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Cambridge Green Party – consultation response on Draft Biodiversity Strategy  
17th October 2021 
 
Introduction 
 
The Cambridge Green Party welcomes the Council’s initiative to produce a new Biodiversity Strategy. 
We were pleased to read that this will eventually be accompanied by a detailed costed plan of 
action, but nevertheless wish to emphasise that sufficient resources must be allocated to 
implementation of the strategy.  The current biodiversity crisis and the poor state of nature in the 
City is in part due to the low priority that nature conservation has been accorded in the past, and the 
fact that development has been so often allowed to go ahead without measures being enforced to 
protect the environment where this was mandatory and without recognition of the role of nature in 
the health of the city, even in instances where this is not regulated.  We recognised the enormous 
efforts undertaken by the current Council biodiversity officer but additional capacity has to be made 
available. 
 
In addition to the comments below on climate change, we feel strongly that this is such a significant  
threat to biodiversity, and recognised as such by the Council’s declarations of a climate change, that 
it need much more attention in the strategy.  There are two lines on the topic on p.36, a statement 

on p.37 that “The actions set out within our climate strategy will contribute to resolving the 
biodiversity emergency” but without any explanation of how the two strategies are linked, and 
paragraphs (in blue) at the end of each theme section which appear as afterthoughts.   The 
impact of climate change on the city’s biodiversity needs a better description and should be 
integrated into the main threat section in such a way that makes it clear that it is as significant the 
other more local threats listed, and the theme sections on climate change need full integration. 
 
Responses to questions in the consultation 
 
2. Do you agree with our strategic objectives?  
  Yes No Don't Know 
 
General Comment 
 
We consider the objectives appropriate but feel that they should be integrated with the three 
themes and the actions that accompany these.  As written, the document does not give a very 
coherent view of what the final vision is, and how it will be reached – it is primarily a collection of 
individual actions, all of which are very important, but without a clear framework of how they will 
achieve a broader goal.  The logical thinking behind the specific actions identified should be 
explained  and proposals for (and discussion of the feasibility of) completion dates for each action 
are needed, so that the steps to be taken to meet the final 2030 target date can be understood..  We 
feel that a more ambitious vision is needed; the 2006 Nature Conservation Strategy vision still has 
considerable merit1.  At minimum, the list of themes and actions (with a numbering system) should 
be at the beginning of the strategy to provide a framework.  
 

                                                           
1
 2006 Vision: “... over the next 20 years Cambridge will see a “net gain” in 

biodiversity, both within the city and it’s immediate hinterland, including the extent and quality of priority 
habitats and populations of priority species. Wildlife habitats will be protected, enhanced and where possible 
expanded and linked. The very best wildlife habitats will form part of a much wider ecological network that will 
permeate the whole of the city and beyond. Everyone who lives or works within Cambridge will have access to 
high quality natural greenspaces within walking distance of their home or place or work, and there will be a 
greater awareness and understanding of biodiversity.” 



2 
 

Comments on objectives 
 

 To secure a measurable net gain in biodiversity across the City by 2025 and support the 
Natural Cambridgeshire Doubling Nature Vision by 2030    Yes/No/Don’t know  

 
We support the need to increase biodiversity in the city and county but have concerns about the 
evidence and rationale behind this objective. Section 7 on Biodiversity Net Gain and Doubling Nature 
has a great deal of interesting information, but it is difficult to understand and needs to be 
comprehensible to the public, if the Council is to be held to account.  It would benefit from a clearer, 
simple summary, and from having a description of the designations of the various sites that were 
assessed.  It is good to see the Biodiversity Metric being used to calculate the baseline, but the 
outputs of this calculation must be always be ‘sense-checked’ by suitably qualified ecologists. 
Otherwise, we are concerned that over-reliance on the metric could lead to undesirable results.  
 
The biodiversity metric has a number of flaws, a key one being that it favours habitats that are quick 
and easy to create, not necessarily those that have the greatest wildlife or climate benefit. It is 
concerning to see that the metric is being used to apparently prioritise sites, particularly since it is 
noted in the strategy that larger sites will naturally have higher scores (p. 30).  This may not be 
intended but Table 1 (p.31) - The top six most valuable sites - strongly gives that impression.  We 
need to see all the sites assessed (this could be in an appendix), with their designation. This table 
also illustrates the fact that quick gains in the metric can be achieved by improving the condition of 
existing large sites. While we agree that this is important, the creation of new sites must not be 
overlooked, as mentioned above. An increase in the total area of green space is necessary for 
improving ecological connectivity and climate resilience, and for balancing the objectives of nature 
recovery and improving people’s access to green space. For example, page 55 talks about 
recreational pressure on green space and the possibility of ‘zoning’ to allow people (e.g. dog 
walkers) access to green space while protecting sensitive nature areas. This clearly can’t be achieved 
just by improving the Biodiversity Metric score of existing green space – we inescapably need more 
green space.   
 
