
 

 

 
Dear Mr Earl 

Proposal: Construction of a new road including environmental treatment with earthworks, 
planting, flood and noise attenuation, wildlife compensation and facilities for non-motorised 
users. 
Location:  A259 Belle Hill, Bexhill on Sea to B2092 Queensway, St Leonards on Sea  
Thank you for your letter dated 23 May 2007 consulting Natural England on the above application.  
We apologise for the delay in responding to this and thank you for agreeing to extend the deadline for 
comments. 

Natural England objects to the proposal on the following grounds: 
• The potential impact to Marline Valley Woods SSSI has not been adequately assessed or 

mitigated for.  
• The potential impact to Combe Haven SSSI has not been adequately assessed or 

mitigated for.  
• The potential impact on protected species has not been adequately assessed or mitigated 

for. 
 
Our advice is that the Council should request further information to address these issues prior to 
the grant of planning permission.  On receipt of this information, Natural England will review its 
position. 
 
Our detailed comments explaining Natural England’s position with regard to this development are 
outlined below. Further concerns over the ecological impacts of the proposals are provided in 
addition to our formal objection and are raised towards the end of this letter. 
 
Impacts on statutorily protected sites 
Please note that this letter represents Natural England’s formal consultation response under 
Section 28 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).   
 
From the information provided in the Environmental Statement (ES) Natural England is of the 
opinion that the potential impact of this development on the SSSIs of Combe Haven and Marline 
Valley Woods has not been sufficiently accounted for. Mitigation proposals have failed to provide 
the required assurance that the SSSIs would be not be adversely affected should planning 
permission be granted. Paragraphs 56-69 of PPS9 Circular 06/2005 summarise the legislative 
regime governing Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) and PPS9 highlights the high protection that 
should be afforded to SSSIs through the planning system.   
 
With a major development such as this, sufficient information should be provided to clearly 
demonstrate that statutorily protected sites have been fully considered. Furthermore, mitigation 
should be of a sufficiently high standard to protect and enhance these nationally important sites in 
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the long-term.   We request that further information and clarification is provided to address our 
concerns.  Upon receipt of this information, we will review our stance on this application.  Should 
the additional information be submitted or there be any modification to the application which may 
affect the SSSIs, Natural England must be consulted. 
 
Local Planning Authorities should note that under section 28I of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended), should the Council be minded to grant permission contrary to Natural 
England’s advice you must ensure that: 

• a copy of the decision notice is given to us detailing the date and terms of the permission 
and how, if at all, you have taken account of our advice; and 

• the permission does not permit operations to begin before 21 days after this notification 
has been given to Natural England.   

 
 
Marline Valley Woods SSSI 
Natural England has the following concerns regarding the potential impact of the proposal on 
Marline Valley Woods SSSI: 
 
1 Development Boundary 
I would draw your attention to page 36 of the Design and Access Statement which clearly shows 
the southern tip of Marline Valley Woods SSSI within the development boundary. There is no 
explanation for this in the Environmental Statement (ES). I would also refer you to page 13 of the 
same document which again shows the road running directly adjacent to the SSSI boundary. This 
is highly confusing and of serious concern to Natural England. Indeed, the ES states that the 0.4 
ha of ancient woodland to be lost to development which, although is contiguous with the SSSI, lies 
outside the SSSI boundary.  
 
Table 12.4 states that that Marline Valley Woods SSSI lies 0.05 km away from the centreline of the 
scheme. The above maps however depict the situation on the ground to contradict this. It is 
unacceptable to Natural England that a scheme of this scale has not clearly addressed 
fundamental issues such as the location of a SSSI in relation to the development boundary. 
 
Natural England wishes confirmation that the southern tip of the SSSI will not be lost should 
planning permission be granted. It is also highly confusing that the ancient woodland, a priority 
BAP habitat, to be lost in this area is not cited in the list of habitats to be lost in section 12.4.3. 
Compounding this is the fact that section 12.4.45 states:“The scheme would be close to Marline 
Valley Wood at its south western tip and would remove an area of probable ancient woodland”.  
Such statements again highlight the lack of clarity or indeed certainty within the ES. Habitats to be 
lost must be clearly assessed as any mitigation suggested relies on the quality of the ecological 
assessment. It follows that mitigation founded on unclear assessment is flawed and cannot be 
relied upon. 
 
