point in the RPG boundary as it 
aligns with the outward approach on the Hazlegrove drive. An environmental 
barrier in this prominent position would diminish the character and appearance 
of the RPG.   
 
An increase in the height of the bunds and an extension of Bund 7 would 
assist in removing the visibility of highway features from within the RPG. Cross 
sections through these areas would be helpful in explaining the proposed 
landforms and effective screening.  


 
3.16.2 Mitigation: Increase in height of Bunds 6 and an extension of Bund 7, as a 


substitute to the proposed environmental barrier, in the detailed design 







 


 
 


 


scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO and the 
landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of the DCO.  


 
3.16.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give 


great weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the character of heritage assets. 


 
3.17 Hazlegrove House RPG Driveway Realignment  
 
3.17.1 Figure 2.3, General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6 of 7: The realigned drive 


from the existing surface water drainage pond to the new entrance curves 
around the pond and is then a straight line. Whilst straight sections are a 
feature of the last manifestation of the drive, it’s important for the alignment to 
respond to the landform and proximity of parkland features, such as the 
retained southern copse.  


 
The realigned drive would also pass close to the existing pond and a veteran 
tree and will requires extensive groundworks.   
 
The new drive alignment should maintain a naturalised synergy between the 
direction and the surrounding landform and avoid potential damage to veteran 
tree root systems. Cross sections through the existing pond area would be 
helpful in explaining the proposed landforms.  
 


3.17.2 Mitigation: Redesign of the new alignment for the Hazlegrove House drive in 
the detailed design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the 
DCO and the landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of 
the DCO.  
 


3.17.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give 
great weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 







 


 
 


 


proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the character of heritage assets. 
 


3.18 Hazlegrove House RPG Restoration and Conservation Management 
Plans 


 
3.18.1 Paragraphs 6.8.3, 6.9.1, 6.9.3 & 6.13.1 of Chapter 6 Cultural Heritage ES: 


The Cultural Heritage ES identifies the design and mitigation measures 
proposed in response to the adverse effects on the Hazlegrove House RPG. 
These measures respond to individual issues but do not address the overall 
harm to the RPG from the permanent loss of approximately 14% of the RPG 
and further encroachment of the A303.  
 
Part of the mitigation includes for the reinstatement of parkland grazed grass 
land and specimen tree planting in the area which is currently arable farmland. 
However, the DCO does not include a historic landscape conservation 
management plan for this area or the remainder of the RPG. A conservation 
management plan for the whole RPG would help mitigate the permanent harm 
to the RPG. 
 
The Outline Environmental Management Plan include a requirement for a 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan, but this will be limited to a 
materials and workmanship specification for the hard and soft landscape 
works. It will not cover the history, development, and surviving state of the 
RPG and how this understanding of the significance will influence 
management principles and decisions on restoration, replacement and day-to-
day management.  
 


3.18.2 Mitigation: A planning requirement in the DCO for the preparation and 
implementation of a conservation management plan for the RPG approved by 
Secretary of State in consultation with the local planning authority.  


 
3.18.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.131 of the NPS requires the Secretary of State to give 


great weight to the conservation of a designated heritage asset. 
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the significance and character of heritage assets. 
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APPENDIX 2 


Landscape Topic Paper 
 
 
 
1. PURPOSE OF TOPIC PAPER  


 
1.1. The purpose of this topic paper is to set out in further detail issues in relation to 


Landscape that have been raised in the Local Impact Report. 
 
 
2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 The dualling scheme is generally an on-line solution, with the maximum off-set 


typically 100 metres north or south. It has been designed to minimise its 
impact on key views and landscape character through extensive screening 
measures; notably planting, cuttings, and false cuttings.  


 
2.2 Modern highway design standards and the separation of local and strategic 


traffic requires a scheme of greater complexity and reach than the 5.6 km of 
new dual carriageway. The dualled route is accompanied by parallel access 
roads, link roads, bridges and junctions, which significantly broadens the ‘road 
corridor’ and the scale of the mitigation works. 


 
2.3 The mitigation works have been carefully considered to counter local effects. 


Chapter 7, the Environmental Statement (ES) for Landscape, reports on 
where the scheme will have significant adverse effects on the landscape 
character or the visual amenity (represented by visual receptors) after 
mitigation measures. These findings are supported with the exception for the 
outcomes for five of the receptors. These cases are detailed in section 3.  


 
2.5 Observations are also raised on the proposed designs for new structures and 


for the landscape and highway elements.  
 
2.5 The overall impact will inevitable be an inward looking green corridor along the 


hill top that physically and visually divides the landscape. 
 


3. ISSUES 
 
3.1 Visual Receptors Nos. 14 and 17 
 
3.1.1 Appendix 7.2 Landscape Character Area; Table 1.1 of Appendix 7.4 


Visual baseline and impact schedules; & Figure 2.8 Environmental 
Masterplan Sheet 4 of 7: Visual Receptors No. 14 and No. 17 are on the 
green track of Slate Lane. This Road Used as a Public Path (RUPP) runs over 
the crest of West Camel Hill and offers occasional and stunning panoramic 
vistas both north and south through gaps in the linear boundary planting or at 
field gate opening, as identified in the landscape Character Area sheet 







 


 
 


 


(Appendix 7.2) and the Visual baseline and impact schedules (Appendix 7.4). 
The LCA sheet for the LCA1 West Camel Hill identifies that “some long 
distance views can be afforded within the area from high vantage points on 
West Camel Hill, Steart Hill and Camel Hill”. The baseline view in the impact 
schedules for VR No. 14 is described as affording ‘long distance open views 
across falling arable farmland’ and ‘A vast undulating landscape forms the 
background to the view’. The baseline view for VR No. 17 is described as 
having ‘long distance open views of gently undulating farmland with pockets of 
built form’. 
 
The scheme will bring the Steart Hill Link and Downhead Junction Link roads 
in close proximity to Slate Lane and introduce an extensive belt of screen 
planting in the foreground. This linear belt of planting will not only screen the 
realigned A303 and its link roads but also remove all opportunities to 
appreciate the stunning long distance views of the vast undulating landscape 
to the south. This permanent effect is not assessed in the impact schedules.  
 
For VR No. 14 the assessment of the effects during the initial operation 
identifies that ‘The vast, long distance view beyond the proposed scheme 
would remain in line with the baseline view’. However, there is no assessment 
on the effects on the vast, long distance view for the 15-year period once the 
extensive screen planting is established.  
 
For VR No. 17 there is no assessment of the long distance views during 
operation.  
 
The Environmental Masterplan indicates that all panoramic vistas from Slate 
Lane would be lost.  


 
3.1.2 Mitigation: Reassessment of VR No. 14 and VR No. 17 with an assessment 


of the effects from the loss of the vast, long distance view for the 15-year 
period.  
 
Inclusion of measures for retaining long distance panoramic views from Slate 
Lane in the detailed design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 
of the DCO and the landscaping scheme approved under Planning 
Requirement 5 of the DCO.  
 
This could be achieved with gaps in the screen planting to the Downhead 
Junction Link and Steart Hill Link roads and/or advantage points off Slate Lane 
to allow for the continued appreciate the panoramic views.  


 
3.1.3 Policy: Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach 


planning requirements for unresolved details.  
 
Paragraph 5.145 of the NPS requires the assessment to include any 
significant effects on landscape character. 
 







 


 
 


 


Paragraph 5.146 of the NPS requires the assessment to include potential 
impacts on views and visual amenity.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ2 (General 
Development) requires “development to be designed to achieve a high quality, 
which . . . preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the 
district”. Developments will be considered against, inter alia, conserving and 
enhancing the landscape character of the area.  


 
3.2 Visual Receptor No. 25  
 
3.2.1 Table 1.1 of Appendix 7.4 Visual baseline and impact schedules & Figure 


2.8 Environmental Masterplan Sheet 5 of 7: Visual Receptors No. 25 is 
assessed to have a ‘Neutral’ effect for the construction and operation periods 
due to views of the A303 being obscured by intervening rising landform.  
 
This assessment is challenged as the boundary hedge to the A303 is visible 
on the horizon, as are HGVs and vans above the hedgerow.  
 
Enhanced planting or a false cutting (on the site of the CBGM Auxiliary 
compound and storage area G) would screen the scheme from Wales. 


 
3.2.2 Mitigation: Reassessment of VR No. 25.  
 


Inclusion of measures for enhanced screening of the A303 from Wales in the 
detailed design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO 
and the landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of the 
DCO.  


 
3.2.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.146 of the NPS requires the assessment to include 


potential impacts on views and visual amenity.  
 


Paragraph 5.149 of the NPS requires projects to be designed carefully, taking 
account of the potential impact on the landscape.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ2 (General 
Development) requires “development to be designed to achieve a high quality, 
which . . . preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the 
district”. Developments will be considered against, inter alia, conserving and 
enhancing the landscape character of the area.  


 
3.3 Visual Receptor No. 28 







 


 
 


 


 
3.3.1 Table 1.1 of Appendix 7.4 Visual baseline and impact schedules & Figure 


2.8 Environmental Masterplan Sheet 5 of 7: The rising ground of a modern 
bund currently restricts views of the A303. The scheme will move the 
alignment of the A303 to the north and closer to Camel Hill Farm and the other 
adjacent residential receptors.  The scheme will make use of a 2 metre high 
environmental barrier to screen the construction and operational traffic with 
planting by Year 15 assisting with the screening of HGVs.  
 
The assessment of ‘Slight Adverse’, ‘Neutral’ and ‘Neutral’ is agreed for the 
construction phase, Year 1 and Year 15, respectively, with regards to the 
intrusion of moving traffic, but does not consider the harmful effect of an 
environmental barrier on the rural character of the farmstead setting. 
 
A 2 metre high environmental barrier could diminish the rural setting for this 
attractive historic farmstead. Consideration should be given to using a false 
bund or retained bank to screen the moving traffic rather than an 
environmental barrier.  


 
3.3.2 Mitigation: Reassessment of VR No. 28 with consideration of the effects of an 


environmental barrier on the rural character.  
 
Inclusion of a bund in the detailed design scheme approved under Planning 
Requirement 12 of the DCO and the landscaping scheme approved under 
Planning Requirement 5 of the DCO.  


