
 
 

    

 
Julie Ayre 
Planning Department 
South Cambridgeshire District Council 
South Cambridgeshire House 
Cambourne Business Park 
Cambourne 
Cambs CB23 6EA 
           01 March 2017 
 
Dear Julie 
 

S/0202/17/O – Residential Development at Cow Lane & Teversham Road, Fulbourn 
 

Summary 
 
The Wildlife Trust objects to this proposed development on the following grounds: 
 
1. The applicant has failed to fully assess all impacts on biodiversity or adequately demonstrate 

that the proposed development will result in a net gain in biodiversity.  
2. The applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate that the proposed ecological mitigation 

scheme is deliverable or compatible with the proposed surface water and flood risk 
management system and use for public recreation, or that it is compatible with the proposed 
development timetable. There are significant risks associated with some of the proposals, 
which may result in failure of aspects of the scheme. 

3. The ecological mitigation and proposed management scheme is complex and would be far 
more costly to implement than standard greenspace management schemes. The applicant 
has failed to demonstrate how this scheme (and the open space management essential for it) 
is deliverable or affordable in the long-term. As such they have failed to address the key 
reason why the planning inspector rejected a very similar scheme to this on appeal, namely 
that there were no guarantees that the claimed open space (and ecological) benefits would be 
guaranteed / secured in perpetuity. 

 
I will cover each of these points in more detail later, but first I must correct erroneous statements 
attributed to the Wildlife Trust and misinterpretation of the 2016 Wildlife Trust report by NIRAS in 
their Ecological Impact Assessment (January 2017), together with other errors / inadequacies in 
the submitted documentation. 
 
Misrepresentation of Wildlife Trust 2016 report 
 
At paragraph 5.9 of the NIRAS report it is stated that the Wildlife Trust contend that the site was 
priority habitat. The Wildlife Trust has not stated this in any of our submissions on the previous 
application. We did say that the site may have been priority habitat before its current period of 
neglect, and we did also say that it has the potential to be restored to priority habitat. 
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At paragraph 5.20, a difference in interpretation by the Wildlife Trust and NIRAS is highlighted. 
This unfortunately stems from a mis-interpretation of the 2016 Wildlife Trust report by NIRAS. As 
the report author and surveyor, I can confirm that glaucous sedge was frequent and in places 
locally abundant in the western field, as stated in paragraph 3.3 and 4.2 and set out in Appendix 2 
of the Wildlife Trust 2016 report. The confusion unfortunately arises because NIRAS assumed 
that figure 6 in the same report included all occurrences of the species mentioned. I did not state 
that figure 6 included all occurrences of all the species recorded. Glaucous sedge was too 
abundant in the western field to record all occurrences. I did however map this species in the 
eastern field because it was unusual and helped to honestly show the much more restricted 
location of species of note in this field, as compared to their wider abundance in the western field. 
For the record, glaucous sedge was locally abundant in the marshy area of the western field 
noted in Figure 6 of the Wildlife Trust report, and frequent elsewhere. Similarly, common fleabane 
and square-stemmed St-John’s wort, two other grassland indicator species were more abundant 
in the western field than the eastern field and similarly not all occurrences were mapped, as the 
survey was mainly focussed on 5 target species. 
 
This misinterpretation is certainly not deliberate on NIRAS’s part and while I can understand how 
it arose, a phone conversation with me could have helped to clarify the evident confusion that 
NIRAS had, so it is unfortunate that this did not happen. 
 
As a result, NIRAS figure 3, which seems to be partly based on the Wildlife Trust 2016 survey 
report, unfortunately under records the presence of glaucous sedge, by not showing its 
widespread presence in the western field. This also affects the rest of their analysis with respect 
to this species, and their report should be updated to reflect this. 
 
Inadequacies of other supporting information 
 
The separate breeding bird survey has undertaken a re-assessment of the MKA Ecology study 
from 2014 and reached different conclusions. However, as far as I can see, the raw data has not 
been supplied, therefore it is not possible to judge which professional ecologist report is correct? 

Without supply of the raw data and comparison of the detailed workings of both MKA 

Ecology and NIRAS, it would be premature to accept the conclusions of the NIRAS study. 
 