2      Function of ancient woodland habitat contiguous with the SSSI 
Natural England notes that consideration has not been given to the function of the area of 
woodland to be lost as a buffer to the SSSI. We would expect such an assessment to be made for 
the purposes of drawing up adequate mitigation for the loss of this habitat. This is particularly 
important given the nature of the development proposals. 
 
3     Runoff during construction and operation 
Importantly, the impact of surface water runoff has not been adequately assessed within the ES. 
Marline Valley Woods SSSI contains a ghyll stream with associated bryophytes, constituting part 
of the special interest of the SSSI. The potential impact of runoff within the SSSI has not been 



recognised. Natural England advises that this is addressed and included within the assessment as 
a potential impact within Table 12.16. Natural England considers that the construction phase of the 
proposal could potentially deleteriously impact the SSSI via surface/groundwater pollution entering 
the ghyll stream. The ES lacks any assessment to account for this. This assessment should 
include clear working practices to be adopted to protect the SSSI from such an event. Natural 
England is unaware of any monitoring works which have been carried out to this end.   
 
Furthermore, we note that drains will be included as mitigation for runoff during the operation 
phase but require clarification of how this has been considered with regard to storm/flooding 
events. We also note with concern comments made by the Environment Agency with regard to 
flooding and runoff. Natural England echoes these concerns particularly given the close proximity 
of the SSSI to the proposed link road. These concerns are also applicable to Combe Haven SSSI 
(discussed below). 
 
4 Noise Disturbance 
Natural England also has concerns regarding the impact of noise on breeding birds within the 
SSSI. This impact is considered to be minor negative particularly with regard to the hawfinch. The 
report predicts the migration of such birds away from the noise but this assumes the carrying 
capacity of the SSSI is not at its maximum. This has not been explored within the ES. This 
concern is also discussed in more detail for Combe Haven SSSI below.  
 
5 Nitrogen deposition 
The proximity of the SSSI to the road scheme is such that nitrogen deposition is highlighted as a 
potential minor to moderate effect. This again highlights our concerns with regard to the need to 
buffer the SSSI from such impacts. The effect of nitrogen deposition has not been adequately 
assessed in the ES for either SSSI as explained below. 
 
6 Salt Spray 
The ES dismisses the potential impact of salt spray damage as “this is generally not an issue 
beyond 10m from the carriageway”. If the scheme is indeed running as close to the SSSI as the 
maps provided suggest, it is Natural England’s opinion that the potential impacts of salt spray on 
the flora within the SSSI should be fully assessed.  
 
Combe Haven SSSI 
Natural England notes that Table 12.4 states the minimum distance of Combe Haven SSSI from 
the development to be 0 km. This again is contradictory as the ES cites the minimum distance of 
the SSSI from the road scheme as 90m. 
 
Indirect effects to the SSSI 
1 Severance of SSSI from the floodplain habitat 
 
The ES highlights the fact that the road scheme will sever the SSSI from floodplain grassland and 
fen as a potential indirect effect on the SSSI. The creation of new wetland habitats is suggested as 
mitigation for this. Natural England is concerned that the mitigation proposed is both inadequate 
and poorly assessed. It will fail to mitigate the risk to the SSSI for the following reasons: 
 
Section 12.4.9 provides detail of the proposed mitigation for the creation of new habitat. It however 
acknowledges that the feasibility of the proposal“Assumes the whole of the borrow pit in the 
powdermill valley is sufficiently shallow to enable wet reedbeds and similar habitats to be created.”  
 
Additionally, “the road would reduce the overall amount of land within the floodplain where there is 
the potential for development of wetland habitats in the medium long term.”  



 
Furthermore, section 12.4.10 detailing further mitigations concludes  “There is no reliable 
information on whether the areas involved would be sufficiently large to retain significant 
biodiversity in the long term.” 
 
Section 12.4.12 states  “There is thus some uncertainty over whether the measures proposed 
would fully compensate or mitigate the impact on the actual and potential biodiversity of the 
floodplain. In addition there are potential adverse impacts on the SSSI from increased noise levels 
and visual disturbance.”   
 