 
3.3.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.145 of the NPS requires the assessment to include any 


significant effects on landscape character. 
 
Paragraph 5.149 of the NPS requires projects to be designed carefully, taking 
account of the potential impact on the landscape.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ2 (General 
Development) requires “development to be designed to achieve a high quality, 
which . . . preserves or enhances the character and appearance of the 
district”. Developments will be considered against, inter alia, conserving and 
enhancing the landscape character of the area.  
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) requires heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the setting of heritage assets.  







 


 
 


 


 
3.4 Visual Receptor No. 38 
 
3.4.1 Table 1.1 of Appendix 7.4 Visual baseline and impact schedules & Figure 


2.8 Environmental Masterplan Sheet 6 of 7: The view from VR No. 38 is 
from the Hazlegrove House drive, on the outward approach before it bends 
onto a new alignment. It is the closest point of the drive to the A303 
realignment. Views of moving traffic and highway lighting on the A303 will be 
screened in part by the false cutting of Bund 7 and in part by a 2 metre high 
environmental barrier.  
 
The assessment of the effects of the scheme on VR No. 38 are ‘Very Large 
Adverse’, ‘Moderate Adverse’, and ‘Slight Adverse’ for the construction phase, 
Year 1 and Year 15, respectively. The assessment of Slight Adverse is 
challenged as this does not consider the adverse effect of an environmental 
barrier on the character of the RPG.  
 
The environmental barrier would be on the sight line from the Hazlegrove 
House drive, be in close proximity to the drive, would not be in keeping with 
the character of the RPG, and is likely to be visible through the planting 
particularly in autumn, winter and early spring months. 
 
Consideration should be given to an extension of Bund 7 as a substitute for 
the proposed 2 metre high environmental barrier. 


 
3.4.2 Mitigation: Reassessment of VR No. 38 with the intrusive nature of a 2 metre 


fence consider in the RPG considered in the assessment. 
 
Extension of Bund 7, as a substitute for the proposed environmental barrier, in 
the detailed design scheme approved under Planning Requirement 12 of the 
DCO and the landscaping scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of 
the DCO.  


 
3.4.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.145 of the NPS requires the assessment to include any 


significant effects on landscape character. 
 
Paragraph 5.146 of the NPS requires the assessment to include potential 
impacts on views and visual amenity. 
 
Paragraph 5.149 of the NPS requires projects to be designed carefully, taking 
account of the potential impact on the landscape.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 
 







 


 
 


 


South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ3 (Historic 
Environment) required heritage assets to be conserved. All new development 
proposals relating to the historic environment will be expected to safeguard 
the character of heritage assets. 


 
3.5 Design of Highway and Landscape Elements 
 
3.5.1 Paragraphs 2.5.166 and 2.5.168 of Chapter 2 The Scheme: Confirmation of 


the design and materials for the highway and landscape features are required, 
i.e. the acoustic barriers, fences, gates, access road and track surfaces. 


 
3.5.2 Mitigation: Inclusion of details for hard landscaping works in the landscaping 


scheme approved under Planning Requirement 5 of the DCO.  
 
3.5.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.149 of the NPS requires projects to be designed 


carefully, taking account of the potential impact on the landscape.  
 
Paragraph 5.160 of the NPS requires careful consideration of materials and 
design for infrastructure.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 


 
3.6 Bridge Designs 
 
3.6.1 Paragraphs 2.5.118 and 2.5.123 of Chapter 2 The Scheme; Figure 2.5; 


and Figure 2.17: The proposed overbridge and underbridge for the scheme 
vary in form from the existing bridges on this section of the A303 by being 
supported on abutments rather than slender piers. This introduces a new form 
of bridge design with substantial elements of concrete facing panels.  
 
The current designs are not considered to reflect the character of the local 
landscape or that of this section of the A303 corridor.  
 
Their designs should respond to the form of the existing A303 bridges or to the 
character of the local landscape, which could be through the use of the local 
Camel Stone, notably in the wall facings.  
 


3.6.2 Mitigation: Redesign of the bridges with a response to the character of the 
local landscape or road corridor in the detailed design scheme approved 
under Planning Requirement 12 of the DCO. 


 
3.6.3 Policy: Paragraph 5.149 of the NPS requires projects to be designed 


carefully, taking account of the potential impact on the landscape.  
 







 


 
 


 


Paragraph 5.160 of the NPS requires careful consideration of materials and 
design for infrastructure.  
 
Paragraph 4.20 of the NPS allows the Secretary of State to attach planning 
requirements for unresolved details. 
 
South Somerset Adopted Local Plan (2006-2028): Policy EQ2 (General 
Development) requires “development to be designed to achieve a high quality, 
which promotes South Somerset’s local distinctiveness and preserves or 
enhances the character and appearance of the district”.  
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A303 SPARKFORD TO ILCHESTER DUALLING SCHEME 
APPENDIX 3 


Biodiversity, Ecology and Natural Environment Topic Paper 
 
1. PURPOSE OF TOPIC PAPER  


1.1. The purpose of this topic paper is to set out in further detail issues in relation to 
biodiversity and ecology that have been raised in the Local Impact Report. 


 
2. BACKGROUND 


2.1 The proposed scheme is to provide a continuous dual-carriageway linking the 
Podimore Bypass and the Sparkford Bypass. The scheme would involve the 
removal of at-grade junctions and direct accesses. The Hazlegrove Junction 
would be constructed to grade-separated standards and Downhead Junction and 
Camel Cross Junction would be constructed to compact grade-separated 
standards, as illustrated on Figure 2.3 General Arrangement Plans, contained in 
Volume 6.2. 


 
2.2 Chapter 8, Volume 6.3 the Environmental Statement and its supporting 


appendices considers the likely significant effects of the proposed scheme on 
important ecological resources including designated sites, habitats and species. 


 
2.3 On reviewing these documents a number of issues have been identified including 


the need for further surveys, analysis and assessment, and inclusion of further 
mitigation. On occasion there is a lack of consultation on specific features where 
data and information should have been accessed from local ecologists and 
organisations. This will need to be included an updated Environmental Statement 
to provide a more comprehensive assessment or detailed measures be included 
but not exclusively within the Construction Environmental Management Plan. The 
identified issues where further information, assessment and or mitigation are: 


 
 Evidence of sufficient biodiversity mitigation / enhancement being 


provided 
 Effects on bats and their foraging habitats  
 Loss and fragmentation of habitat connectivity for bats 
 Bat roost provision 
 Disturbance to bat species whilst occupying a place of rest 
 Lighting effects on biodiversity 
 Ecological networks (generic) 
 Species mortality 
 Air quality effects on priority habitats 
 Effects on Barn Owls and their habitats  
 Breeding birds 
 Consideration of Hazel Dormice  
 Consideration of Great Crested Newts  
 Invertebrate survey and assessment 







 Consideration of Brown Hairstreak Butterfly 
 Environmental Masterplan 


 
2.4 It is also noted generally that none of the submitted reports state the surveyors 


and their competencies as per the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management guidelines of ecological impact assessment1.      


 
 


3. ISSUES 
 


Evidence of sufficient biodiversity mitigation / enhancement being provided 
Background 
3.1  It is considered that there is insufficient evidence provided by the applicant to 


show that the scheme would not result in a net loss of habitat value. 
 
3.2  6.1 Environmental Statement - Chapter 8: Biodiversity - 8.10.9 Sets out the loss 


of habitats, including priority habitats during construction. The loss of hedgerows 
and woodland is particularly concerning.  8.10.58 sets out the amount of 
replacement / compensation for priority habitats for operational use. However, no 
consideration has been made for the timeframes to allow habitats to mature / 
support biodiversity.  


 
3.3  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.3 Hedgerow Technical Report - The 


impacts on hedgerow include loss, fragmentation between hedgerows (and 
woodlands – not mentioned) and severance of wildlife corridors. Approximately 
2.8 kilometres would be permanently lost, and 7.7 kilometres would be a 
temporarily lost. Of the 10.6 kilometres of hedgerow likely to require removal, 
approximately 6 kilometres is species-rich, with 4.6 kilometres ‘important’ under 
the Hedgerow Regulations 19972. Approximately 1663 metres of species rich 
hedgerow and 1174 metres of species poor hedgerow would be permanently lost. 
A total of 1.8 kilometres of species-poor hedgerow would be replaced with 
species rich hedgerow. 


 
3.4  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report states that ‘It is 


proposed that 4.57 hectares of woodland and 22.43 hectares of native trees and 
scrub are to be planted to compensate for the loss of these habitats as a result of 
construction and operation of the scheme. It has been recommended that 
compensatory woodland planting is incorporated into the Environmental 
Masterplan (Figure 2.8 of the Environmental Statement, Volume 6.2), with at 
least 1 tree planted for every 1 removed, with more incorporated into the design 
where possible’.  


                                                
1 
https://www.cieem.net/data/files/Publications/EcIA_Guidelines_Terrestrial_Freshwater_and_Coastal_Jan_2016.p
df 
2 The hedgerows were identified and mapped in accordance with the Hedgerow Regulations 1997. Although the 
methodology mentions woody species, ground flora and associated species, it fails to mention the potential for 
archaeological / historical features present, or where a hedgerow would qualify due to records of certain species 
being present listed in the Regulations. 







 
3.5  For newly planted trees opportunities for roosting bats would not occur although 


this can be mitigated through the erection of bat boxes, if the trees are of 
sufficient firmness to support such in newly planted areas. However, a newly 
planted tree will not provide as much prey resource for bats as a mature tree for 
many years. This may affect the maintenance of the Favourable Conservation 
Status of local bat populations.  


 
Mitigation 
3.6  Defra’s Biodiversity offsetting metric or Somerset’s Habitats Evaluation 


Procedure should be used to calculate the equivalent amount of habitat needed 
to replace that lost during construction. Both methods include temporal and risk 
factors and are compatible with each other. This would then give confidence that 
the landscaping associated with the proposed road scheme provides sufficient 
mitigation and indeed provide enhancement. Where mitigation is insufficient the 
appropriate amount and type should be added to the scheme either on or off site. 
Furthermore, the scheme should show a resultant enhancement for biodiversity 
including through habitat creation. This could then be included in an updated 
Environmental Statement. 


