
APPENDIX C: ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY AND HABITATS 

 

APPRAISAL OF THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY AND HABITATS 

STATEMENTS RELATED TO PLANNING APPLICATION NE/00151/FUL 

LAND EAST OF HALDENS PARKWAY, THRAPSTON. 

INTRODUCTION 

This Appendix fully supports with detailed and technical evidence the 

reasons for refusal set out in our letter of objection. We identify 

omissions, factual errors and flawed methodologies that require 

additional submissions and/or repeat surveys.  

Of great concern to STAUNCH and the local community is the 

approach adopted by the applicants and their agents where they 

belittle the intrinsic value of this environment as being of little 

consequence and that their mitigation proposals will wash away all 

the harm done by their proposal. It is disingenuous. 

WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT THE COUNCILS APPOINTED 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS CONTACT STAUNCH SO THEY CAN 

BE GIVEN FULL ACCESS TO THE FULL RANGE OF LOCAL INFORMATION 

HELD ON WILDLIFE SITINGS, HABITATS AND HISTORIC HEDGEROWS.  

Executive Summary. 

BREEDING BIRDS and WINTERING BIRDS are referred to throughout this 

document 

1.Methodology 

•  Desk study information is out of date -Winter Bird Survey taken from NBDR 2019 but 

Breeding Birds data taken from NBRC (Northants Biodiversity Records Centre) 2016. 

NBRC bird data only up to 2019 

We have up to date information on the biodiversity on site and within 1km and beyond, 

taken from our local Ornithologist and Wildlife experts records, plus NBRC and the 

Northants Bird Recorder for 2020 and 2021 



• The search areas and their results are not clear. The site, the RAMSAR, the SSSI sites 

and the areas surveyed for each need to be clear in order to determine the 

relationships between them.  

•  The site should be considered within the wider habitat since there is a Ramsar and a 

SSSI less than 1.5km of the site. If you include a 1km radius “zone of influence” results 

are very different – We have Wildlife Instagram records from 2014- present day  

•  This will then determine if significant effects cannot be ruled out (reg63 of 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Tegs 2017 necessary for management of an EU 

site) NE (Natural England) states if this does not happen, they may need to object to the 

development. 

BATS 

There is very little specific reference to bats in the Local Plan, the Joint Core Strategy, or the 

National Policy Planning Framework. Research evidence from other reliable sources was 

needed as well. i.e., The Bat Conservation Trust. 

• The report states that Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Environmental Records 

Centre did not return any records. Why was NBRC not contacted as we are in 

Northamptonshire? We know that there are records of bats in the area in their data. 

Northants Bat Group informs us that there are 17 species of bat in the UK and 13 in 

Northamptonshire.  

• The Field Survey identified 10 species of bat on site, including the rare Myotis and 

Barbastelle Bat, an Annex II species. The report dismisses their findings as 

unimportant. This is a significant number considering the lack of accurate data for 

this species.  

Schedule 2 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 1994 

By law Annex II species should have core areas of their habitat designated as Sites of 

Community Importance (SCIs) and are included in the Natura 2000 network. These sites 

must be managed in accordance with the ecological needs of the species. 

• There are records of bat roosts throughout Thrapston and 4 known roosts in 

Titchmarsh. These are not mentioned in the report. This proves linkage between the 

2 habitats and the site as an important feeding ground between. To eradicate that 

habitat would fragment known colonies and weaken the population’s chance of 

survival. Also, bats will make temporary roosts in appropriate places on feeding 

expeditions. This behaviour can not be assessed from the methods used. 

 

• Badgers -Records have been taken from groups such as The Northants Badger 

Recorder that have very little information on the area and who when contacted, had 



no knowledge of badgers on or near the site, even though there are 2 setts very close 

by and more active sets close to the site. 

• Surveys requested by Natural England are missing from application 

• Wintering Bird survey misses beginning of season. North Northants Council (NNC) 

states it should be done Sept -Dec Happened Nov -Dec 2020 Jan-Feb 2021  

Reason given -unable to get access to site but no explanation given. More Golden Plovers or 

Lapwings could be recorded as they have been seen close by, regularly and in significant 

numbers. 

• The wintering birds will have been disturbed by the ground works being carried out 

by the developers before and during the bird surveys were being done in 2021 and so 

this will affect the results. CLEAR CASE FOR SURVEYS TO BE RE DONE.  