The ES then highlights the need to enhance the SSSI by raising water levels. The section details 
areas to be targeted for enhancement works but acknowledges that this would require the 
cooperation of a number of landowners to be willing to raise the water levels on their land.  No 
investigation has been carried out to ascertain whether landowners would be agreeable to this, the 
conclusion being that “There are a number of practical difficulties to be faced in implementing 
these proposals and at present they represent only an aspiration by ESCC.“ 
 
Natural England is seriously concerned that the feasibility of implementing the mitigation 
suggested throughout this section has not been tested and may not be achievable. The report 
clearly states the flaws in these plans. This cannot be presented as mitigation for either the indirect 
effect of the road scheme on the SSSI, or the direct effect on its surrounding habitat matrix.   
 
2 Species populations 
”The scheme could affect the size and sustainability of the species using habitats within the SSSI.” 
(Section 12.4.40) 
 
Mitigation again is not adequate as it refers to the mitigation Natural England has questioned 
above. 
 
3 Pollution 
The ES states, “The scheme would run roughly parallel to the SSSI boundary for about 1.2km so 
that a pollution incident could affect a substantial area of the SSSI and road runoff could affect 
water quality.”  
 
Natural England again would refer to the concerns of the Environment Agency who have raised 
the inadequacy of the scheme’s flood risk assessment in their objection to this development.  
Further to this the Environment Agency have highlighted several issues regarding runoff during 
construction and operation, pollution, and working practices which require further investigation. 
This is a concern to Natural England due to the above risk of pollution to the SSSI. We support the 
Environment Agency’s comments that this issue needs to be fully addressed. 
 
4 Dormice Populations 
Dormice are present within the SSSI and constitute part of the interest of the site. Natural England 
is concerned that the assessments regarding dormice are also unclear and contradictory. For 
example section 12.6.50 concludes that the effect of the operation stage on dormice will be minor 
adverse; acknowledging the possible extinction of isolated populations. Table 12.26 however 
concludes that the significance of the effects of this phase on dormice is minor-beneficial with 
regard to both habitat change and severance of habitat networks. This is highly confusing and 
requires clarification. Has the functioning of areas of habitat to be severed been assessed for 
example with regard to their relative importance to dormouse metapopulations? Natural England 
will provide specific comments in relation to dormouse populations in the protected species 
sections below. 



 
 5 Noise and visual disturbance 
The ES states, “Noise and visual disturbance could inhibit the return of species like breeding 
redshank and the scheme could have an impact on migrant birds.” 
 
Breeding Lapwing, Redshank and Snipe are cited in section 12.4.43 as being potentially affected 
by the above. The ES states that effects here are compounded by the fact that planting for 
landscape mitigation will restrict the open grazing marsh required for these species. This section 
concludes that, as there is no indication that breeding waders would return to the SSSI in 
significant numbers, no mitigation is proposed. Natural England would remind ESCC of their duties 
to conserve and enhance the SSSI. Contrary to this, the conclusion for this issue is not to provide 
any mitigation with a resulting negative effect. Natural England advises that this is recognised as 
an opportunity for enhancement which should be explored. 
 
The mitigation suggested for other bird species breeding within the SSSI that are likely to be 
affected by noise and visual disturbance is either linked again to the aforementioned potentially 
unviable habitat recreation, or not proposed (section 12.6.9)   
 
Section 12.4.35 concerns the impact of noise on species and quotes that the impact of noise is 
exhibited at a generic distance of 250m for open habitats and 160 for woodland. This section also 
states that susceptible species (such as hawfinch, lapwing, willow warbler and skylark) will 
displace away from the noise impact but that this relies on the carrying capacity of surrounding 
habitat to allow such recruitment (as for Marline Valley Woods). The report also states that: 
“The area’s potential is obviously reduced.” 
 
Despite this recognised potential impact on the SSSI, accurate surveys have not been undertaken 
to quantify this and therefore inform the required mitigation. Surveys have not been carried out in 
either Marline Valley Woods SSSI or Combe Haven SSSI to investigate whether or not the 
surrounding habitat can accommodate a shift in species away from disturbed areas. Indeed 
section 12.4.36 deduces that:  
 
“There would nevertheless be a probable ill-defined residual impact which can be partially 
mitigated through the increased capacity of the area for breeding by some of the species affected.” 
 
Again mitigation is both uncertain and unclear. 
 