 
3.7  With regard to bats and trees proposals state that trees will be replaced on a one 


for one basis. At least three trees should be replanted for each tree lost to 
achieve net gain and to account for natural losses. This should be specified in a 
updated landscape strategy / plan. 


 
Policy 
3.8  The National Policy Statement for National Networks 2014 (NPS) states in 


Paragraph 5.25 that ‘The applicant may also wish to make use of biodiversity 
offsetting in devising compensation proposals to counteract any impacts on 
biodiversity which cannot be avoided or mitigated.’   


 
3.9  Paragraph 5.20 of the NPS mentions that ‘Government policy for the natural 


environment is set out in the Natural Environment White Paper (NEWP).  The 
NEWP sets out a vision of moving progressively from net biodiversity loss to net 
gain.’  


 
3.10  This has been taken forward in the more recent National Planning Policy 


Framework 2018 (NPPF) of which paragraph 170 states: ‘Planning… decisions 
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by… 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 
future pressures’.  


 
3.11  The South Somerset District Council adopted Local Plan policy EQ4 states that 


‘All proposals for development… will: Maximise opportunities for… enhancement 
and connection of natural habitats…’ Adopted Local Plan Policy EQ6: Woodland 
and Forests states ‘Woodland areas, including ancient and semi-natural 







woodland should be… expanded where possible to provide a buffer to core areas 
of woodland’ Targets for the policy include a net increase in area. 


 
 
Effects on bats and their foraging habitats  
Background 
3.12  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report - Most of the 


activity recorded across the transect surveys were dominated by common 
pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle. With Leisler’s bat, noctule and serotine mainly 
recorded adjacent to open areas and noted to be foraging. Large numbers of 
Myotis sp. were also recorded across the transect surveys. Brown long-eared bat 
were recorded more occasionally, although likely to be under recorded, and 
occasional passes from rare bat species such as barbastelle, and lesser 
horseshoe were also recorded during transect surveys.  


 
3.13  It is noted that no internal surveys of the four woodlands affected by the proposed 


development, for woodland foraging species such as Bechstein’s bat, lesser 
horseshoe bat, etc, have been undertaken.  


 
3.14  The terms of reporting low, moderate and high levels of bat activity are not 


defined per species considering each one’s spatial ecology. 
 
3.15 There would be the permanent loss of the following foraging habitats, which may 


be used by bats for foraging purposes: 
 


 Arable land – 7.23 hectare  
 Poor semi-improved grassland – 7.20 hectare  
 Broadleaved plantation woodland – 0.06 hectare  
 Broadleaved semi-natural woodland – 0.60 hectare  
 Broadleaved parkland scattered trees – 0.03 hectare  
 Improved grassland – 3.92 hectare  


 
3.16 In the Enhancement (not Mitigation?) section of the report it states that ‘To 


compensate for the loss of suitable foraging habitats within the survey area, it is 
recommended that wildflower grassland is planted, comprising of species also 
associated with calcareous and neutral grassland. It is proposed that 49.01 
hectares of wildflower and species rich grassland would be planted as 
compensatory grassland planting for habitat lost during construction and 
operation of the scheme’.  


 
Mitigation 
3.17  The results in the Environmental Statement need to be clarified for each transect 


are described for all species rather than describing the use of the transects per 
species, which would have resulted in a clearer picture of where and what each 
species is doing along the route of the proposed dualling. The results of the 
automated detector surveys could then be combined with those of the transect 
surveys. The impacts on each species’ local population should then be 
considered and analysed. Figures could also be included in the text to illustrate 







this per species. More effort needs to go into identifying the various Myotis 
species which have differing habitat requirements (for example see Barataud, 
20153). The assessment can then demonstrate that the scheme will or will not 
have an effect on the ‘Favourable Conservation Status’ of local populations. 


 
3.18  Further bat activity surveys of woodland affected by the proposed scheme need 


to be carried out, reported and analysed in an updated Environmental Statement  
 
3.19  Compensatory planting should be of a minimum area equal to the area to be lost 


as a result of the scheme. However, this may not be sufficient to mitigate habitat 
lost. The value of the habitat area lost should be calculated using either 
Somerset’s Habitat Evaluation Procedure or Defra’s Biodiversity offsetting metric 
(depending on the distribution of bat species), which includes temporal and 
difficulty/risk factors for the habitats created. The calculation should also allow for 
the effects of street lighting on the woodland planting at the Hazelgrove Junction 
(Figure 2.8, Sheet 7) and therefore should be excluded from the amount provided 
to bats. 


 
Policy 
3.20  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to bats 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 
 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 


they belong 
 
3.21  Section 99 of the Government circular 2005/06 on biodiversity and geological 


conservation states that ‘It is essential that the presence or otherwise of 
protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed 
development, is established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise 
all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the 
decision.’ 


 
3.22  Paragraph 5.20 of the NPS mentions that ‘Government policy for the natural 


environment is set out in the Natural Environment White Paper (NEWP).  The 
NEWP sets out a vision of moving progressively from net biodiversity loss to net 
gain.’ This has been taken forward in the more recent National Planning Policy 
Framework 2018 (NPPF) of which paragraph 170 states: ‘Planning… decisions 


                                                
3 Barataud, M. 2015. Acoustic Ecology of European Bats: Species Identification, Study of their Habitats and Foraging 
Behaviour. Paris: Muséum nationale d’Histpire naturelle 







should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by… 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity…’ 


 
3.23  The South Somerset District Council adopted Local Plan policy EQ4 states that 


‘All proposals for development… will: Protect and assist recovery of identified 
priority species; and Ensure that Habitat Features, Priority Habitats and 
Geological Features that are used by bats and other wildlife are protected and 
that the design including proposals for lighting does not cause severance or is a 
barrier to movement. 


 
 
Loss and fragmentation of habitat connectivity for bats 
Background 
3.24  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report - Numerous 


important commuting corridors were identified, mainly to the north of the existing 
A303, with more limited numbers south of the existing road. A potential important 
crossing point was also identified south of Steart Wood, approximately 220 
metres west of Conegore Corner, and recorded as being utilised by common and 
rare species of bat, including barbastelle, greater horseshoe bat and lesser 
horseshoe bat (Bechstein’s must also assumed to be present given that there is a 
lack of analysis of Myotis species). High levels of foraging activity were noted in 
the fields and woodland edges at the entrance of Hazlegrove School, with an 
array of common species recorded. 


 
3.25 Ten bat species were recorded during the crossing point surveys undertaken 


between July and October 2017 using hedgerows and treelines for commuting 
purposes. These comprised:  


 Lesser horseshoe  
 Myotis sp.  
 Leisler’s bat  
 Noctule 
 Pipistrellus sp.  
 Common pipistrelle  
 Soprano pipistrelle 
 Serotine 
 Brown long-eared  
 Barbastelle 


 
3.26  It is proposed to install bat hop-overs to reduce the impact of hedgerow 


severance where this cannot be avoided, and to reduce the impact of temporary 
loss or severance of hedgerows during construction. In order to reduce the 
impact of the scheme, particularly with regards to collisions of vehicles.  


 
3.27  At Canegore Corner it is additionally suggested that a dense shrub layer should 


be planted along the verge to discourage bats from crossing the road low down, 
forcing them up and over the road, away from traffic. The presence of bat species 
known to fly through vegetation, such as brown long-eared bat, greater 







horseshoe bat, lesser horseshoe bat, means that wooden screen/mesh is also 
recommended to be installed alongside the dense shrub. It is also stated that the 
scheme constructed at the bottom of this verge in a false cutting. This elevated 
verge will further encourage bats to fly up and over the road.  I consider this 
would not work as those bats would still drop to 1 to 2m above ground level. 


 
3.28  However, with regard to planted hop-overs, it is unlikely Highways England would 


want the maintenance issue of trees close to the highway. Hop-overs are unlikely 
to work for horseshoe, Myotis and other species which are likely to drop 
immediately to cross the carriageway, which is wider than normal estate roads. 


 
3.29  Lack of cross connectivity of the proposed dual carriageway for some bats 


species is potentially an issue and increases the risk of mortality when linked with 
the increased width of the highway. There is no effective mitigation proposed for 
bats crossing the operational A303. 


 
3.30  Crossing point surveys aimed to inform the impact assessment in relation to 


potential fragmentation of bat foraging and commuting habitat, and direct 
mortality. The methodology was in accordance with Berthinussen and Altringham 
(2015) 4  that requires at least 6 visits per crossing point location. Twelve crossing 
point survey locations were identified based on assessment of mature hedgerows 
with good connectivity, woodland blocks, and riparian habitats likely to be 
important for commuting and foraging bats impacted by the scheme. Of these 
twelve survey locations, eleven were used due to health and safety constraints. 
Surveys were conducted from July 2017 until September 2017.  


 
3.31  The consultants considered surveying in June to be wasted effort. This was so 


that surveys would correspond with the preferred route announcement from July 
to minimise wasted survey effort. However, it is considered it is the existing A303 
that is being assessed not the proposed dualling and therefore the effort is not 
considered to be wasted as stated by the consultants. 


 
3.32  Results were also assessed after the second survey to determine whether the 


crossing point required the full 6 surveys. This does not take account of the 
seasonal variation in prey availability and habitat use by some species of bats, 
e.g. horseshoe species. I have found spring and autumn peaks at certain 
locations for horseshoe bats where they are absent or in low number through the 
summer for example. 


  
3.33  No thermal imaging cameras of potential crossing points were deployed in the 


surveys as included in the Berthinussen and Altringham (2015) methodology. At 


                                                
4 Berthinussen, A. & Altringham, J.  2015. WC1060 Development of a Cost-Effective Method for Monitoring the 
Effectiveness of Mitigation for Bats Crossing Linear Transport Infrastructure. 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=0&Proj
ectID=18518 


 







this stage it is considered that the survey effort is not sufficient to determine bats 
crossing the existing A303. 


 
Mitigation 
3.34  Further surveys for a full season and with thermal imaging cameras is required to 


determine how the existing A303 is being crossed by bats. 
 
3.35  The results should describe the use of the transects per species, which would 


result in a clearer picture of where and what each species is doing along the 
route of the proposed dualling. The results of the automated detector surveys 
could then be combined with those of the transect surveys. The impacts on each 
species’ local population could then be considered. Figures could also be 
included in the text to illustrate this per species.  More effort needs to go into 
identifying the various Myotis species. The assessment can then demonstrate 
that the scheme will or will not have an effect on the ‘Favourable Conservation 
Status’ of local populations. This should then be included in an updated 
Environmental Statement. 