• Phase 2 Botanical Survey was scoped out and this has been noted by Natural England 

(NE) in its response to the application 

• Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) not completed and this has been noted by NE in 

its response to the application 

• Invertebrates Survey was scoped out even though these creatures are important for the 

feeding bat population and the whole eco-system and food web of the site. 

• Wintering Birds night survey as recommended by Royal Society for Protection of Birds 

(RSPB) not completed or submitted 

• Second Wintering Bird Survey requested by Natural England not submitted and this has 

been noted by NE in its response to the application 

• Hydrology Surveys for Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI not submitted –run off and pollution 

effects on plants, fish and otters recorded at the site could be possible. 

• Scoping out permission given by N Northants Council for surveys re quality of 

agricultural land which E Northants Council had a legal obligation to ensure was 

returned to agricultural use after extraction. This still has not been done. However, the 

response from the Environment Agency state that the area used for gravel extraction 

within the proposed site is contaminated, is omitting ammonia and should be left 

undisturbed. 

• Baseline – 10% Biodiversity Net Gain This is a questionable concept. Research done by 

Exeter University has proven that few mitigation practices improve biodiversity. 

Landscaping should not be included in this calculation, as it is described as ornamental 

planting, so not necessarily native, local and suitable for habitat of local creatures. 

The dubious nett gain calculation fails to quantify the enhanced value of the existing well 

established agricultural land. 

2.Results 



• Results for breeding and wintering birds very unclear. Results are not clearly 

presented. Which data is for on site, 1km radius and RAMSAR, SSSI data? What radius 

distance has been covered in results? 

• Number of species reduced to lowest possible number and inaccurate. 

• It should be noted that in the report the classification of birds recorded on site is 

inaccurate. At least 12 birds mentioned have changed their classification in the latest 

Birds of Conservation Concern (BoCC) lists. Dec2021 

• The Breeding Bird report states that only 6 notable species are definitely nesting on 

site. 

If you widen the search to with 1 km of the site the number increases to 32 notable species 

• The Wintering Bird Report states 44 species are using the site. 

Our data suggests 75 wintering species within a 2km zone of influence and therefore takes 

the site to County value, being over the 60 species required for County classification. Our 

data suggests 6 more red list birds and 12 more amber list birds. This puts into question the 

data that has been presented. 

Factual omissions and inaccuracies 

• There is little data from NBRC for the site because there is no public right of way 

across the land so cannot be considered a reliable measure. 

• Important Heronry not mentioned on RAMSAR site. 

• Distance of site from RAMSAR site: changes from 1.20km to 3.3km in different 

reports! 

• The RAMSAR site is not separated from the site by Thrapston as described in the 

report.  Thrapston town lies to the west of the proposed development site. There is a 

clear flight path between the 2 sites. 

• Protected and notable species omitted or dismissed by reports. 

• Fox dens and badger sets are within a few metres of the boundary, and they have 

been omitted from the report.  

• Presence of local Roe deer on the site not mentioned. 

BADGERS 

There is a badger set a mere few metres from the site boundary and there is another close 

by so the site cannot be of negligible importance to 2 local badger clans. There are more 

active sets less than 200 metres to the east of the site. All are likely to be using the same 

foraging routes and evidence of their activity was found in surveys. These legally should not 

be disturbed. No mitigation will prevent this. 



Even though evidence of badger activity was seen on site it was not investigated. 

Badgers and their sets are protected by The Protection of Badgers Act 1992/ The Wild 

Mammals (Protection) Act 1996 

Badger setts should not be disturbed within 100m if pile driving is to occur. 

• Assumptions described as fact – assuming land will continue to be intensively 

farmed. 

COP 26 and leaving the EU has led to new Government Initiatives –Central to Defra's 

proposals is the Environmental Land Management scheme (ELM), the primary mechanism 

for distributing the funding previously paid under (Common Agricultural Policy) CAP. Instead 

of CAP direct payments, ELM will pay farmers for undertaking actions to improve the 

environment.15 Sept 2021 

• The lack of flooding impact described in the report affecting wildlife sites, residents 

and highways are questionable 

3.Legislation 

• N Northants Council agreed that crucial surveys could be submitted separate to main 

application which is against the Councils guidelines. 

• Developers will be removing habitats we do not fully understand and are used by 

many species. The full extent of damage that will be done is not clear. (See below) 

Natural England Joint Publication JP025 A Review of the Population and Conservation 

Status of British Mammals: Technical Summary First published 2018 

Research Priorities 

6. Current estimates are crude as they depend on applying a single density estimate to land-

cover types. There is evidence that the quality of habitats for wildlife is in decline, even 

where total availability is constant (e.g., the decline of species-rich grassland and hedgerow 

quality as assessed in the Countryside Survey 2007 (Carey et al., 2008))).  