Section 12.4.37 explores the effect of visual disturbance on birds, in particular waders and 
waterfowl. It states that the potential impact exists up to 1km away from the scheme and affects a 
substantial proportion of the SSSI. The report then reveals that the use of these areas by wintering 
birds may be greater than the ES’s survey identified. This is due to anecdotal evidence and 
Sussex Ornithological Society records. It is vital that accurate surveys of the use of these habitats 
are conducted in order to produce reliable mitigation. Mitigation must be demonstrated to be fit for 
purpose and able to safeguard habitats and species into the future. The ES has identified 
uncertainty as to the level of use of areas to be affected by visual disturbance, thus rendering any 
mitigation suggested unreliable. This is compounded by the fact that the suggested mitigation for 
recreation of habitats is also inadequate. 
 
6 Location of mitigation 
Natural England would advise that mitigation does not take place on habitats required by key 
species or habitats that are valuable to wildlife. Similarly Natural England would also advise 
against creating habitat for mitigation which is located alongside the road .This is not like for like 
mitigation and will instead provide a depauperate habitat when compared to that lost. An example 



of this is the suggestion in section 12.4.51 to mitigate for the loss in secondary woodland, scrub 
and rough grassland on the disused railway with larger areas of these habitats alongside the road.  
Furthermore, the scheme has not properly acknowledged the short-medium term loss of habitats 
whist mitigation reaches maturity. In the case of hedgerow mitigation this is 20 years. 
 
7 Nitrogen deposition 
Nitrogen deposition has been recognised as a potentially negative impact on the SSSI: 

o The potential impact of changes in air quality can be regarded as a potentially minor to 
moderate adverse impact.  Section 12.6.8 

 
Section 12.6.3 states that the deposition of nitric acid leading to acidification of soils has been 
assessed as statistically significant .The report then highlights that there is uncertainty as to the 
potential impact of nitrogen deposition and no mitigation has been proposed for this specific 
impact. Natural England advises that this is taken into account and that appropriate mitigation is 
investigated for both Combe Haven and Marline Valley Woods SSSI. 
 
As can be seen from the above Natural England has a suite of concerns with regard to the 
potential impact that the proposed scheme may have on the SSSIs of Marline Valley Woods and 
Combe Haven. We are unable to conclude that the scheme will not have an adverse effect 
on nationally important wildlife sites and therefore object to the scheme.   We would remind 
your Authority of the statutory protection afforded to SSSIs through the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 (as amended) and of your duty to conserve and enhance SSSIs. We would also remind 
your Authority of the provisions given in PPS9 for the protection of SSSIs and ancient woodlands.  
 
 
Protected species 
In accordance with the EIA Regulations (Regulation 3(2)), the impact on protected species needs 
to be assessed and included in the Environmental Statement before granting of planning 
permission.  
 
Additionally, paragraph 98 of ODPM Circular 06/20051 states that ‘The presence of a protected 
species is a material consideration when a planning authority is considering a development 
proposal that, if carried out, would be likely to result in harm to the species or its habitat.’  
Paragraph 99 also 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.’ 
 
Our specific concerns regarding protected species are covered in the following sections. 
 
1 Dormice 
The level of survey effort is insufficient as only three months of dormouse surveying was 
undertaken in 2005.  This is not in accordance with The Dormouse Conservation Handbook 
(English Nature 2006) which states that survey effort should cover the whole season or to at least 
cover a survey effort of 20 points.  Natural England are surprised that the surveys were not 
continued during 2006 and 2007.  
 

                                    
1 Office of the Deputy Prime Minister Circular 06/2005 Government circular: Biodiversity 

and geological conservation- statutory obligations and their impact with the planning 
system. 



The impact of the severance of habitat on dormouse cannot be assessed until population size 
assessments have been undertaken. These assessments should include an understanding of the 
population numbers that will remain on either size of the completed road so that an assessment 
can be made of the viability of the remaining populations.  The mitigation proposed includes 
enhancement of habitat either side of the road but does not mitigate for this habitat severance.  
Section 12.7.8 confirms our fears by stating “It is possible that small populations south of the road 
would become isolated.” (Section 12.7.8)  
 
It is unlikely that a European Protected Species (EPS) mitigation licence would be issued under 
these conditions as the scheme would not meet the test that the action authorised “will not be 
detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a favourable 
conservation status in their natural range”. 
 