 
3.36  A ‘green bridge’ considered at Canegore Corner (see Berthinussen and 


Altringham, 2015) and elsewhere underpasses of appropriate dimensions are 
provided as part of the proposed scheme whilst there is opportunity and for future 
proofing. These need to be identified, designed and included in construction 
drawings. 


 
Policy 
3.37  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to bats 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 
 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 


they belong 
 
3.38  The NPS state in paragraph 5.33, ‘Development proposals potentially provide 


many opportunities for building in beneficial biodiversity or geological features as 
part of good design. When considering proposals, the Secretary of State should 
consider whether the applicant has maximised such opportunities in and around 
developments. The Secretary of State may use requirements or planning 
obligations where appropriate in order to ensure that such beneficial features are 
delivered.’ 


 
3.39  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.36 ‘Applicants should include appropriate 


mitigation measures as an integral part of their proposed development, including 







identifying where and how these will be secured. In particular, the applicant 
should demonstrate that:  


 
 developments will be designed and landscaped to provide green corridors 


and minimise habitat fragmentation where reasonable; 
 opportunities will be taken to enhance existing habitats and, where 


practicable, to create new habitats of value within the site landscaping 
proposals, for example through techniques such as the 'greening' of existing 
network crossing points, the use of green bridges and the habitat 
improvement of the network verge 


 


3.40  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development..., will… promote coherent ecological networks’; ‘Maximise 
opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats’; 
and ‘… assist [the] recovery of identified priority species’. It also states that ‘All 
proposals for development… will: Protect and assist recovery of identified priority 
species; and Ensure that Habitat Features, Priority Habitats and Geological 
Features that are used by bats and other wildlife are protected and that the 
design including proposals for lighting does not cause severance or is a barrier to 
movement’. 


 
 
Bat roost provision 
3.41  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report. There is a loss 


of roosts for bats including one house that would be demolished by the 
construction of the proposed road. To mitigate for the loss of the roosting 
resource, the installation of a bat house within suitable habitat is recommended. 
A bat house would aim to replace the potential roost lost and enhance the site for 
species such as lesser horseshoe and serotine which have been recorded and 
are less likely to use tree roost boxes. The report recommends bat houses that 
are at least 60 centimetres tall and have chambers that are at least 50 
centimetres tall and 35 centimetres wide. They also require a landing area which 
extends below the entrance of at least 8 centimetres, although recessed 
partitions are also an acceptable option. At least 4 roosting chambers should be 
constructed inside the bat houses, with roost partitions spaces approximately 2.5 
centimetres apart. The bat house should be installed between 3.5 metres and 6 
metres high on a sturdy pole secured into the ground. However, these roosts 
would not be suitable for lesser horseshoe bats. 


 
3.42  The report also considers that to ensure that the scheme has a positive 


contribution towards local bat populations, the report recommends that a 
minimum of 220 bat boxes are installed within suitable habitats adjacent to the 
scheme. However, it is not certain where this figure comes from, as seemingly a 
‘scatter gun’ approach, and which bat populations this would benefit. 


 
Mitigation 







3.43  Further analysis in the Environmental Statement as to roosting requirements of 
bats and consideration of provision for horseshoe species. Bat houses should be 
considered in place of boxes and the afore described pole mounted house, which 
is likely to be a better long-term investment. 


 
Policy 
3.44  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to bats 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 
 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 


they belong 
 


3.45  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Disturbance to bat species whilst occupying a place of rest 
Background 
3.46  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report -  A total of 33 


trees were assessed as being of high potential to support roosting bats within 120 
metres of the scheme. A further 12 trees within 40 metres of the scheme were 
assessed as being of moderate potential to support roosting bats. A total of 11 
low potential trees were within the boundary of the scheme. Of the 9 species 
recorded during these surveys, tree roosts were identified as belonging to brown 
long-eared bat, common pipistrelle, Myotis sp. and soprano pipistrelle, with a total 
of 8 trees recorded as being used as roosts. The largest of these was a roost of 
38 Myotis sp. bats within one tree. 


 
3.47  As a result of this assessment, 38 buildings were identified as being of either high 


potential and within 120 metres of the scheme or of moderate potential within 40 
metres of the site. Of these 38 buildings, four could not be surveyed as land 
owners denied access to the buildings. Consequently, 34 buildings were subject 
to emergence re-entry survey between May and October 2017. Of the species 
recorded during the emergence and re-entry surveys of buildings, roosts were 
identified within buildings belonging to brown long-eared bat, common pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus sp. and soprano pipistrelle, potential roosts belonging to common 
pipistrelle and serotine were also recorded. 


 
3.48  The report considers that to reduce any impact from increased levels of 


disturbance from light, noise and vibration throughout construction and during 







operation of the scheme, it is recommended that a 10-metre buffer zone is 
observed around hedgerows and woodland, and where bat roosts have been 
identified. There are five roosts within 30m. However, no evidence is given for the 
buffered distances. It is considered that the effects of disturbance from road 
construction on roosting bats can occur up to 200m away (pers. comm. Geoff 
Billington, Greena Ecological Consultancy, presentation to Somerset Highways 
2006) 


 
Mitigation 
3.48  A revised assessment of potential disturbance to bat roosts based on evidence 


and how this would be mitigated for in the construction programme included in an 
updated Environmental Statement. 


 
3.49  A condition for a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) would 


then implement working methods to prevent disturbance to roosting bats during 
the construction process. 


 
Policy 
3.50  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. It is illegal, under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to intentionally or recklessly 
disturb an individual bat in its roost, which would include nearby construction 
activity. 


 
 
Lighting effects on biodiversity 
Background 
3.51  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.4 Bat Technical Report. With regard to 


lighting it is proposed that night time working during construction should also be 
avoided where possible, to decrease the requirement for artificial lighting, and 
reduce the impact of increase noise and vibration on foraging and commuting 
bats. In addition to this, it is recommended that a wildlife sensitive lighting 
strategy is adopted through construction and operation to further reduce the 
potential impact of artificial lighting on bats. 


 
3.52  Operationally the following areas have been identified as affecting bat 
behaviour. 
 


 Camel Cross Junction – there is a proposed increase in lighting levels in 
this area. Lesser horseshoe and barbastelle have been recorded in 
habitats adjacent to the junction, in addition to activity from more common 
species some of which are also light adverse.  


 
 Vale Farm Link – there is a proposed increase in the lighting levels south 


of Pepper Hill House, with 2 roosts identified in buildings here.  
 







 Hazlegrove Junction – south of the hedgerow east of Pepper Hill Copse 
that runs north to south. This hedgerow has been noted for the levels of 
bat foraging and commuting activity.  


 
Mitigation 
3.53  A lighting scheme demonstrating that habitats used by bats are kept dark will 


need to be conditioned both for the construction period within the Construction 
Lighting Plan (3(g)x of Schedule 2 (3) the Construction and Environmental 
Management Plan in the DCO) and operationally should be detailed, including 
through Lux contour plans and technical specifications, in an updated 
Environmental Statement 
 


Policy 
3.54  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to bats 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 
 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 


they belong 
 


3,55  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Ensure that Habitat Features, Priority Habitats and 
Geological Features that are used by bats and other wildlife are protected and 
that the design including proposals for lighting does not cause severance or is a 
barrier to movement’. 


 
 
Ecological networks (generic) 
Background 
3.56  6.1 Environmental Statement - Chapter 8: Biodiversity - 8.3.24 Somerset’s 


Ecological Network identifies the remaining areas of priority habitat, areas for 
biodiversity enhancement, and the connections that need to be made to link 
these areas up across the landscape. This is a joint project between Somerset 
Wildlife Trust, Somerset Environmental Records Centre and Somerset County 
Council using the BEETLE model developed by Forest Research. No 
consultation was held with Somerset County Council or Somerset Wildlife Trust 
regarding the ecological networks and no assessment is included in the 
statement. 


 
Mitigation  







3.57 The effects of the proposed scheme could be modelled, post construction, to 
identify changes in Somerset’s ecological networks, particularly for woodland and 
appropriate mitigation applied. An additional section on this should be included in 
the Environmental Statement. 


 
Policy 
3.58  The NPS states in paragraph 5.36 that ‘Applicants should include appropriate 


mitigation measures as an integral part of their proposed development, including 
identifying where and how these will be secured. In particular, the applicant 
should demonstrate that: 


 
 developments will be designed and landscaped to provide green corridors 


and minimise habitat fragmentation where reasonable;   
 opportunities will be taken to enhance existing habitats and, where 


practicable, to create new habitats of value within the site landscaping 
proposals, for example through techniques such as the 'greening' of existing 
network crossing points, the use of green bridges and the habitat 
improvement of the network verge. 


 
3.59  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan states ‘All proposals for 


development..., will… promote coherent ecological networks’; ‘Maximise 
opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats’; 
and ‘… assist [the] recovery of identified priority species’. 


 
 
Species mortality 
Background 
3.60  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.10 Water Vole and Otter Technical 


Report - The report states that ‘The records show that otters are using both the 
River Cam and the River Carey, with records south and north of the A303. 
Neither of these water courses cross the A303. Owing to the lack of connectivity, 
it is likely that there are 2 separate populations of otters south and north of the 
A303. There may be limited connection between the otters on each river but the 
existing A303 is a busy road and is likely to form a significant barrier’.  


 
3.61  However, I disagree with this statement. Crossing is likely to take place at night 


when traffic frequency is far less. I have personally have observed a dead otter in 
the central carriageway of the A303 just east of the Sparkford roundabout, which 
was probably killed either coming from or to Dyke Brook. Furthermore, Somerset 
Otter Group, who were not consulted by the applicant’s consultants, recorded at 
least another four dead otters at or near Sparkford Roundabout. This is a 
significant ‘hot spot’ in respect of otter mortality.  


 
3.62  Furthermore, single otter road casualties have been recorded in the length of the 


proposed A303 upgrade. Otters can cross main roads between watersheds quite 
remote from any watercourse. As well as being an issue currently, increased 
traffic speeds resultant of the proposed dualling is likely to increase the risk of 
future otter deaths unless adequately mitigated for. 