Other errors 
 
The Design and Access Statement includes the following errors with respect to the ecological 
aspects: 

 At figure 5.2 (page 23) labels Fulbourn Fen as a country park. It is not, it is a SSSI and 
nature reserve and use as a country park style space including dog walking would be 
detrimental to the site. 

 At figure 9.1 (page 33) the ecological constraints described in the ecological impact 
assessment are not shown on the map. 

 Figure 11.1 (page 40/41) parameters plan states the open space will include occasional 
parking? Surely this is incorrect and contrary to the ecological and public access 
proposals? If it is correct then the ecological impact assessment will need to be updated 
to include this as a factor. 

 Paragraph 11.6 (page 42) it is stated there will be 3.54 Ha of open space while paragraph 
11.9 states 2.55 Ha of open space, but the Ecological Impact Assessment says 3.55 Ha. 
Which is correct? 

 Paragraph 15.4 (page 62) mentions corn bunting though the NIRAS January 2017 report 
dismisses this record. 

 
I will now set out more fully the serious concerns that the Wildlife Trust has as to the likely 
success, deliverability and affordability of the proposed ecological mitigation scheme. These form 
the basis of our objection to this scheme. 
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1. Net gain / loss in biodiversity 
 
The NIRAS Ecological Impact Assessment report (EcIA) concludes (paragraph 10.1) with the 
statement that the development presents a net gain in biodiversity. However, no detail has been 
provided to back this up, for example through the use of Defra biodiversity offsetting metric, or 
provision of an audit of areas and quality of habitats to be lost / gained, or quantifiable and 
measurable assessments of likely impacts on the populations of the main species groups 
affected by the proposed development. 
 
It appears that the required information will not be prepared until production of the proposed 
Biodiversity Management Plan (BMP) (paragraph 9.2). This is too late. Information on the specific 
habitats to be lost, retained and created should be provided at this stage. Stating a wetland 
meadow species mix of 24 species will be planted is not sufficient – which species and which 

vegetation community / habitat will be created? The applicant needs to demonstrate whether 

and how a net gain in biodiversity is to be achieved at this stage otherwise the 

development is not acceptable in planning terms.  
 
The EcIA assessment of the sites ecological value has been downplayed in various places. For 
example at paragraph 6.10 it is suggested that some of the species present are not valuable 
because they are common elsewhere in the country and it is hardly surprising that they aren’t 
found in the largely arable district of South Cambridgeshire. This completely misrepresents the 
principles of biodiversity conservation, which aims to conserve the full range and populations of 
species, otherwise once common species become rare as a result of cumulative losses from 
individual sites. Conserving species populations across their full geographical range and in as 
many locations and with as large a population as naturally possible is the aim of nature 
conservation. 
 
It is precisely because South Cambridgeshire is so arable with such a paucity of grassland 
habitats, that surviving examples assume a greater importance. The fact that early marsh orchids 
are now restricted to four sites in South Cambridgeshire and the other locally notable species are 
continuing to decline is what increases the value of this site and its grassland habitats.  
 
The high potential for restoration of priority lowland meadow habitat at this site is part of the 
reason for the Wildlife Trust having assessed it as being of district value, with the potential to 
become more important. At paragraph 4.37 of the NIRAS report they fail to acknowledge the 
potential value of a site and its position as part of a wider ecological network as a consideration in 
assessing ecological value. Further at paragraph 8.81 NIRAS suggest that there is no chance of 
the decline in quality of grassland habitats being reversed. Are they suggesting that Castlefield 
Developments have deliberately neglected the site in order to try to get planning permission, or 
that if they do not get this planning permission that they will continue to leave the site unused and 

not find an alternative use for it? The Wildlife Trust does not accept that there is no prospect 

of the site being ecological enhanced through sympathetic management in the absence of 

development. It could still be let as a grazing tenancy or acquired by the local community 

as a Local Green Space. 
 

At paragraph 6.11 the locally uncommon plant species are described as locally important. The 

Wildlife Trust contends that they are of district importance, and we also contend that the 
grassland habitats are of district importance because of the species present and their significant 
potential to be restored to priority lowland meadow habitat, which if it happened would make the 
site of county importance.  
 