The degree of protection given to a site appears to be another flaw in the metric as it overlooks the 
fact that biodiversity within an area may change and sites do not necessarily have appropriate levels 
of protection.  It could lead, for example, to a site with high biodiversity value being given a low rank 
because of its weak designation. New habitats created as part of the net gain approach need to be 
explicitly protected from development in future rounds of planning – especially as it can take many 
years for newly-created habitats to develop actual wildlife value which would score highly in the 
metric. In the government’s proposed implementation of Biodiversity Net Gain, new sites are only 
required to be protected for 30 years – our Biodiversity Strategy must do better than this.  
International guidance is that areas recognised as needing protection for their biodiversity should be 
accorded this “in perpetuity”.   
 
Given the large number of qualifications that have been made about the assessment method used 
for the Audit Report, it seems inappropriate to include the more uncertain conclusions, and 
clarification is needed of which of the conclusions have been used for the strategy. We note that a 
variation of Biodiversity Metric 2.0 has been used, but Natural England published an updated Metric 
3.0 in July 2021.  We would hope that the Council will apply this updated metric in future revisions of 
the strategy whilst also considering the flaws that have been identified in the method. 
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To ensure designated sites and priority habitats are in good / favourable condition and connected, 
where possible, to increase resilience to a changing climate and contribute to the Cambridge 
Nature Network    Yes/No/Don’t Know 

 
Page 4 states: “A key achievement from the previous strategy has been the designation of the City’s 
12 Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) to give these precious sites greater statutory protection. This has 
been successful in protecting them from inappropriate development, attracting capital funding for 
projects and revenue resources for habitat management”.  The City Council website2 lists only 11 City 
LNRs.  Several recommendations for LNRs in the 2006 Nature Conservation Strategy have not 
implemented including: all or parts of the “Country Park” areas associated with Cambridge East, NW 
Cambridge and Cambridge Southern Fringe urban extensions; Bentley Road Paddocks and Empty 
Common; and Norman Cement Pits, the Spinney & Haystor Open Space.  Given that LNRs are the 
only statutory protected sites, we think it essential that a further review of LNRs is needed and that, 
wherever possible, City Wildlife Sites and country parks should be assessed to see if they should be 
accorded LNR protection.  Page 4 refers to the new country parks as being “vibrant new strategic 
green spaces, providing welcome respite for communities during the Covid pandemic and also new 
homes for farmland and wetland species.” However, these sites do not, as far as we understand, 
have the statutory biodiversity protection granted by LNRs, making them vulnerable to further 
development and this need to be looked at as a high priority.   
 
The strategy points out that “The UK is one of the most nature depleted countries in the world” – and 
that “In comparison to other parts of the UK Cambridgeshire has some of the lowest proportions of 
Priority Habitats and land designated for nature conservation”.  We do not feel that the strategy 
adequately takes these points on board - the lack of effective and enforced statutory protection for 
key biodiversity areas within Cambridge will continue to lead to nature loss unless addressed. We 
would like to see more in the strategy about new green spaces designed to both protect existing 
biodiversity and create more, and also to provide for recreational space, the urgent need for which 
was seen during the pandemic.  North Cambridge is particularly poorly catered for with insufficient 
attention being paid to this in the new developments (e.g. Eddington, Darwin Green, NE Cambridge 
area).  Achieving the appropriate balance between public access and nature conservation is a well-
recognised challenge, but Cambridge could become a demonstration site for this if the relevant 
expertise available in both the City’s and the University’s organisations were put to use. 

The strategy should have an Annex listing the 80 parks and open spaces for which the Council is 
responsible, explaining the designation and the degree of protection for each site, the features 
protected etc.  Maps 1-4 are important but do not provide adequate information to fully understand 
the baseline that we are starting from; they should also include the country parks (e.g. Hobson's and 
Trumpington Meadow) to give a better picture of biodiversity protection.  