 
3.63  6.3 Environmental Statement: Confidential Badger Technical Report - Five main 


badger setts have been identified within 500 metres of the boundary of the 
scheme. The field surveys have identified a total of 68 badger setts within 500 
metres of the scheme, of which 5 have been classified as main setts. However, 
no surveys/monitoring of badger road casualties along the A303 have been 
carried out. It is considered a single unspecified underpass for badgers is not 
sufficient mitigation. 


 
3.64  Deer casualties are not reported, and no survey of deer crossing has been 


included. Whilst deer are not considered of conservation concern they should be 
considered on health and safety grounds. No consultation appears to have been 
made with the The Deer Initiative or Langbein Wildlife 


 
Mitigation 
3,65  The scheme needs to provide an underpass for otters near the Sparkford 


Roundabout supplemented by underpasses elsewhere. These can be designed 
into the scheme whilst there is opportunity to do so and included in the 
appropriate construction drawings and specifications.  


 
3.66  Further monitoring of the existing A303 for badger mortality should be carried out 


and included in the Environmental Statement.  
 
3.67  Consultation with The Deer Initiative and / or Langbein Wildlife concerning deer 


mortality and any related accident data for collisions and the results, along with 
any mitigation required, included in the Environmental Statement. 


 
Policy 
3.68  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. Paragraph 5.3.5 goes 
on to state ‘… species [which includes otters] and habitats have been identified 
as being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England 
and Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State 
should ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these species and 
habitats are protected from the adverse effects of development. Where 
appropriate, requirements or planning obligations may be used in order to deliver 
this protection.’ 


 
3.69  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to otters 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 







 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 
they belong 


 
3.70  The NPS also states in paragraph 5.33, ‘Development proposals potentially 


provide many opportunities for building in beneficial biodiversity or geological 
features as part of good design. When considering proposals, the Secretary of 
State should consider whether the applicant has maximised such opportunities in 
and around developments. The Secretary of State may use requirements or 
planning obligations where appropriate in order to ensure that such beneficial 
features are delivered.’ 


 
3.71  Section 99 of the Government circular 2005/06 on biodiversity and geological 


conservation states that ‘It is essential that the presence or otherwise of 
protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed 
development, is established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise 
all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the 
decision.’ 


 
3.72  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan states ‘All proposals for 


development..., will… promote coherent ecological networks’; ‘Maximise 
opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats’; 
and ‘… assist [the] recovery of identified priority species’. 


 
 
Air quality effects on priority habitats 
Background 
3.73  6.1 Environmental Statement - Chapter 8: Biodiversity – In relation to air quality 


changes 8.7.6 Whitesheet Hill Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) is used 
which is in Wiltshire and remote from the site of the proposed dualling. Nitrogen 
oxide (NOx) deposition falls to background levels within 200m of roads. Sparkford 
Wood SSSI, located over 1 kilometre from the scheme, is considered sufficiently 
far away that it would not be subject to air quality impacts as a result of the works 
as would the next nearest SSSI Babcary Meadows, approximately 3.9km to the 
north. See also 8.10.50.  


 
3.74  However, consideration should be given to the effects of air quality changes to 


nearby priority habitats existing and proposed, and Local Wildlife Sites (LWS). 
For example, the scheme is partially located within Gason Field Lane LWS, which 
is designated for its calcareous grassland habitat (paragraph 8.10.19). In 
addition, the statement in paragraph 8.10.52 states for Camel Hill Transmitter 
Site LWS and Hazlegrove Park LWS, it is anticipated that there would be 
increases in NOx concentrations once the scheme is operational. The report 
surmises without evidence that increases would affect the periphery of the LWSs 
and thus has the potential to result in a small area of habitat degradation. 







However, the effects of NOx deposition can occur up to 150 metres from a road 
(Bignal et al, 2004; 20075). 


 
Mitigation  
3.75  An assessment of air quality changes on priority habitats within 200m of the road 


using the APIS6 methodology to assess deposition effects and an evaluation of 
the results and included in an updated Environmental Statement. 


 
Policy 
3.76  The NPS states in paragraph 5.35, ‘Other… habitats have been identified as 


being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State should 
ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these… habitats are 
protected from the adverse effects of development…’ 


 
3.77  All proposals for development, including those which would affect sites of 


regional and local biodiversity… will: Protect the biodiversity value of land…’ 
 
 
Effects on Barn Owls and their habitats  
Background 
3.78  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.5 Barn Owl Technical Report states 


that temporary habitat loss with have a minor effect as is considered that barn 
owls are not using the full amount of habitat available. However, permanent loss 
of habitat for barn owls would be through the realignment of the road and land 
take of the scheme. The impact for permanent habitat loss is considered to be 
Moderate Adverse due the proximity of the works to the territory of one of the 
known breeding pairs. This would mean potential decrease in their foraging 
success without moving their territory. It appears that no mitigation is given for 
permanent loss of habitat affecting the viability of one breeding pair of barn owls. 


 
3.79  Otherwise, I concur that further surveys are required prior to construction to 


ensure barn owls have not begun using potential nesting sites. The mitigation 
and enhancements recommended is also appropriate for the scheme. 


 
Mitigation 
3.80  Provision of replacement habitat to offset the permanent loss of habitat to ensure 


the viability of the breeding pair of barn owls possibly through off site 
enhancement. Defra’s Biodiversity offsetting metric or Somerset’s Habitats 
Evaluation Procedure should be used to calculate the equivalent amount of 
habitat needed to replace that lost during construction. Both methods include 
temporal and risk factors and are compatible with each other. This would then 
give confidence that the landscaping associated with the proposed road scheme 


                                                
5 Bignall, K., Ashmore, M. & Power, S. 2004. The ecological effects of diffuse air pollution from road transport. English Nature 
Research Report No. 580. Peterborough: English Nature; Bignall, K. L., Ashmore, M. R., Headley, A. D., Stewart, K. & Weigert, 
K. 2007. Ecological impacts of air pollution from road transport on local vegetation. Applied Geochemistry 22, 6, June 2007, 
1265–1271 
6 http://www.apis.ac.uk/ 


 







provides sufficient mitigation and indeed provide enhancement. Where mitigation 
is insufficient the appropriate amount and type should be added to the scheme 
either on or off site. Furthermore, the scheme should show a resultant 
enhancement for biodiversity including through habitat creation. 


 
3.81  The mitigation, enhancement and monitoring set out in the report must be 


secured through condition. 
 
Policy 
3.82 The NPS states in paragraph 5.35, ‘Other… species have been identified as 


being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State should 
ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these… species are 
protected from the adverse effects of development…’ 


 
3.83  Paragraph 5.20 of the NPS mentions that ‘Government policy for the natural 


environment is set out in the Natural Environment White Paper (NEWP).  The 
NEWP sets out a vision of moving progressively from net biodiversity loss to net 
gain.’ This has been taken forward in the more recent National Planning Policy 
Framework 2018 (NPPF) of which paragraph 170 states: ‘Planning… decisions 
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by… 
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity…’ 


 


3.84  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Breeding birds 
Background 
3.85 Environmental Statement, Volume 6.3 Appendix 8.6 Breeding Bird Technical 


Report states that a total of 47 species were recorded during the surveys within 
the study area and a total of 45 species were recorded within the works 
boundary. Nine species are listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006 and one, 
the Hobby, is listed on Schedule 1 of The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. A 
pair of hobby was confirmed to be breeding within the study area but outside the 
scheme boundary as was the song thrush. Meadow pipit, mistle thrush and 
skylark, listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006, were all also recorded 
immediately adjacent to the scheme boundary. 


 
3.86  It is agreed that the potential impacts of the development on breeding birds may 


include, but are not limited to:  
 


 Damage and/or destruction of active birds’ nests.  
 Loss of habitats used for breeding.  
 Loss and fragmentation of foraging habitat.  
 Increased levels of disturbance resulting from noise, light and the presence of 


people.  







 
3.87  And that the resulting effects may include:  


 
 A reduction in species richness and/or abundance.  
 Displacement of birds from areas used for breeding.  


 
3.88  The report states that ‘The development will impact and potentially contribute to 


the localised loss or displacement of relatively small numbers of notable bird 
species’.  


 
3.89  Nonetheless, the upgrade of the A303 along this section from a single 


carriageway to dual would change the ability of some species to move through 
the landscape due to the increased width of the road and associated landscaping 
and traffic speeds. The loss and fragmentation of breeding bird habitat would 
have a wide-ranging impact with about a third of all the species recorded utilising 
this habitats within the study area. The importance of hedgerows is especially 
pertinent considering the wider arable landscape. 


 
3.90  Mortality rates are not evenly distributed in space or in time. The area in which 


the road passes through and the behaviour of the birds present in that area can 
have an effect on the total number of road casualties recorded. Where the road is 
level without screening vegetation or elevated above the surrounding area birds 
are more likely to fly into the path of oncoming traffic. Birds also appear to be 
more susceptible on bends, where roads pass through areas of high habitat 
heterogeneity such as Camel Hill areas or where hedges line both sides of the 
road. 


 
3.91  A pair of hobby was recorded nesting approximately 100 metres from the works 


boundary. Research as shown that whilst hobbies are unconcerned by the 
presence of humans inside vehicles near the nest site, they are usually alarmed 
by humans on foot close to the nest (Messenger & Roome, 20077). Temporary 
screening would be provided around the works to avoid disturbance of the nest 
during the breeding season for hobby (May to September). 


 
3.92  The report outs forward as mitigation, to avoid nesting birds, vegetation to be 


cleared should be done outside the breeding season and where not possible the 
vegetation will be surveyed prior to removal. If present an exclusion buffer will be 
placed around the nest. No diameter of exclusion buffer is given. 


 
3.93  Nest boxes erected to replace those in the mature trees lost to the proposed 


scheme. 
 
3.94  No assessment of impacts or mitigation for noise is given. Increased traffic 


speeds would increase existing levels and displace breeding birds further from 


                                                
7 Messenger, A. & Roome, M. 2007. The breeding population of the Hobby in Derbyshire. British Birds 100: 594-608 







the road (e.g. see Reijnen et al, 1997; Reijnen et al, 20058) reducing habitat 
available to these species. 