Effort should be deployed in understanding the associations between habitat quality 

(including configuration and linkages) and mammal abundance and distribution. Wild 

mammals make extensive use of marginal habitats within agricultural landscapes, such as 

hedgerow bottoms and unmanaged field corners. 

From the Joint Core Strategy 

“Ecosystems will be protected and enhanced” 

• There are no plans to give new planting time to reach maturity and sustain the 

creatures that rely on existing flora and fauna to recover. Research show that this can 

take up to 30 years for a newly planted hedge. No developer can wait that long. 



Therefore, compensation measures are not possible and this makes 10% biodiversity 

net gain a nonsense. 

Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document for Northamptonshire. Aug 15 

   Stage A3: Avoidance and mitigation 

Compensation measures should adhere to the following principles:  

•  Successful recreation or translocation of the biodiversity feature should be reasonably 

certain.  

•  Wherever possible, compensation habitats should be created to a suitable quality 

before damage takes place, allowing species to colonise it from the area to be lost. 

Some features (e.g. hedgerows, ponds, badger setts) need time to mature and 

function ecologically before they will offer effective alternative habitat.  

•  Compensation will often require delivering much more habitat than what has been 

lost, to account for failure risk, climate change effects or other factors 

Compensation will be acceptable only where independent expert advice indicates that there 

will be a high probability of success. 

• None of these principles have been followed in the plan. 

 

7.9 Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment 

1. Screening (TOLSE) Test of Likely Significant Effect 

How can there be no likely significant effect when the developers have answered Yes to 

all their tests and have not provided sufficient and up to date evidence to the contrary? 

The developers’ surveys were only taken over one season and were limited in time scale. 

NNC recommends that Wintering Bird surveys should take place between Sept and Dec. 

The reports submitted only cover a small proportion of the one season surveyed when a 

minimum of three are required by the Ramsar Convention. 

Therefore, wintering bird surveys need to be conducted over 2 more winters in 2022 and 

2023 to meet the requirements. 

Our evidence shows Golden Plover and other significant wintering birds use the 

surrounding land on a regular basis and at times in significant numbers. 

The developers’ surveys do not meet the recommended level of surveying 

Test of Likely Significance (in combination) 9 applications in total requested to be 

considered by N Northants Council.  



• Not possible to assess the likely significance in total until details of ALL current, 

pending, and possible applications have been considered. This is CRUCIAL. 

2. Integrity Test of Ramsar and SSSI Titchmarsh Meadows 

The reports state, that ‘due to occasional use of site by Golden Plover site not functionally 

linked to SPA/RAMSAR despite 1.0%’ 

The cumulative effect of these huge, proposed developments will be highly significant and 

no mitigation will alter that. The fact that Newland themselves state” in the absence of 

survey data for two of these proposed developments (Thrapston Market relocation site and 

the extension to an existing employment site), and incomplete survey data for the IM 

scheme, it is difficult to fully assess the significance of these potential impacts on golden 

plover at this stage although any proposals that do come forward will need to ensure that 

they do not undermine the conservation objectives of the Upper Nene Gravel Pits 

SPA/Ramsar either alone or in combination with other sites.” shows that no secure 

conclusions can be drawn to the impact upon wintering birds including Golden Plover using 

the RAMSAR. However, Newlands continues below stating that “the loss of the site will 

have a negligible impact on the RAMSAR site, and no mitigation is required.” This is totally 

illogical and not proven. 

However, Golden Plover, Lapwing, Barn Owl, Hobby, Greylag Geese, Little and Great Egrets, 

Herons, Mute Swans do use the site as a feeding corridor from the Ramsar site to the fields 

around and beyond Titchmarsh. 

See 2.10 Ecological Pathways Table 1. No consideration has been made in this report to the 

effects of flooding that the proposed site will create. There is evidence that at present and 

with the effects of climate change, flooding events in Thrapston, Titchmarsh and the 

surrounding land, including the A605 will increase in frequency and size. See responses to 

Flooding Reports. 

3. Alternative Solutions 

• Brownfield sites When reading the Newlands application comments on alternative 

solutions- they admit that they have not looked at any! 