In section 7 of the EcIA, (paragraph 7.3 to 7.7) the impacts on the grassland habitats have been 
ignored and the impacts on the locally uncommon plant species have been downplayed. 
According to CIEEM guidelines (set out at paragraph 4.40 of the EcIA) loss of more than 20% of 
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area is a high magnitude impact. As the development will result in the loss of over 20% of the 

area of grassland habitats on site this should therefore be recorded as of moderate significance 
in the impact assessment.  
 
At paragraph 7.5 of the EcIA the impacts on the early marsh orchid are categorised as low. 
However, this assessment fails to take into account that while the area of land in which this 
species grows will be left “undisturbed”, the areas either side will be lowered as part of the 
surface water flood attenuation scheme (and I presume linked by a pipe underneath the marsh 
orchid “island”). This is likely to fundamentally change the hydrology of the marsh orchid “island” 
and potentially dry it out so that conditions are no longer suitable. The impacts should therefore 

be categorised as at least moderate and possible high and the significance is moderate. 
 
Also in paragraph 7.7, the impacts of disturbance and damage during the operational phase has 
been downplayed. At this stage of the impact assessment all potential impacts should be 
categorised, and without mitigation there is the potential for adverse impacts on the grassland 
habitats and locally uncommon species from public recreation and use of the site. There is also 
the potential for adverse impacts from flooding as a result of the surface water attenuation 
scheme and from poor water quality increasing the nutrients in soils within the attenuation areas. 
 

Table 2 which summarises the ecological impacts therefore incorrectly downplays the 

significance of impacts on early marsh orchid, and fails to categorise all of the impacts on 

the grassland habitats and locally uncommon species.  
 
The CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment recommends that all potential impacts 
without mitigation are assessed at the first stage, and then these impacts reviewed in light of 
mitigation measures, to give a final assessment of residual impacts with mitigation measures. 
The EcIA report unfortunately does not do this consistently. 
 

The Wildlife Trust therefore disagrees with the statement at paragraph 8.38 of the EcIA 

that the only significant impact in EIA terms is on adder’s tongue-fern. There are also 

significant impacts on the loss in area of grassland habitats, and potential impacts on 

early marsh orchid. 
 
The Wildlife Trust also disagrees with some of the statements within paragraph 8.72 of the EcIA 
which summarises the ecological mitigation and management measures and would question how 
significant the benefits to breeding birds would be as a result of the development. This paragraph 
also states the invertebrate populations will increase providing more food for reptiles. However, it 
must be doubtful if the development scheme could support a greater biomass of invertebrates 
from less than half the area of land. 
 

The summary of residual impacts from the development (paragraphs 8.80 to 8.86) 

underplays the impacts on key ecological features and assumes that the proposed 

ecological mitigation and enhancement scheme will be successful. However, the Wildlife 

Trust cannot agree with this assessment, as there are some fundamental uncertainties 

concerning the scheme, including whether it will work ecologically, whether it can be 

delivered and whether it would be affordable. 
 

2. Deliverability of the ecological mitigation scheme 
 
The applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate that the proposed ecological mitigation 
scheme is deliverable or compatible with the proposed surface water and flood risk management 
system and use for public recreation, or that it is compatible with the overall development 
timetable. There are significant risks associated with some of the proposals, which may result in 
failure of some aspects of the scheme. 
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Compatibility of surface water flooding & ecological mitigation schemes 
 
The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) documentation refers to an appendix B showing a 
surface water management plan and describes 3 surface water attenuation (bioretention) basins 

A, B & C. Unfortunately I cannot find the surface water management plan anywhere within 

the submitted documentation. This is a major omission which prevents us from fully 

understanding the proposals and the application should not be determined until 

consultees have full access to all the relevant information.  
 
The FRA states that the three surface water attenuation (bioretention) basins (A, B & C) will be 
lowered by 600 mm and will have sides at a gradient of 1 in 2 or 1 in 4. This suggests that the 
areas will be considerably wetter and more influenced by groundwater that the current situation. 
This brings into question, whether the proposed translocation of adder’s tongue-fern will be 
successful (see later comments). The steep slopes are also far from ideal in providing a range of 
growing conditions for the wetland and wet meadow plants that are proposed in the ecological 
mitigation strategy and will not provide space for plants to adapt to the regularly changing 
hydrological conditions in the surface water attenuation basins. Best conservation practice 
suggests providing at least one much shallower slope of 1 in 20 would provide the space for 
plants and other species to adapt and be able to move in response to changing conditions. 
 