 
Mitigation 
3.95  Defra’s Biodiversity offsetting metric or Somerset’s Habitats Evaluation 


Procedure should be used to calculate the equivalent amount of habitat needed 
to replace that lost during construction and subsequently due to traffic noise. Both 
methods include temporal and risk factors and are compatible with each other. 
This would then give confidence that the landscaping associated with the 
proposed road scheme provides sufficient mitigation and indeed provide 
enhancement. Where mitigation is insufficient the appropriate amount and type 
should be added to the scheme either on or off site. Furthermore, the scheme 
should show a resultant enhancement for biodiversity including through habitat 
creation. This needs to be included in an updated Environmental Statement. 


 
3.96 A CEMP should include detailed measures for avoiding impacts nesting birds. 


This would also include details of the screening to protect the nesting hobbies 
form disturbance.  


 
Policy 
3.97  The NPS states in paragraph 5.35, ‘Other… species have been identified as 


being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State should 
ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these… species are 
protected from the adverse effects of development…’ 


 
3.98 The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. The hobby is listed on 
Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and is 
provided from additional protection from intentional or reckless disturbance whilst 
breeding and with dependent young. 


 


3.99  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Consideration of Hazel Dormice  
Background 
3.100 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.8 Dormouse Technical Report states 


that following the completion of the dormouse surveys involving monthly checks 
of nest tubes, no dormice or evidence of their presence was discovered.  Whilst 
the nest tube surveys concluded the likely absence of dormice within 250 metres 


                                                
8 Reijnen, R., Foppen, R. & Veenbaas, G. 1997. Disturbance by traffic of breeding birds: evaluation of the effect and 
considerations in planning and managing road corridors.  Biodiversity and Conservation 6, 567-581 (1997); Reijnen, M., 
Veenbaas, G. & Foppen, R.  1995. Predicting the effects of motorway traffic on breeding bird population. Wageningen 
University & Research.  


 







of the scheme, several areas of habitat within the scheme footprint are 
considered suitable for dormice. Taking into account the small size of the area 
within the project footprint and the amount of suitable habitat present within the 
wider area, the project site is considered to be of Local conservation value for 
dormice.  


 
3.101 The reports states that any onsite loss of a dormice population would be unlikely 


to affect the conservation status of the species at a county level or higher, due to 
Somerset being a stronghold for the species. However, this statement provides 
no evidence that Somerset is a stronghold, the species is absent from areas of 
the County, and is considered dismissive of assessing the Favourable 
Conservation Status of the local population if present. 


 
3.102 A precautionary approach is recommended, included a toolbox talk, when 


removing the four hedgerows affected. In the unlikely event that a dormouse is 
discovered, works would be stopped while an appropriately qualified ecologist is 
consulted. However, it is considered that site operatives cannot be relied on to 
observe or identify dormouse nest whilst amid construction activity. 


 
Mitigation  
3.103  The Environmental Statement should include consideration of the Favourable 


Conservation Status dormice at the local level, if present.  
 
3.104  A method for dealing with any discovered dormouse or evidence of dormice 


should be include in the CEMP that does not rely on the sole observations of 
operatives.  


 
Policy 
3.105  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. Paragraph 5.3.5 goes 
on to state ‘… species [which includes hazel dormice] and habitats have been 
identified as being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in 
England and Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of 
State should ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these 
species and habitats are protected from the adverse effects of development. 
Where appropriate, requirements or planning obligations may be used in order to 
deliver this protection.’ 


 
3.106  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to otters 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 







 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 
they belong 


 


3.107 The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Consideration of Great Crested Newts  
Background 
3.108  6.3 Environmental Statement, Appendix 8.9 Great Crested Newt Technical 


Report reported the presence of great crested newts (GCN) within a number of 
these ponds. Three distinct meta-populations were identified, though only two 
would be subject to effects as a result of the scheme. Meta-population A, located 
at Downhead, has a medium population and meta-population C, located at 
Hazlegrove, has a medium population. Meta-population B located at Yarcombe 
was excluded from further assessment as all ponds associated with this meta-
population are over 500 metres from the construction footprint of the scheme. 


 
3.109  The survey methods used were generally in accordance with best practice. 


However, a study by Atkins (Sellars, 20109) showed that ponds with poor 
suitability were likely to be present in 8% not 3% as stated in Table 2.1. Poor 
suitability ponds were not surveyed further in the survey, whereas a secondary 
check could have been made through eDNA analysis for 24 and 43. However, 
overall the survey is thorough and fit for purpose. The results are clearly 
presented although it would be helpful to give percentages of habitat lost. A 
radius of 250m gives an area of approximately 19.6ha. Area loss of hedgerow 
would also be appropriate in assessing habitat loss.  Ninety precent of a great 
crested newt population were found to occur with 100m of a breeding pond in one 
study (Jehle, 200010).  


 
3.110  The Downhead population without mitigation would result in the temporary loss of 


terrestrial habitat within the core area (0-50 metres) of 0.23 hectare (ha) and the 
permanent loss would be 0.04ha within 50 metres of breeding ponds. Between 
50 metres and 250 metres there would be 1.643ha permanently lost and 3.63ha 
temporarily lost. Between 250 and 500 metres there would be 1.22ha and 5.64 
ha lost respectively.  


 
3.111  The Hazlegrove House meta-population would have a permanent loss of 


terrestrial habitat amounting to 0.47 ha and a temporary loss 3.01ha within 250 
and 500 metres of the proposed road construction amounting to some 4.5% of 
the habitat available being affected. No losses would occur at under 250 metres.  


 


                                                
9 Sellars, C. 2010. Habitat Suitability Index Scores as an Indicator of the Presence of Great Crested Newts. In 
Practice, 69, 22 -23 
10 Jehle, R.  2000, 'The terrestrial summer habitat of radio-tracked great crested newts (Triturus cristatus) and 
marbled newts (T. marmoratus)’, Herpetological Journal, 10, 137-142. 
 







3.112  Pond 32 to the south of the A303 is possibly linked to ponds north of the A303 
through dispersal of juveniles. The A303 is unlit and not heavily trafficked at 
night. Dualling will reduce the likelihood of successful dispersal occurring and 
increase the chances of mortality. What evidence is there that GCN’s will cross / 
not cross roads? Are there other ponds to the south of the road that would 
support this apparently isolated population? 


 
3.113 No mitigation is given against potential hazards to great crested newts in the 


carriageway. Any gullies and kerbs can trap and cause mortality to the species. 
 
Mitigation 
3.114  It is generally agreed that the details given in Section 5 and Appendix F with 


regard to the mitigation to be applied. This will include replacement habitat 
creation which results in a net gain for the species. However, further evidence is 
required on the ability of GCNs to cross roads or not and whether the population 
south of the road is likely to become increasingly isolated following construction 
of a dual carriageway.  


 
3.115  Each of these local populations would still need to be assessed for Favourable 


Conservation Status and included in an updated Environmental Statement. 
 
3.116  In areas where dispersal is likely to occur, and if no underpasses are provided / 


possible, the carriageways need to be designed to be GCN friendly, e.g. with 
appropriate drainage such as using offset gullies and traversable kerbing. These 
need to be shown in the relevant construction plans. 


 
Policy 
3.117  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. Paragraph 5.3.5 goes 
on to state ‘… species [which includes great crested newts] and habitats have 
been identified as being of principal importance for the conservation of 
biodiversity in England and Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. 
The Secretary of State should ensure that applicants have taken measures to 
ensure these species and habitats are protected from the adverse effects of 
development. Where appropriate, requirements or planning obligations may be 
used in order to deliver this protection.’ 


 
3.118  The NPS states in Paragraph 5.34 that ‘Many individual wildlife species receive 


statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions’. With regard to otters 
this includes the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
regarding European protected species of which Regulation 43 makes it an 
offence to deliberately disturb wild animals, listed on Schedule 2, in such a way 
as to be likely to: 
 a) impair their ability—  


(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or  
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to 


hibernate or migrate; or 







 (b) affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which 
they belong 


 


3.119  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Invertebrate survey and assessment 
Background 
3.120  6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.11 Invertebrate Technical Report states 


that survey methods involved visual searching of nectaring sites and basking 
areas, the use of a hand net or pooter to capture individual species, sweeping 
vegetation, beating foliage, and grubbing. These methods were employed at all 
sites.  Additionally, the use of pitfall traps was employed at Site 7. A series of 
pitfall traps were placed on the site, following Natural England guidelines. The 
use of pan-traps was employed at Site 2.  


 
3.121  As well as brown hairstreak (see below), a single white letter hairstreak, a BAP, 


s41 priority species was recorded on the southern perimeter of Site 5 (?).  Six 
species of nationally scarce flies were recorded and nationally scarce mining bee 
on Sites 2 and 10 (?). It would be helpful if the site locations were stated. 


 
3.122  No assessment of the effects of increased carriageway widths due to dualling the 


A303 is given with regard to invertebrate dispersal and possible increased 
mortality. 


 
3.123  No mention is made of establishing areas of scrub in the landscape proposals 


which is also important for invertebrates and their prey. 
 
Mitigation 
3.124  The environmental statement should include an assessment of the effects of 


proposed dualling over the current situation on the existing A303 for the dispersal 
of invertebrates.  


 
3.125  The CEMP should include details of how the effects of construction would be 


mitigated to prevent harm to priority and nationally scarce species of 
invertebrates.  


 
3.126  Wood arising from any trees to be felled should be stacked into habitat piles to 


provide habitat for saproxylic species. These habitat piles should be placed in a 
range of sunny and shady locations. Details should be included in the CEMP. 


 
3.127  Landscape plans to include the establishment of scrub areas for invertebrates 


planted with host flora. This should be shown in updated landscape plans and 
management of such in the LEMP. 


 
Policy 







3.128  The NPS states in paragraph 5.35, ‘Other… species have been identified as 
being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State should 
ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these… species are 
protected from the adverse effects of development…’ 


 


3.129  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Consideration of Brown Hairstreak butterfly 
Background 
3.130 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 8.12 Brown Hairstreak Technical Report 


states that the results show that brown hairstreak was not present on any 
hedgerows that had been recently flailed. However, brown hairstreak was 
recorded on hedgerows with varying levels of blackthorn abundance including 
hedgerows where blackthorn was considered rare. Brown hairstreak butterflies 
live in self-contained colonies within habitats that contain blackthorn, the larval 
food source, such as woodland and hedgerows. 