To promote awareness of biodiversity and wellbeing, supporting coordinated action in our 
communities, businesses, and institutions    Yes/No/Don’t know -  No specific comment 
 
To ensure that biodiversity is considered by all council service functions and Projects  Yes/No/Don’t 
know  
 

The wording of this objective is very weak. We suggest strengthening it along the lines of “All 
council service functions and Projects to demonstrate that they are taking the necessary action 
to achieve the objectives for biodiversity set out in this Strategy.” 
 

                                                           
2
 https://lnr.cambridge.gov.uk/visit-the-cambridge-nature-reserves/ 
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One of our major concerns is whether the laudable aims of thes Strategy can actually be 
delivered alongside the levels of housebuilding planned for this region. Development both 
directly eats away at our remaining green spaces and has wider environmental implications such 
as increasing water abstraction, traffic, flood risk (by sealing permeable land under concrete) 
and carbon emissions. It is not possible to compensate for all of this by “improv[ing] natural and 
semi-natural spaces”. The commitment to double nature must not be seen as subsidiary to 
housing targets – we need a strategic approach from all sections of the Council, with biodiversity 
objectives built into planning from the outset. The wording on ‘Local Threats and Pressures’ 
(page 35) is telling, with ‘urbanisation’ listed as a cause of habitat loss. ‘Urbanisation’ is 
something that is controlled by the planning authority, not an inevitable pressure that we have 
to work around to achieve biodiversity objectives.  
 
We note the vitally important section starting on p. 44 concerning the Greater Cambridge 
Planning Service, with the associated action, and also that there are no specific consultation 
questions on this.  We feel this section, with its action, should come at the beginning of the 
Biodiversity Mainstreaming section (p.40), as this is fundamentally what mainstreaming is about 
– the other action points are largely about individual projects.   
 
We think the second paragraph in the current Biodiversity Mainstreaming section (“We can 
achieve this by recognising that nature conservation interests make a significant contribution to our 
lives………This process will transform nature into an asset that delivers multiple benefits to us.”) 
should be removed or revised as it provides an incorrect interpretation of the value of nature:  
nature is our life-support system, not a nice-to-have; it has its own intrinsic value and right to exist, 
regardless of human benefit.  There are numerous examples of important biodiversity features that 
have been damaged or lost, due to failure to act upon relevant regulations or guidance (streams 
adjacent to new community centre in Trumpington, and to Addenbrooke's being covered; 
vegetation in City Wildlife sites razed to the ground (e.g. land south of Coldhams Lane; St Mary's 
Playing Field site off Long Road covered with hard standing for sport).  Despite the references in the 
strategy to the rural character of Cambridge, this has now largely gone as a result of development, 

apart from a few pockets.  We think the sentence “Beyond this core area we will strive to create a 
city that is more permeable for nature.” on page 37 should be re-written as we are not clear 
what the word “permeable” means in this context how it could be achieved. 
 
To maximise the potential of our buildings, parks, open spaces, watercourses and tree stock to 
support biodiversity, whilst balancing their multifunctional needs Yes/No/Don’t know  
 

The ‘Call for Green Sites’ referred to on page 45 is welcome. We would like to see monitoring 
and reporting of the success of this measure, to inform future planning by this local authority 
and others. 
 
To harness the wealth of local professional and amateur knowledge and experience in identifying 
and solving local issues. Yes/No/Don’t know  - no additional comment 
 
To establish long term, species and habitat surveys and monitoring to measure the impact of 
activities and identify new threats and opportunities across the city Yes/No/Don’t Know- no 
additional comment 
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Questions on Actions 
 
3. Do you think the council should develop a biodiversity checklist for all services and projects  
Yes/No 
 
This seems a sensible idea but we would like to see an explanation of what a checklist is, with 
examples – is it a series of questions?  or a list of measures/actions that a service or project must 
do?  Would there be a single checklist, or separate checklists for different services? How will the 
collection of information be managed and assessed, and will there be measurement and monitoring 
of how the checklists are achieving their aims?  How will services and projects be made accountable 
if they do not meet the requirements of the checklist?  Do other Councils do this and how well do 
they work?  As described, it would appear to be a large amount of work to do biodiversity checklists 
for all Council services and projects – is there adequate funding?  How is this related to the 
Environmental Management System referred to in a subsequent action? 
 