These considerations lead us to conclude that the challenges of integrating the ecological 
mitigation proposals with the surface water flood attenuation scheme have not been properly 
addressed. The proposed scheme is basically a surface water flood attenuation scheme with 
ecology clearly an after-thought. 
 
In order to assess whether the proposed ecological mitigation measures are compatible with the 
surface water flood management proposals, we need to see modelling of how the surface water 
attenuation systems will operate including the extent and duration of flooding at different rainfall 

events and in different seasons and the effects of this on soil hydrology. This will help to 

provide an indication of the eco-hydrological conditions on site, without which it is not 

possible to determine which plant species and communities might successfully withstand 

/ adapt to the changing conditions on site, and therefore whether the ecological mitigation 

scheme is feasible. 
 
A further consideration is that the developer will need the SUDS scheme to be adopted in 
perpetuity. The FRA suggests that Anglian Water or South Cambridgeshire District Council would 
adopt the SUDS scheme. However, with the additional ecological management requirements and 
access features such as boardwalks and fencing (within the surface water attenuation basins), it 

is highly unlikely that either Anglian Water or SCDC would adopt them. Unless the applicant 

can demonstrate with certainty that they have a suitable ecologically and hydrologically 

qualified management company the application should be refused. 
 
Deliverability of ecological mitigation scheme 
 
The ecological mitigation and management scheme is set out in section 8 and summarised in 
Figure 6 of the EcIA. This divides the site into 9 zones and the proposals for each are 
summarised. However, it is not always clear from this information what the ecological objectives 
are for each area. The details appear to be left to the proposed Biodiversity Management Plan, 

but this is too late, as the devil will be in the detail. There is a significant risk of the ecological 

mitigation scheme as presented by NIRAS not being achievable. To illustrate this I will give a 
couple of examples from my direct experience. 
 

Species-rich grassland in flood attenuation basins 
The flood attenuation basins will be submerged for considerable periods, including during the 
summer growing season. This could result in “drowning” of wildflowers or prevent cutting 
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management at the correct time of year, both of which will result in a reduction in species-
richness and the dominance by taller, more competitive grasses including common reed. The 
nutrient and pollution burden of the run-off also increases nutrient levels again favouring the more 
competitive grass species.  
 
The Wildlife Trust manages multi-functional areas acting as flood attenuation, wildlife habitats 
and amenity areas at Cambourne and Trumpington Meadows. In these areas flood risk 
management must be put first, which limits the achievement of biodiversity objectives, particularly 
if the aim is to maintain species with demanding requirements such as early marsh orchids, 
adder’s tongue or many other grassland indicator species. At Trumpington Meadows, the flood 
attenuation basin was sown with species-rich wet meadow seed mix, but has been too wet to be 
managed in 3 out of 4 years, resulting in over 50% loss of wildflower species.  
 
NIRAS state they intend to use a wetland species mix of 24 species within their flood attenuation 
zones to create species-rich wet grassland. This is one of their main enhancements, but for the 
reasons described above this is unlikely to succeed.  
 

Narrow greenways and public amenity 
The open space within the development is generally designed as narrow belts around the 
margins and a corridor through the middle of the site. Such areas are difficult to manage (and 
more costly, see following section). They also suffer from increased recreational pressures with 
amenity use and dog walking resulting in trampling and contamination with dog faeces. The 
proposed boardwalks and fencing are unlikely to stop people from walking through all the 
ecological mitigation areas, unless they were fully fenced. It is unclear from the proposals exactly 
what is being proposed by way of fencing, whether this is just adjacent to the boardwalks, or 
adjacent to the boardwalks and around the perimeter of the ecological mitigation areas. However, 
even with fencing, local residents are likely to ignore this and either climb over or break through it 
to walk on the grassy areas (when they are not under water). 
 