2 Great Crested Newts 
The surveys were not undertaken in accordance with The Great Crested Newt Mitigation 
Guidelines (English Nature 2001) which states that six visits should be undertaken for population 
assessment, with half of these being undertaken between mid April to mid May.  Only four visits 
were undertaken in 2006 and on many of the ponds, these surveys did not start until 18th May.   
 
Section 12.3.148 states “The aim of the second (survey) was to provide precise information for 
mitigation.” 
Precise information for mitigation would require a population size assessment which has not yet 
been undertaken. This information would also be required for the submission of the EPS licence 
application. 
 
We support the proposals in Section 12.4.94 to include a newt tunnel to facilitate movement 
between Ponds 13, 16 and 17.  
 
3 Reptiles 
Natural England is surprised that only low numbers of reptiles were identified as the wider area is 
well known to support high populations of common reptiles.  Indeed, developments in the Hastings 
area have historically had problems in finding suitable unused receptor sites for the high numbers 
of reptiles found on development sites.   
 
Appendix 12-F details the reptile survey that was undertaken in 2005 but includes contradictory 
information.  Section 12-E.2.1 states that the surveys were undertaken during August and 
September 2005 however Section 12-E.3 details reptiles that were found during other months of 
the year such as June. 
 
Reptile surveys are very much dependant on weather conditions as reptiles will not use tins and 
felts to warm up when the temperature is too high.  For clarity, and to ensure that the results of the 
reptile survey were not skewed by unsuitable weather condition, we would request that the exact 
dates and weather conditions are included in the ES.  We would also like confirmation of the 
refugia density used per hectare of suitable habitat.  
 
Natural England is concerned that no further survey work was undertaken as recommended in 
Section 12-E.4 of Appendix 12-F to confirm population size.  This information is required to inform 
the mitigation proposals. 
 
Section 12.6.59 states “(the reptiles) can be cleared by destructive search of the areas of suitable 
habitat identified in the survey.” 



Natural England is not satisfied with this as the HGBI guidelines (Froglife 1998) state that “a 
destructive search may also kill or injure a small percentage of animals…and the lawfulness of this 
method requires careful interpretation.  Destructive search is likely to be lawful if it can locate 
otherwise unlocatable individuals after using other methods”.  Other methods include using refugia 
to trap out the area of development, the number of days trapping required will depend on the 
population size. 
 
The location of the reptile receptor sites has not been clarified and seems to imply that the reptiles 
will be moved either to suitable habitat on site or habitat off site without any habitat enhancements.  
These enhancements should include habitat management and/or the addition of refugia to ensure 
that the receptor sites can accommodate reptiles.  Selection of suitable receptor sites would 
generally require a survey to ensure that the area does not already contain a high population of 
reptiles. 
 
4 Badgers 
As the licensing of Badgers is an animal welfare issue rather than a nature conservation issue, we 
will not comment at this stage as the issuing of a licence for disturbance and destruction of setts is 
administered by our Wildlife and Licensing Unit. 
 
5 Bats 
The results of the bats surveys have identified eight species of bat using the area of the 
development.  It has also been identified that roosts are likely to be present within the building 
complex at the Nursery School on London Road, Acton’s Farm, the kennels, Adam’s Farm and 
potential the trees within Hanging Wood.  These roosts have not yet been confirmed due to access 
restrictions.   
 
Section 12-D.1.73 recommends further survey work but this has not yet been undertaken and 
mitigation cannot be proposed until the number, location and status of these roosts have been 
confirmed together with confirmation of the species of bats using them.  The roost requirements of 
bats vary between species, for example pipistrelles are crevice dwellers whilst brown long eared 
bats need to fly within the roost before emerging to feed so need a larger roost area. 
 
The ES fails to acknowledge the severity of the impact of artificial lighting on bats.  A number of 
sections within the ES state that the lighting of the link road would have a neutral or beneficial 
effect. Table 12.22 and table 12.26 have assessed this impact as neutral, in addition section 
12.6.45 states  
“The impact of lighting is probably not significant”,  whilst section 12.4.61 states  
“Bats are attracted to highway lighting because they feed on the insects that congregate there.”   
 