Taken from application - Assessment of Alternatives and Design Evolution 

2.4.2The consideration of alternative sites is not always straight forward, as it is difficult to 

appraise or fully consider sites which are outside of the Applicant's control or being 

promoted by others. The EIA regulations state that any reasonable alternatives considered 

should be described. The Applicant does not control land locally outside of the proposed 

application site and therefore there are no other reasonable alternatives which have been 

considered by the Applicant. Also, there are no other sites with a relevant allocation, or 

planning permission for large-scale 88 uses, in East Northamptonshire which could 

accommodate the Proposed Development. 



•  The statement above suggests that the developers have not looked at alternatives 

when we know that there are many in much more appropriate brown field sites causing 

less environmental impact and being closer to employment yet still in prime locations for 

distribution routes. The quote below confirms this. 

Guidance document Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive ‘92/43/EEC 2007 

“In line with the need to prevent undesired impairment of the Native 2000 network, the 

thorough revision and /or withdrawal of a proposed plan or project should be considered 

when significant negative effects on the integrity of a site have been identified” 

“Subsequently, the competent authorities should examine the possibility of resorting to 

alternative solutions which better respect the integrity of the site in question, All feasible 

alternatives have to be analysed.” 

 

• Mitigation – see below 

4.Reasons of Overriding Public Interest –  

• There are so many aspects of this application that do not meet the public interest but 

do meet the needs of private bodies.  e.g., visual amenity, public health, and well-being, 

irreputable damage to wildlife and the countryside, negative effects on the area for leisure 

Guidance document -Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive ‘92/43/EEC 2007 

“Projects developed by private bodies can only be considered where such public interest are 

served and demonstrated” 

Visual Amenity  

The impact to visual amenity is all referred to in Natural England’s response to the 

application 

4.Mitigation 

• Mitigation should be proven and it not in any way by paper calculations. Where is the 

physical evidence? 

• Why is the construction process time limited? Why does it have to be rushed? There 

are more important things at stake here. Regulations state that such planting should take 

place well before building takes place to give it time to mature and compensate for loss of 

habitat for wildlife. 

• Planting of mitigation should occur before disturbance to site allowed time to mature 

• Depleted Baseline for Biodiversity net Gain measures has been created by not 

reinstating the Gravel extraction site and by closely cutting hedgerows on site to minimise 

their habitat potential. 



From CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland 

5.5The assessment of impacts should consider the baseline conditions to allow: 

• a description of how the baseline conditions will change because of the project and 

associated activities 

• the identification of cumulative impacts arising from the proposal and other relevant 

developments. 

 

• The site is 75 hectares. The green infrastructure is 3 hectares which works out as 4%. 

So, 96% of habitat will be lost. This cannot be described as significant green infrastructure, 

especially since all internal hedgerows and trees, which are mature, will be removed and 

any replacement planting will take years to grow and be suitable habitats for the wildlife 

that will be displaced.  

• The mitigation to prevent adverse effects on bats is questionable. The down lighting 

still increases light pollution, as there was none at the site before. It thus affects bats 

feeding by attracting insects but prevents bats from feeding (“vacuum effect”) and the 

delay in the new planting being able to sustain species for bats to feed on is all going to 

negatively affect them. 

• Loss of ancient, Enclosure Act hedgerow that will take hundreds of years to re grow 

to the same state. It will create massive loss of foraging for this bat population. 

• The application states that it is not able to mitigate for the loss of habitat for Golden 

Plover- a species that also uses the Ramsar site and for Skylark and Barn Owl who are red 

listed species 

5.Conclusions 

From CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland 

• Establishing zone(s) of influence  

2.20 The ‘zone of influence’ for a project is the area over which ecological features may be 

affected by biophysical changes because of the proposed project and associated activities. 

This is likely to extend beyond the project site, for example where there are ecological or 

hydrological links beyond the site boundaries. In the marine environment, zones of influence 

can be extensive e.g. pollution and materials can easily be transported elsewhere, currents 

and waves can be altered causing effects well beyond the site and effects on mobile species 

may be manifest elsewhere. Activities associated with the construction, operation (best and 

worst-case operating conditions), decommissioning and restoration phases should be 

separately identified. The location and distribution of activities are best shown on geo-

referenced maps, plans or charts for overlaying onto maps of ecological features.  



• We believe that the evidence we submit shows that there is linkage between the 

RAMSAR and Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI site and therefore the proposed development site.  

• Titchmarsh Meadows SSSI only 1.05km NE of the site, hydrologically linked to the site 

could be contaminated by run off pollution and the linked site habitat is likely to affect 

otter and numerous rare and protected flora and fauna present there. 