Another consideration from our experience at Cambourne is that small isolated areas of 
greenspace in between housing experience a much higher footfall and recreational pressure. 
This recreational and amenity pressure also limits opportunities for biodiversity friendly 
management, due to public pressure for more “amenity” management. As a result, the Wildlife 
Trust has transferred some “greenways”, similar in size and location to the open spaces 
proposed in this development, to the Parish Council because local residents expected and 
wanted a more amenity style of management rather than the originally prescribed biodiversity 
management being undertaken by the Wildlife Trust. This does not appear to have been fully 
considered in the ecological mitigation proposals or Design and Access Statement. 
 

Management of species-rich grassland by cutting 
The NIRAS report proposes cutting most of the proposed new meadow areas once per year, 
except for the adder’s tongue-fern translocation area where two cuts per year are proposed. 
Atmospheric nitrogen deposition, moisture-rich soils, and nutrient rich runoff (in the attenuation 
basins) will promote the growth of coarse grasses such as false oat-grass. It is now widely 
recognised by land managers that “conservation cuts” involving one cut per year in autumn are 
ineffective in maintaining species-rich grasslands. In most situations (except on the most infertile 
and driest of soils) two cuts per year are required. 
 

Translocation 
Paragraphs 8.73 to 8.79 of the EcIA describe the proposed approach to habitat translocation.  
 
However, on closer reading some of the supporting information and references do not back up 
the statements made in the report. At paragraph 8.74 Hollingsworth and Gaywood (2015) are 
quoted as “While translocations have previously been regarded as a mechanism of last resort, 
there is growing understanding that translocations can benefit species being moved, improve the 
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overall habitat function of the site involved.” This statement is taken completely out of context, as 
the authors were referring to the translocations of populations of species for conservation 
reasons, such as moving species threatened by climate change. They were not referring to 
translocations for the expediency of development. 
 
At paragraph 9.4, Box and Stanhope (2013) are quoted (I presume this should be Box and 
Stanhope 2010)? NIRAS quotes them in the context of the length of time required for post-
construction monitoring of a translocation scheme. However, Box and Stanhope make no 
comment as to the appropriate length of time for monitoring. They were merely reporting a case 
study from Leeds where that particular scheme had a 10 year monitoring condition. The case 
study also only reported the initial findings after two years of monitoring, and did not report on the 
success or otherwise after the full monitoring programme.  
 
Evidence from elsewhere, for example Jefferson et al. (1999) Grassland Habitat Translocation: 
The Case of Brocks Farm, Devon. English Nature Research Report No. 304, demonstrated that 
ecological changes to translocated grassland habitats were still happening 14 years after a 
translocation. Newly created grassland habitats generally take at least 15 years, and usually 

many more years to become stable habitats and vegetation communities. The period of post 

development monitoring should a scheme be approved would therefore need to be 

considerably longer (the Wildlife Trust suggests 25 years). This will have impacts on the 

costs and affordability of the ecological mitigation scheme (see next section). If only 10 
years monitoring is being proposed, this again leads the Wildlife Trust to question the applicant’s 
commitment to deliver a high quality scheme. 
 
However, having pointed out these inconsistencies, if the revised proposal is now to only 
translocate turves with adder’s tongue-fern then in theory this should be possible with a properly 
designed, managed, timed and funded scheme. This still doesn’t cover the conservation and 
enhancement of the grassland habitats currently on-site, but we cover this aspect of the 
proposals elsewhere in our response. 
 

However, the Wildlife Trust has serious concerns as to whether a successful translocation 

scheme is deliverable. The biggest single question mark over this is the significantly lowered 
ground levels (600 mm according to the Flood Risk Assessment) in the areas where the adder’s 
tongue-fern is due to be translocated. Further, the needs of surface water flood attenuation will 
take priority in the long-term management of these areas. Other significant challenges to be 
overcome are the tight timetable of the proposed development programme and phasing (Table 
19.1, Design & Access Statement); and uncertainties as to whether the applicant could afford to 
properly fund the high quality scheme required. 
 

Indicative proposals 
The information presented in the EcIA is based on an indicative layout, which could be subject to 
major modification should an outline application such as this be approved. The only way to 

integrate the competing demands on such a constrained site is for full details to be provided 

through an application for full planning permission. Otherwise there are significant 

uncertainties as to whether the ecological mitigation proposals within the EcIA could or 

would be delivered. 
 