It is well known that this is not the case for all bats as, whilst pipistrelles, serotines, noctules and 
Leisler’s bats swarm around some lighting to feed on insects, many other bats such as long eared 
bats and Myotis species, such as Natterers and Daubenton’s, avoid street lights due to the threat 
of predation.  
 
Observations have been made of kestrels (diurnal raptors) hunting at night under the artificial light 
along motorways.  Floodlighting will deter bats from using their usual foraging areas. Lighting can 
be particularly harmful if used along river corridors, near woodland edges and near hedgerows 
used by bats. Studies have shown that continuous lighting along roads creates barriers which bats 
cannot cross. For example, Daubenton’s bats move their flight paths to avoid street lamps. 
 
The ES has also failed to assess the severity of the impact on bats from severance of foraging and 
commuting lines.  The mitigation proposed is directional fencing where key flight paths cross the 
route but no studies have been provided as to the effectiveness of this and this fails to take 
account of the fact that some bats will not cross lit areas due to the threat of predation.   



 
Natural England would like to make it clear that the use of bat boxes to mitigate for a brown long 
eared bat maternity roost is not acceptable and is not in accordance with the Bat Mitigation 
guidelines (English Nature 2004).  Mitigation for a roost of this type would require like for like 
replacement roost with good linkages to surrounding foraging habitat.      
 
Mitigation for the scheme as a whole 
The following highlights Natural England concerns regarding mitigation for the Road scheme. 
 
Neutral Grassland 
The ES recognises that approximately 2.3ha of species-rich neutral grassland would be removed. 
The ES does not propose specific mitigation for this loss and indeed section 12.6.33 states  
“It would be difficult to establish the right ground conditions but if it can be achieved there would be 
minor positive impact...” 
Again this highlights the uncertainty of the proposed mitigation within the scheme area as a whole. 
 
Ditches 
There does not appear to be a 2 for 1 ratio for ditch re-creation.  
There is uncertainty as to the reliability of measures to protect waterbodies from pollution as raised 
by the Environment Agency. 
Aquatic Invertebrates populations will be severed by the scheme and no mitigation is proposed.  
 
Woodland 
As recognised within the ES that ancient woodland is irreplaceable. Active management of 
targeted woodland is suggested as mitigation for loss of ancient woodland. Natural England 
wishes clarification on the level of active management that is required within the small woodlands 
suggested, and how this would benefit the habitats and species within. 
 
Hedgerows  
Mitigation for the substantial number of hedgerows which will be severed by the development 
proposals will take 20 years to establish as a functioning habitat. The severance of these 
hedgerows has a knock-on effect to the functioning of the landscape as a whole. This includes the 
prevention of species movement effecting population dynamics throughout the area. It also leads 
to the fragmentation and isolation of habitats which are currently linked. Such landscape scale 
effects have not been acknowledged in the ES and therefore have not been mitigated for. Natural 
England would remind the Council of PPS9 and policy regarding the protection of networks of 
valuable habitat. 
 
Wet grassland and fen 
Natural England has raised concerns over the validity of proposed mitigation for the loss of these 
habitats and their severance from floodplain habitats. 
 
Natural England would expect a development of this nature and scale to demonstrate a degree of 
innovation in the mitigation proposed, coupled with a commitment to enhance biodiversity. Current 
policy advises that such practice is demonstrated and Natural England is of the opinion that the 
proposals are devoid of such measures. We are disappointed that opportunities for enhancement 
have not been explored. Further to a more satisfactory scheme being implemented we also would 
wish to see for example a commuted sum being made available to be used for biodiversity 
enhancement projects within the wider area. The ES mitigation strategy has failed to realise such 
potential.  
 
 



Conclusion 
Natural England is of the opinion that the application as submitted has failed to adequately assess 
and mitigate for impact on protected species and for potential adverse effects on both Marline 
Valley SSSI and Combe Haven SSSI. Mitigation is lacking in sound assessment and in some 
areas may not be achievable. This is unacceptable to Natural England and we therefore advise 
that the Council refuse planning permission for this development.  
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries, please do not hesitate to contact Marian Ashdown or Rebecca Pearson at the above address, 
or by email to marian.ashdown@naturalengland.org.uk or rebecca.pearson@naturalengland.org.uk 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
On behalf of Chris McMullon  
Government Team Leader 
 