Cumulative Effect 

• The site is 71 acres. There will be a further potential loss of 46 hectares of habitat for 

these resident creatures if the adjoining proposed development is granted.  

• North Northants Council asked that a further 9 potential development sites be 

considered so the area could be even more! 

• The fact that the cumulative effect of loss of habitat for the skylark should not be 

taken lightly as it could be argued as County/Regional importance not being seen in such 

numbers in other parts of the country. 

The cumulative impact needs to be taken into consideration before any decision can be 

made. 

 

13.1.9 Limitations of Assessment -the application focuses on human/community receptors 

less on environmental receptors when all should be considered. 

Why has p17 Land Use and Wildlife all been crossed out of Chapter 2 App2.1 Unit 1 

Sustainability document? 

CIEEM – Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in UK & Ireland 2019 

Impact Assessment 

Precautionary Principle 

5.35 The evaluation of significant effects should always be based on the best available 

scientific evidence. If sufficient information is not available further survey or additional 

research may be required. In cases of reasonable doubt, where it is not possible to robustly 

justify a conclusion of no significant effect, a significant effect should be assumed. Where 

uncertainty exists, it must be acknowledged in the EcIA. 

 

THE COUNCIL’S ATTENTION IS DRAWN TO THE MOST DAMMING CONCLUSION IN THAT 

POINTS 1 AND 2 OF THE SHADOW HABITATS REGULATIONS HAVE NOT BEEN PROPERLY 

CARRIED OUT SO AS TO AVOID CONTINUING WITH ASSESSMENT POINTS 3 AND 4. WE 

BELIEVE THIS HAS BEEN DONE BECAUSE THE APPLICANTS KNOW THAT THEY HAVE NO 

FAVOURABLE ARGUMENTS FOR THESE POINTS IN THEIR ASSESSMENTS. THE OVERALL 

CONCLUSION HAS TO BE THAT THIS DEVELOPMENT CONTRAVENES THE PROTECTION 



GIVEN TO THE RAMSAR SITE AND SHOULD BE REFUSED. WE WILL EXPECT TO SEE A 

CONCISE APPRAISAL OF THESE KEY ISSUES FROM THE CONSULTANTS APPOINTED BY THE 

COUNCIL.  

HEDGEROWS: 

• Our major concern is that some of the hedges on this site are protected by law and 

this is not mentioned anywhere in the developers’ documents. The developer’s 

arboreal assessment states that all the Hedgerows except 2 are identified as a 

Habitat of Principal Importance (HPI) under Section 41 of the Natural Environment 

and Rural Communities Act 2006  

Even so, they also state that a significant proportion of existing on-site hedgerow will be 

lost because of the proposal.  

• However, most concerning, the report states that it does not assess hedgerows 

against the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 or specifically from an ecological perspective 

as this is outside the scope of this assessment. This is very concerning as three of the 

hedgerow H14, H11 and H10 (named in the ABR assessment) are all “important" 

hedgerows and protected under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 as they meet the 

Criteria for determining “important” hedgerows of the Hedgerow Law. 

PART II CRITERIA 

Archaeology and history 

1. Criteria: The hedgerow marks the boundary, or part of the boundary, of at least one 

historic parish or township; and for this purpose, “historic” means existing before 

1850.  

 

The main 3 hedges H14, H11 and H10 meet this criterion - as not only are they over 30 

years old, more than 20 meters long on land used for agricultural purposes but it’s status as 

important is easily covered by the fact that it marks part of a historic Parish Boundary that 

existed before 1850. We have the earliest Ordinance Survey Mapping of the area from 1898 

and written documentation showing that the Titchmarsh Parish Boundary was settled in the 

1100s and that these hedgerows were planted in their current location in the 1770s. 

(Titchmarsh Past and Present by Helen Belgion dated 1979). The girth of the Hawthorn 

within the hedgerows also confirms the age of these hedgerow. Additionally, a ditch runs 

alongside most of these hedgerows. The importance of these hedgerows is also highlighted 

by other reports in the developer’s own documents. These show that 10 species of bats (all 

protected in the UK and some incredibly rare) use these Important Hedgerows as a food 

source to forage and as their lines of communication to commute from their roosts. The 

hedges are also home to several Red List Farmland Birds that are significantly declining in 

population in the UK. Hedgerows are also homes to 80% of the UK's woodland birds. These 

hedgerows are also important to the local badger population with evidence of active 



badger latrines and snuffle holes along these hedge lines and close to the active badger 

setts.  