Unrealistic timetable? 
Finally in this section we consider the proposed timetable for development. The Design and 
Access Statement (Table 19.1, page 71) suggests a timetable for development that does not 
appear to incorporate the ecological mitigation requirements set out in the EcIA report. Aspects 
such as translocation of protected species such as common lizard or grass snake and the 
translocation of adder’s-tongue fern are dependent on seasonal factors including life cycles and 
weather and ground conditions. In particular, a high quality translocation scheme (as 
acknowledged by NIRAS) must be well resourced and carefully timed. An unexpected period of 
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rainfall could delay the process and result in significant delays to the development. Such details 
should not be left to reserved matters but should be provided now to demonstrate whether the 
development is actually deliverable.  
 

Overall, much greater certainty is required before the deliverability and likely success of 

this scheme can be guaranteed. This requires filling in significant gaps in information 

such as the timetable and methods for translocation, objectives for the proposed 

biodiversity management plan (and more detail of management), as well as the audit of 

biodiversity gains / losses previously mentioned. 
 

3. Affordability of ecological mitigation & management scheme 
 
The ecological mitigation and proposed management scheme is complex and would be far more 
costly to implement than standard greenspace management schemes. The applicant has failed to 
demonstrate how this scheme (and the open space management essential for it) is deliverable or 
affordable in the long-term. As such they have failed to address the key reason why the planning 
inspector rejected a very similar scheme to this on appeal, namely that there were no guarantees 
that the claimed open space (and ecological) benefits would be guaranteed / secured in 
perpetuity. I will consider aspects of the scheme to highlight the high costs of some of the 
proposals.  
 

Boardwalks & fencing 
The indicative layout shows approximately 1 Km of boardwalks to be made of wood as set out in 
the Design and Access Statement. As these will be mainly located in areas that form part of the 
surface water flood attenuation scheme they will be periodically inundated with water (or at least 
the supporting posts will be). Hardwood is more likely to be used than treated softwood, 
increasing the price. The boardwalks are also to allow public access and I presume would need 
to be DDA compliant and therefore a minimum width will apply. In addition there are larger 
gathering areas shown which will further add to the costs. 
 
In such situations, the boardwalk will need annual maintenance as well as full replacement every 
10 years. 
 
The cost of DDA compliant hard wood boardwalk is likely to be £30 per metre. This implies an 

initial cost of at least £30,000, with a similar replacement cost (plus inflation) every 10 years. 

Annual maintenance costs may be in the range of £300 to £500 depending on levels of wear and 
tear and vandalism. 
 
The scheme proposes fencing along the boardwalks to manage public access and mitigate 
(prevent) disturbance / damage to the ecological mitigation areas. There may also be a need for 
fencing around the perimeters of all ecological mitigation areas, with access gates for 
management operations, if the intention of the scheme is to protect the ecological mitigation 
areas. As the fencing would need to keep dogs and people to the boardwalks and formal paths, it 
will need to include stock netting. However, in an urban setting such as this, post and rail netting 
may be deemed more in keeping with the development. There is likely to be a requirement for 2 
Km of fencing and this will also need replacing every 10 years, as well as annual maintenance. 
 
The cost of post and rail fencing with stock netting is likely to be about £17.50 per metre. This 

implies an initial cost of at least £35,000, with a similar replacement cost (plus inflation) every 10 

years. Annual maintenance costs may be in the range of £300 to £500 depending on levels of 
wear and tear and vandalism. 
 

Grassland management 
As set out elsewhere in the Wildlife Trust response, any areas of species-rich grassland will need 
to be managed by two cuts per year with the arisings removed. While there may be some scope 
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to leave some compost piles for reptiles and amphibians, most of the grass cuttings will need to 
be removed off-site and disposed as commercial green waste. The design of the ecological 
mitigation areas, as small, narrow corridors, divided by boardwalks, with some also designed as 
surface water flood attenuation basins and others with landscaped mounds, means that 
management will be far more labour intensive than in most greenspaces. The cost of cutting and 
removal of grassland vegetation from approximately 1.5 Ha will be two or three times more 
expensive than what it currently costs the Wildlife Trust at Cambourne. 
 
Costs for cutting of grassland areas and removal of arisings could be in the order of £1,350 per 

hectare per cut. This implies an annual cost of approximately £4,000 per annum. 
 