4. Do you think the council should aim to achieve 20% biodiversity net gain on all measurable 
Cambridge City Council projects Yes/No 
 
See comment above on measurement of biodiversity net gain; what would be the target date for 
achievement of this objective and action and how does this relate to the strategic objective “To 
secure a measurable net gain in biodiversity across the City by 2025 and support the Natural 
Cambridgeshire Doubling Nature Vision by 2030”?  Given that biodiversity in the City and county are 
so depleted, should we in fact be aiming for a target of 30%? A key point missing from the draft is 
the mitigation hierarchy. We want to see a clear commitment from Council that the protection of 
existing wildlife sites will be the top priority, followed by the mitigation of any unavoidable harm, 
with creation of compensatory habitat the final resort. The net gain metric must not override other 
safeguards, for example by bypassing environmental regulations or democratic scrutiny. 
 
5. Do you think the council should implement the proposed Cambridge Green Roof Project  Yes/No 
 
This needs to include a brief description of what a green roof is – many people will not know about 
these.  They have many benefits in addition to invertebrates (carbon sink, other vegetation, 
insulation etc.).  This action needs comment on risks and costs, as this action, if done properly, could 
be costly.  For example, will consideration be given to comparting Green roofs and solar panels and 
is it possible to combine both technologies? 
 
6. Do you think the council should implement the proposed Cambridge Swift Project?   Yes/No 
 
Although the strategy concerns the City Council’s estate, this section could also comment on the 
need for local groups to support this work (as with the example of Trumpington Community 
Allotments). 
 
7. Do you think the council should promote biodiversity through implementation of the Citywide 
Tree Strategy   Yes/No 
 
We think the strategy should also emphasise the importance of monitoring the survival rate of trees, 
not just the number planted; and include measures for ongoing care of trees, replanting of trees that 
die, and monitoring of survival rate to inform future planting strategies. 
 
8. Do you think the council should keep Cambridge City Council peat free, and encourage others to 
do the same   Yes/No 
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As a starting point, an audit of all the peat used by the Council should be undertaken (e.g. bedding 
plants bought in for park beds, Council managed allotments), if this is not known already.  The 
allotment officer for the whole of Cambridge is not allocated adequate time for the work required, 
and this should be increased as a matter of urgency. In terms of encouraging others to become peat 
free, the magazine Cambridge Matters should be used to promote the issue and encourage change, 
discussions could be held with the Housing Associations, and perhaps a requirement to be peat-free 
could be set as a restriction on Business suppliers in general. 
 
9. Do you think the council should prepare / review and implement Management Plans for all 
Cambridge City Council owned Local Nature Reserves, County Wildlife Sites and City Wildlife Sites   
Yes/No 
 
This is essential. The strategy should also explain the current requirements for preparation and 
review of Management Plans for each of the designations, to determine priorities and the scale of 
the work involved. 
 
10. Do you think the council should develop and implement the Cambridge Grazing Project    
Yes?/No 
 
Given the concern about cows and their contribution to climate change, this section should include a 
rationale for this project and how it is fits with the climate change.  We believe that retaining small 
numbers of cattle, in natural habitat, is compatible with the Council’s objectives but would like to 
see this elaborated. 
 
11. Do you think the council should continue to work on pollard willows around Cambridge and 
implement the recommendations of the 2018 Veteran and Ancient Tree Survey  Yes/No - No further 
comment 
 
12. Do you think the council should implement and support the enhancement measures in the 
Greater Cambridge Chalk Stream Project   Yes/No 
 
We strongly support this Action. We recognise that reducing water abstraction is not under the 
direct control of the Council, but would like to see more discussion of this in the strategy, with 
evidence of how the Council intends to ensure that adequate water is made available to support the 
biodiversity of the chalk streams.  We are pleased to see mention of the water vole and presume this 
is singled out because of its protected status but would like to see some mention of the other 
critically important chalk stream species. 
 
13. Do you think the council should deliver opportunities for the creation /reinstatement of 
waterways and wetland areas on the Cambridge Commons   Yes/No 
 
We recognise that other documents are available describing the existing and proposed network of 
waterways in Cambridge, but given the importance of these particular habitats to Cambridge – a 
fenland habitat – we feel that a fuller description of these (e.g. in an Annex) is needed with a 
rationale provided for the priority locations that are mentioned.  We would like to see the proposals 
for Coldham’s Brook/Common  watercourse given some priority:  this waterway will have increased 
visibility once the Chisholm trail is opened and is recognised as of biodiversity significance, 
particularly due to its connection with Cherry Hinton Brook. 
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14. Do you think the council should deliver opportunities for the creation /reinstatement of 
waterways and wetland areas on the Cambridge Commons   Yes/No 
 
This question is the same as Q13, so see above for our response and comment. 
 