• These hedgerows need to be protected by the Council immediately. The remaining 

hedges in the development (except for 2) are also over 30 years old and 20 meters 

long, having also been planted during the Enclosure Act and could be “important”. 

However, further investigation would be needed to see if the qualify under one of 

the other criteria as they don’t follow the historic Parish Boundary. 

 

• Furthermore, the developer also knew the date of the Arboreal Assessment and prior 

to this date, many of these hedges were cut back hard (based on Health and Safety) 

and grass in front of hedges mown. The result was, the condition of the hedgerows 

appeared worse than they were, as nettles etc took advantage of the mown grass 

and grew quickly. 

 

 

• In the Northants Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) they state that we should be 

maintaining the current extent of hedgerows) no net loss) and that ALL species rich 

hedgerows are maintained. They even helpfully define these hedgerows now called 

“important” but were called “ancient" back in 2015 when the document was 

published. Please refer to the BAP. 

Of the priority species they list as associated with hedgerows we have the birds associated 

with hedges such as skylark and yellowhammer (both of which are regularly seen and 

recorded)  

• The developers have not carried out an invertebrate’s survey. This is an omission 

which should be corrected. We know there is a high number due to the presence of 

the bats etc, so there could well be the following rare species too: 

White letter hairstreak butter as they are associated with hedgerows and mixed deciduous 

woodland and require Elm trees that are occur on site,  

White Spotted Pinion again need the mix of hedgerows and mixed deciduous woodland 

www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-

planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-

landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-

2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-

LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE 

 

• The presence of historic and important hedgerows across the site which cannot be 

replaced or mitigated would indicate that the damage to the Landscape would 

remain at Major and at the higher end of Major. 

http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE
http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE
http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE
http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE
http://www.northamptonshire.gov.uk/councilservices/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/archaeology-biodiversity-and-landscape/documents/PDF%20Documents/Northamptonshire%20BAP%202015-2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2qyzAvXe8i0fgJeH5P64BbvUd3537-LMhVFv6ML7SNNyJgSUIk3ywO8QE


 

GREAT CRESTED NEWTS (GCN). 

We have the greatest concern regarding the presence of GCN’s on this site and the 

limitations of the applicant’s surveys in this regard. We have therefore contacted Natural 

England and sought their advice on the methodology that should be used in the following 

terms: 

‘Is using eDNA as the only method sufficient these days?  Has doing this once completely 

replaced the sampling methods and 4-6 visits to the ponds? Or is it just an additional part of 

the process and the original methods should be conducted under licence too?’ 

 Advice from Natural England 

 Their response was as follows: 

‘Under the Natural England-led District Level Licensing (DLL) scheme, a site that is located 

within a Red Zone would not be able to be licensed by DLL due to the significant GCN 

populations that are located within Red Zones.  As we do not offer DLL in Red Zones, you 

would need to go down the Mitigation Licensing route.  

For DLL we do not necessarily need to have survey data, however if the Applicant does 

have survey data available, we can use that to base our assessment.  As we only require 

Presence/Absence data for survey route enquiries, eDNA data is acceptable for DLL. 

As GCN Mitigation Licence applications are assessed on a case-by-case basis, there is no 

generalisation of survey requirements, and it is for the ecologist to decide on the 

appropriate level of survey effort based on the anticipated impacts.  

Information on surveys, and what kind, can be found on the below gov.uk webpages: 

Great crested newts: apply for a mitigation licence (A14) - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Great crested newts: advice for making planning decisions - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Additionally, further information on survey requirements is outlined within the Survey 

Guidance Table located on the ‘Instruction’s tab’ of the Method Statement Template used 

for mitigation licence applications. Please look at the Method Statement document on 

this 

 webpage: Great crested newts: apply for a mitigation licence (A14) - GOV.UK 

(www.gov.uk). 

 

• From the advice of Natural England using one eDNA sample is not enough to that 

there are not any GCN on the site. As a minimum, Natural England would expect the 

applicants to survey all ponds within 250m, assess habitat suitability, and do a desk 

search for existing records. Their survey work is limited and methodology false.  This 

http://www.gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/


important search for GCN needs to be properly carried out and at the appropriate 

time having proper regard for the breeding season of the GCN’s.  

 

CONCLUSIONS. 

The applicant’s approach to the sensitive issues of Environment, 

Ecology and Habitats has been limited from the start. Their survey 

methodology often flawed and inappropriately timed. Their work to 

date is neither credible nor sufficiently comprehensive to provide a 

sound basis for the determination of this application which should be 

refused for the reasons given.           
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