In addition, if one of the objectives of the ecological mitigation scheme is the creation of lowland 
meadow priority habitat, then there will be initial creation costs with use of wildflower seed.  
 
There is also likely to be need for future supplementary seeding as a remedial measure every few 
years. This will be necessary to address the inevitable loss of species, following events such as 
summer flooding “drowning” sown wildflower species, spring or autumn flooding preventing one 
or more of the annual management cuts, or nutrient enrichment from surface water flooding, all 
resulting in taller grasses out-competing the sown wildflowers.  
 

The cost of the initial seeding of 1.5 Ha is likely to be in the region of £45,000 (£35,000 for the 
seed and £10,000 for ground works, sowing operation and establishment management). In 
addition, periodic supplementary re-sowing of areas damaged (assuming every 5 years) could be 

in the region of £5,000. 
 

Weekly Site checks 
The managing agent would need to undertake one or two weekly visits to check the site 
infrastructure such as boardwalks and fences, undertake repairs, remove litter, check drainage 
infrastructure and remove vegetation as necessary, and clean interpretation signs. Assuming one 
full (or two half) daily visits per week at a rate of £150 / day, would result in an annual cost of 

£7,800. 
 

Management and monitoring plan 
As described under our comments on the translocation, monitoring will be required for at least 15 
and probably 20 to 25 years, rather than the 10 years suggested by the applicant. The applicants 
suggestion of monitoring in year 1, 2, 5, 10, with the addition of year 15, 20 and possibly 25 is an 
appropriate frequency.  I estimate the cost of each monitoring visit for the grassland habitats and 

species would be in the order of £1,500 (plus inflation). There may also be other requirements 
related to other species groups including breeding birds, reptiles and amphibians, which would 
add further to the cost. 
 
Preparation and review of the management plan every 5 years will also have a cost. I estimate 

the cost of preparation of a management plan every 5 years to be £5,000 (plus inflation). 
 

Management in perpetuity 
A final consideration is that the management scheme needs to be delivered in perpetuity. It is not 
for the Wildlife Trust to calculate what would be required by way of commuted sum or endowment 
to deliver the ecological mitigation scheme in full to a high standard, but when considered with all 
of the other planning obligations that would be required from the proposed development, this may 
significantly impact on the deliverability of the scheme. 
 

Summary 
These examples only cover a proportion of the costs and in no way represent a complete picture 
as I have not considered management of the woodland, hedgerows, planted trees or Pump 
House Garden. In addition there are other aspects of the open space scheme including 
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maintenance of any drainage infrastructure and collection of dog waste that would need to be 
factored in. 
 
However, an annualised cost for the elements I have described above suggests a minimum 

annual cost of open space management of £21,700. I’ll leave it to others to add the costs for tree, 
woodland, hedge, pond and chalk steam maintenance. For an open space area of 3.55 Ha this 

represents a minimum cost of over £6,000 per hectare per year, which means this scheme is 3 

times more expensive than standard informal natural greenspace management costs. It is 

also significantly more expensive than the standard open space requirements set out by 

South Cambs DC for children’s play spaces or informal open spaces. The levels of funding 

usually provided for management of open space through S106 agreements (and included 

in the S106 undertakings provided at the planning appeal) would be completely inadequate 

for the scheme presented. 
 
The success of the proposed ecological mitigation scheme including the proposed monitoring and 
management plan depends on being able to successfully integrate the competing demands of 
flood risk (surface water) management, public access and recreation and the proposed ecological 
management measures. 
 
The Wildlife Trust has over 60 years experience of managing land for nature conservation and 
we manage areas of land where multiple requirements need to be integrated, including land at 
Cambourne and Trumpington Meadows which combines ecological management with flood risk 
management and public recreation. We are therefore well qualified to critically assess the 
deliverability of the ecological mitigation proposals and likely costs. 
 
If the applicant (or NIRAS) can supply published references or case studies, or share their own 
experience of successfully managing and integrating these competing requirements, on such a 
constrained site, over an extended period of time (i.e. not just the standard 5 or 10 year post 
development monitoring included in planning conditions), I would be pleased for the Wildlife Trust 
to reconsider our position as to the deliverability and affordability of the proposed ecological 
mitigation scheme. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Martin Baker 
Conservation Manager

  