 
3.131  It is agreed that vegetation clearance during construction would result in the loss 


of suitable brown hairstreak ovum laying habitat and may cause harm or 
disturbance to brown hairstreak. In addition, once operational, annual flailing of 
roadside hedgerows may result in the loss of suitable brown hairstreak ovum 
laying habitat and may cause harm or disturbance to brown hairstreak if present 
within the blackthorn. 


 
3.132  The effects of proposed dualling the A303 has not been considered on the 


dispersal of brown hairstreak and whether there would be an increased mortality 
rate? 


 
Mitigation 
3.133  An assessment of the effects of dualling on the dispersal and mortality of brown 


hairstreak butterfly included in an updated Environmental Statement. 
 
3.134  It is proposed that the new hedgerows should incorporate native broadleaved 


trees with frequent or occasional blackthorn. New hedgerow planting should 
ideally be undertaken prior to vegetation clearance to allow brown hairstreak to 
colonise new planting. The hedgerows should connect to existing hedgerows to 
retain the connectivity of the habitat and prevent habitat fragmentation. The 
landscape planting schedule will need to be checked to make sure that this is the 
case. 


 
3.135  Hedgerow removal should ideally be carried out in the winter months. Where 


possible, blackthorn bushes with brown hairstreak ovum should be translocated 
into new hedgerow planting. This should allow brown hairstreak to become 
established within new hedgerow planting while preventing the loss of brown 







hairstreak during vegetation clearance. This would need to be secured through a 
condition for the CEMP.  


 
Policy 
3.136 The NPS states in paragraph 5.35, ‘Other… species have been identified as 


being of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity in England and 
Wales and therefore requiring conservation action. The Secretary of State should 
ensure that applicants have taken measures to ensure these… species are 
protected from the adverse effects of development…’ 


 


3.137  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘All proposals 
for development… will: Protect and assist [the] recovery of identified priority 
species’. 


 
 
Environmental Masterplan 
Background 
3.138  There are extensive areas of amenity grassland that should not be top soiled and 


seeded. This would favour nitrogen loving species and reduce the diversity of 
flora species and hence invertebrates including pollinators. Similarly, the use of 
top soil for other habitat areas is likely to not fully exploit the diversity of species 
possible.   


 
3.139  It is noted that amenity grassland is specified for the routes of Public Rights of 


Way. 
 
3.140  Generally, the indicative species planting mixes are questionable for this part of 


Somerset and for the number of species.  
 
Mitigation 
3.141  The specification for soils in the Soils Handling and Management Plan should 


state that amenity grassland areas be made with sub soil, chalk or planings and 
allowed to be colonised or seeded with a wild flower mix.  These areas would 
then favour non-nitrogen loving species, provide a richer species diversity and 
reduce rank grassland, which in turn require less cutting and hence maintenance 
costs. Other areas of habitat enhancement should not be created using top soil 
but with sub soil, or sub soil with inverted top soil. This will promote flora species 
and an associated abundance of pollinators.  


 
3.142  Natural England requested that in the Landscape and Ecological Management 


Plan (LEMP), ‘cut and remove’ was employed for grassland management 
(including amenity grassland) to reduce nutrient levels and increase diversity11. 
However, it is considered that this should be part of the Soils Handling and 
Management Plan. 


 


                                                
11 https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010036/TR010036-
000243-A303_8.2_SoCG_NE.pdf 







3.143  PROW can be maintained through being mown 1 metre wide through these areas 
when required. They do not especially need to be an amenity grass mix where a 
wild flower meadow mix would be of higher benefit to biodiversity. The 
Landscape Masterplan needs to be amended. 


 
3.144  Appropriate management given to habitats in a Landscape and Ecological 


Management Plan. 
 
3.145  Consultation with local ecologists and /or botanists is recommended prior to 


finalising planting mixes for landscaping.  
 
Policy 
3.146  Paragraph 5.33 of the NPS states that ‘Development proposals potentially 


provide many opportunities for building in beneficial biodiversity or geological 
features as part of good design. When considering proposals, the Secretary of 
State should consider whether the applicant has maximised such opportunities in 
and around developments. The Secretary of State may use requirements or 
planning obligations where appropriate in order to ensure that such beneficial 
features are delivered.’ 


 
3.147  The scheme provides an opportunity to contribute to the Somerset County 


Council’s recently adopted Pollinator Action Plan and ‘The National Pollinator 
Strategy: for bees and other pollinators in England’ (Defra, 201412).   


 
3.148  The South Somerset District Council Local Plan policy EQ4 states ‘Maximise 


opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural habitats; 
and Incorporate beneficial biodiversity conservation features where appropriate’. 


 
 


 
 
 
 


                                                
12 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/409431/pb142
21-national-pollinators-strategy.pdf 
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Upgrade Bridleway to Restricted Byway 
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Applications to modify the Definitive Map & Statement
that are affected by or adjacent to the A303 dualling scheme (06/12/18)








WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 
 


THE COUNTY OF SOMERSET DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT 
 


The Somerset County Council 
(No. 2) Modification Order 2018 


 
 


This Order is made by the Somerset County Council under section 53(2)(b) of 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (“the Act”), because it appears to that 
authority that the County of Somerset Definitive Map and Statement require 
modification in consequence of the occurrence of an event specified in 
sections 53(3)(a) (i) and (iii) of the Act, namely, the coming into operation of 
the Orders specified in Part III of the Schedule. 
 
The Somerset County Council hereby order that: 
 
1) For the purposes of this order the relevant date is 22 June 2018. 
 
2) The County of Somerset Definitive Map and Statement shall be 


modified as described in Part I and Part II of the Schedule and shown 
on the plans attached to the Order. 


 
3) This Order shall take effect on the date it is made and may be cited as 


the Somerset County Council No. 2 Modification Order 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
Dated    22 June 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
THE COMMON SEAL of the  
COUNTY COUNCIL OF SOMERSET 
Was hereto affixed in 
The presence of: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







SCHEDULE 
 


PART I 
 


MODIFICATION OF THE DEFINITIVE MAP 
 


Description of paths or ways to be deleted 
 


1. Part of footpath Y 12/10 starting from Pill Bridge Lane (point Y on plan 2) and 
running in a generally north easterly direction for approximately 105 metres 
point E. 
 


2.     Part of footpath Y 12/6 starting from Pill Bridge Lane (point Y on plan 2) and 
running in a generally south westerly direction for approximately 220 metres 
to point Z. 


 
3.     Part of footpath Y 12/4 starting from a point 152 metres west of its junction 


with footpath Y 12/10 (point H on plan 2) and running in a generally easterly 
direction for approximately 380 metres to point J. 


 
4.     Part of footpath Y 12/12 starting from grid ref ST51687 23258 (point A on plan 


3) and running in a generally north westerly direction for approximately 57 
metres to point E. 


 
5.     Part of footpath Y 12/11 starting from grid ref ST51607 22900 (point C on plan 


3) and running in a generally westerly direction for approximately 89 metres to 
point D. 


 
 
 
 
 


 
Description of paths or ways to be added 


 
1. A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from the southern end of the 


adopted section of Roman Road (point A on plan 1) and runs in a generally 
south westerly direction for approximately 175 metres to point B.  
 


2.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from Roman Road at grid ref 
ST51898 22381 (point A on plan 2) and runs in a generally northerly direction 
for approximately 72 metres to point X and then in a generally easterly 
direction for approximately 56 metres to point B. 


 
3.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from grid ref ST 51397 22797 (point 


C on plan 2) and runs in a generally south easterly direction for approximately 
290 metres to point D. 
 


4.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from Grid Ref ST51461 22720 (point 
F on plan 2) and runs in a generally northerly direction for approximately 92 







metres and then in a generally east north easterly direction for approximately 
50 metres to point E. 
 


5.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from Grid Ref ST51461 22720 (point 
F on plan 2) and runs in a generally southerly direction for approximately 180 
metres to the county road at point G. 


 
6.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from grid ref ST51687 23258 (point 


A on plan 3) and runs in a generally north easterly for approximately 35 
metres to footpath Y 12/14 at point B. 


 
7.     A footpath in the parish of Ilchester starts from grid ref ST51601 22900  (point 


C on plan 3) and runs in a generally westerly, south westerly and north north 
easterly direction for approximately 154 metres to point D. 


 
8.     A footpath in the parish of Charlton Mackrell starts from the northern end of 


the adopted section of Roman Road (point A on plan 4) and runs in a 
generally north easterly direction for approximately 590 metres to point X. 
 


9.     A footpath in the parish of Charlton Mackrell starts from grid ref ST53253 
24978 (point Z on plan 4) and runs in a generally north easterly direction for 
approximately 300 metres to point Y. 


 
10.    A footpath in the parish of Charlton Mackrell starts from grid ref ST53400 


25281 (point W on plan 4) and runs in a generally north easterly direction for 
approximately 600 metres to point B. 
 


11.   A footpath in the parish of Yeovilton starts from Higher Farm Cottage (point A 
on plan 5) and runs in a generally southerly direction along Higher Farm Lane 
for approximately  530 metres to the county road at Lower Farm (point B on 
plan 5). 
 


12.    A footpath in the parish of West Camel starts from the northern end of West 
Camel Road C389 (point A on plan 7) and runs in a generally north westerly 
direction for approximately 75 metres to point B. 


 
13.     A footpath in the parish of West Camel starting from grid ref ST56633 24940 


(point C on plan 7) and runs in a generally south easterly direction for 
approximately 45 metres to point D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







PART II 
 


MODIFICATION OF THE DEFINITIVE STATEMENT 
 


Variations of particulars of paths or ways 
 


 
 
RED TEXT TO BE REMOVED 
GREEN TEXT TO BE ADDED 
BLACK TEXT REMAINS THE SAME 
 


 


Footpath Y 12/10 in the parish of Ilchester 


 
From:- Footpath Y 12/5 
To:- Footpath Y 12/9 
 
Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at Footpath 5 at a point marked 
36 on Pill Bridge Lane and runs north east to the western end of footpath 
12/9. 
It starts from the junction of footpaths Y 12/5 and Y 12/6 and runs in a 
generally northerly direction for approximately 112 metres along the western 
side of the A303 to footpath Y 12/9. 
 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
 
 
 
Footpath Y 12/9 in the parish of Ilchester 


 
From:- Ilchester Road Whitehall Nimmer 
To:- Footpath Y 12/10 
 
Description: The Path is a footpath.  It starts at the Ilchester Road -Whitehall 
Nimmer and runs west across fields to Pill Bridge Lane F.P.10. 
 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
 
 
 
 







Footpath Y 12/6 in the parish of Ilchester 
         


 
From:- Footpath Y 12/5 
To:- County road 
 
Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at Pill Bridge Lane -footpath 5 and 
runs south across one field to footpath 4 It starts from the junction of footpath      
Y 12/5 and runs in a generally southerly direction for approximately 180 
metres to the county road.  
 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Footpath Y 12/4 in the parish of Ilchester 


         
 


From:- County road by the Old School       
To:- Parish boundary 
 
Description: The Path is a footpath. The Ilchester Road near the School and 
runs in a westerly direction across fields to the Tintinhull parish boundary, 
where it continues as Y 26/15 It starts at the Ilchester Road near the School 
and runs in a westerly direction across fields on the northern side of the A37 
for approximately 360 metres until it meets the A37. It then continues from the 
western side of the A303 slip road and runs to the Tintinhull parish boundary, 
where it continues as footpath Y 26/15. 
 
 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 


 
 


Footpath Y 12/12 in the parish of Ilchester 
 


        From Ilchester Road     
To South Mead Drove 
 
Description: The Path is a restricted byway and a footpath. It starts from the 
Ilchester Road beside Brown Cottage and has a metalled surface for about 
400 yards.  Running in a north westerly direction it is    bounded by a high 







nursery wall on one side and a high hedge on the other, until it enters OS 25.  
It then runs across fields to the eastern side of the A303 where the footpath 
bifurcates.  One section continues on the western side of the A303 to South 
Mead Drove at the parish and R.D. boundary. The other section runs from 
grid ref ST51687 23258 and runs in a generally north easterly for 
approximately 35 metres to footpath Y 12/14. The eastern section of this path 
is accepted as a CRF. 
 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Restricted Byway and Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Footpath Y 12/19 in the parish of Ilchester 


From Roman Road     
To A303 
 


Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at the southern end of the 
adopted section of Roman Road and runs in a generally south westerly 
direction for approximately 175 metres to the A303. 


Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
Footpath Y 12/20 in the parish of Ilchester 
 
From Roman Road     
To West Street 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at Roman Road at grid ref 
ST51898 22381 and runs in a generally northerly direction for approximately 
72 metres and then in a generally easterly direction for approximately 56 
metres to West Street. 


 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 


 
 
 







Footpath Y 12/5 in the parish of Ilchester 
 
From grid ref ST 51397 22797 
To grid ref ST51647 22656  
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at grid ref ST 51397 22797 and 
runs in a generally south easterly direction for approximately 154 metres.   


 
Name of Parish: Ilchester 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 73SE 
 
 
 
 


 
Footpath Y 30/30 in the parish of Yeovilton 
 
From Roman Road     
To A 303 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at the northern end of the adopted 
section of Roman Road and runs in a generally north easterly direction for 
approximately 590 metres to the A303.  


 
Name of Parish: Yeovilton 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 
 
 
 
 
Footpath L 6/30 in the parish of Charlton Mackrell 
 
From A303     
To A37 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at grid ref ST53253 24978 on the 
northern side of the A303 and runs in a generally north easterly direction for 
approximately 300 metres to the A372.  


 
Name of Parish: Charlton Mackrell 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Footpath L 6/31 in the parish of Charlton Mackrell 
 
From A372     
To A37 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at grid ref ST53400 25281 on the 
northern side of the A372 and runs in a generally north easterly direction for 
approximately 600 metres to the A37.  


 
Name of Parish: Charlton Mackrell 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 
 
 
Footpath Y 30/31 in the parish of Yeovilton 
 
From Higher Farm Cottage     
To County Road at Lower Farm 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts at Higher Farm Cottage and runs 
in a generally southerly direction along Higher Farm Lane for approximately 
530 metres to the county road at Lower Farm. 


 
Name of Parish: Yeovilton 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 
 
 
 
 
Footpath Y 27/28 in the parish of West Camel 
 
From West Camel Road     
To A303 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts from the northern end of West 
Camel Road C389 and running in a generally north westerly direction for 
approximately 75 metres to the A303.  


 
Name of Parish: West Camel 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Footpath Y 27/29 in the parish of West Camel 
 
From grid ref ST56633 24940   
To The A303 
 


        Description: The Path is a footpath. It starts from grid ref ST56633 24940  and 
running in a generally south easterly direction for approximately 45 metres to 
the A303.  


 
Name of Parish: West Camel 
Kind of path: Footpath 
Shown on 6” Ord Sht. No.: 74SW 


 
 


 


 


 


 


PART III 
Orders referred to 


 
 


1. The London-Penzance Trunk Road (Ilchester By-Pass and slip roads 
side roads) Order 1974 
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The A303 Sparkford to Ilchester Dualling Scheme 

The A303 forms part of the strategic road network and strategic link between the south-west 

peninsula and the rest of the south, south-east and London.  The route is comprised of 

multiple road standards including dual carriageway and single carriageway sections with 

overtaking lanes.  Speed limits vary depending on the character of the road and its 

surroundings. 

 

The section of A303 that is sought to be upgraded to dual carriageway status is located in 

South Somerset and runs between Hazelgrove Roundabout in Sparkford and Podimore 

Roundabout in Ilchester.  Whilst the scheme follows the existing route of the A303, the 

majority of the scheme consists of new dual carriageway which runs parallel to, and crosses 

over the existing single carriageway road to the north and south (at maximum distance, the 

new road is typically 100 metres north or south of the existing A303). 

 

Implications of the dualling scheme on South Somerset 

The Council strongly supports the need for this single carriageway section of the A303 to be 

upgraded to dual carriageway as part of an end-end whole route improvement of the 

A303/A358 between the M3 and the M5 at Taunton.    If designed appropriately, the 

improvement will improve connectivity and access to the South West Region, improve the 

resilience of the strategic road network and help to promote economic growth in the region. 

 

The Council also supports in principle the preferred route and its design.  We have however 

identified localised impacts which require further work and which are highlighted within this 

response and the Council’s Relevant Representation and Local Impact Report.  

 

Economic Impacts  

The economic benefits of the scheme are recognised by the Council.  Improved transport 

connectivity is a key requirement reported by our stakeholders, particularly for supporting 

future growth in the food and drink, healthcare and tourism sectors, and wider inward 

investment.  We are however concerned about the disruption that may be caused during the 

construction period of the scheme and the diversionary routes that will be put in place during 

that construction period.  We seek to minimise any disruption for our business community by 

ensuring that the applicant is required to consult with them directly regarding the proposed 

diversionary routes and associated signage strategy, visitors and residents alike should be in 

no doubt that South Somerset is still open for business.   
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Traffic Impacts on affected communities and particularly at West Camel, Sparkford 

and Podimore Roundabout 

Whilst South Somerset District Council is not the Highway Authority, it is important to raise 

concerns over the increased traffic and potential road safely issues that will present itself to 

surrounding communities as a result of the proposed scheme. 

 

Concerns regarding increased traffic through the settlements of West Camel and Sparkford 

are set out in the Council’s Local Impact Report.  We believe that given the nature of the 

local highway network in these communities, increases in traffic of this scale are significant 

and would have an adverse impact on the residents living in these communities.  The speed 

of traffic in both West Camel and Sparkford is already a recognised concern locally and 

further rat-running as a result of the scheme will add to this local concern.  Highways 

England should be offering mitigation as a result of the scheme to try and address these 

issues. 

 

The Council is also concerned about the ability of the Podimore roundabout to function, 

particularly during the summer months, and the impact that any queues and delays would 

have upon surrounding communities.  Whilst the aspiration is upgrade the whole corridor, 

these impacts should be addressed as part of the scheme design and mitigation. 

 

We are also concerned about the impacts of any diversionary routes on settlements during 

the construction of the scheme.  The applicant notes that in 2015, an average of 23,500 

vehicles a day used this stretch of the A303, this figure has no doubt increased.  Given the 

lack of detail on this matter, the impact of the diversions on communities such as Queen 

Camel, Marston Magna, Mudford and even Yeovil should be considered as it is of concern 

locally.  Large volumes of traffic, including HGVs travelling through these communities, 

where the roads are not designed for such a purpose, creates significant concern. 

 

Cultural Heritage, Landscape and Ecology 

The District’s attractive rural environment, built heritage and rich ecology are of intrinsic 

value to residents and visitors alike of South Somerset.  They combine to make South 

Somerset special.  The proposed scheme will result in adverse effects on some of these 

assets and the District Council wishes to be able to work with the applicant, through 

consultation to mitigate any of these adverse effects, this is set out in the Council’s Local 

Impact Report and the draft Statement of Common Ground which is being worked up 

between Highways England, Somerset County Council and the District Council. 
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Flooding 

Whilst not the Lead Flood Authority, the District Council is aware that a number of areas 

along the existing route currently flood, for example, areas of agricultural land to the north of 

the A303 junction to RNAS Yeovilton, on the existing single lane, and Stockwitch Cross, 

which is located along the eastern boundary of the RNAS Yeovilton.  The scheme should not 

increase flood risk in these locations or in the villages of West Camel and Queen Camel.  

Full consideration should be given to flooding issues and mitigation should be provided 

where required to prevent further adverse impacts on potentially affected communities in 

these locations. 

 

Resource Impacts for the Local Authority 

The District Council would like it recognised that this process has been, and continues to be 

a resource intensive one for the Local Authority and the inability to secure additional 

resources at a time of great financial uncertainty for local government has placed extreme 

pressure on Council officers who are managing competing demands. 

 

Summary 

The District Council is fully supportive of the principal of the scheme and the timeline for its 

delivery.  The concerns we raise focus upon ensuring that sufficient mitigation can be 

secured through the DCO to address both the temporary and permanent adverse effects that 

we identify and to reduce the impact upon the affected communities of South Somerset.  

 
 

 