Q 14 should perhaps have been about the Action: “Implement the agreed enhancement plan at 
Logan’s Meadow and extend the designated Local Nature Reserve” – We agree with this action, and 
would like to see recommended Actions for all similar wildlife sites and LNRs.  The 2006 Nature 
Conservation Strategy was particularly valuable because of its comprehensiveness. 
 
15. Do you think the council should continue our work with the Wildlife Trust to provide advice to 
private landowners and managers  Yes/No 
 
We strongly support the Wildlife Trust, given that their science-based approach – their role in nature 
protection in the City is invaluable. 
 
16. Do you think the council should undertake a repeat Biodiversity Audit every five years to 
monitor change   Yes/No 
 
Monitoring to record change is vitally important to initiatives such as this are essential, but as 
mentioned earlier, more information is needed on the methodology being used.  
 
17. Do you think the council should publish, promote, and implement the Parks Biodiversity Toolkit  
- Yes/No 
 
Although the Parks Biodiversity Toolkit is now available, it would be useful to have a short 
description of this in the strategy, with an explanation of how it is promoted, used and monitored.    
This is an essential tool for increasing nature in the City but the public need to be aware of its 
contents. 
 
18. Do you think the council should develop and enhance the provision of interpretive materials for 
our Local Nature Reserves.   Yes/No 
 
This is a vitally important action and should extend beyond LNRs  – we need interpretive materials 
for all key biodiversity areas in the city.  We recognise that to do this effectively, there is a 
considerable cost-implication, but based on the many examples already available, this can be done 
in collaboration with the private sector and voluntary groups, greatly reducing costs. 
 
19. Do you think the council should continue our support for Cambridge as a Sustainable Food City    
Yes/No 
 
We think this is essential and needs more attention.  For example, there is a currently a large unmet 
demand for allotments in Cambridge. On three sites we are aware of, the waiting list has closed 
because of its length. As part of the Council’s support for Cambridge as a Sustainable Food city, we 
ask Council to publish an assessment of the level of unmet demand and plans to increase allotment 
provision in the city.  Local groups and Residents Associations are often aware of land that could be 
used for community food production and there should be a city-wide assessment of such sites and 
how they could be put to use.  
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20. Do you think the council should implement recreational pressure on biodiversity campaigns   
Yes/No 
 
We think this question refers to the action “Implement a recreational pressure campaign”.  The 
increase in the use of green spaces and city wildlife areas during lock-down emphasised the conflict 
between public access and nature.  There needs to be an assessment of issues such as littering, dog 
mess, barbecues, activities such as open-water swimming and parties, in open spaces.  There is 
already much good work underway but as the population of the city grows, there needs to be a 
more strategic approach to this.  There is a tendency to rely on voluntary groups to deal with some 
of this – the volunteer spirit in Cambridge is very large but should not be taken for granted: if not 
visibly supported by enforcement action on the part of the Council, volunteers can become rapidly 
dispirited. 
 
21. Do you think the council should continue to engage with volunteers and groups around the City 
in practical actions to protect, enhance and monitor biodiversity    Yes/No/ Other (please specify) 
 
22. Do you think the council should maximise opportunities for conservation collaboration across 
the City   Yes/No 
 
See comment for Q 32  
 
23. Do you think the council should implement annual campaigns to promote biodiversity across 
the City   Yes/No 
 
In relation to re-seeding area wild flowers, we would like to see emphasis put on the need for all 
seeds to come from local and sustainable sources – there is anecdotal evidence that European seeds 
are being used at some locations.  It could be useful to set up a volunteer wild flower seed collection 
agency, supported by the Council, to make use of local expertise 
 
24. Do you think the council should continue our work on the Keep Cambridge Buzzing project  
Yes/No/Other (please specify) 
 
25. Do you think the council should continue with action to reduce the use of herbicides in the city’s 
public realm, phasing out its routine use as soon as feasibly possible, and engaging with other land 
managers and residents to follow suit. Yes/No 
 
We welcome the focus on pesticide reduction and acknowledge the work the Council and its 
partners are doing on this topic. Our comments are: 
- The action "phasing out [herbicide] routine use as soon as feasibly possible” is vague and it will 
therefore be difficult to measure progress towards it. A specific target date needs to be set. We 
suggest the wording be changed to “By [date], phase out all herbicide use, except in emergency cases 
where there is no feasible alternative. Review and report on progress towards this target at least 
annually”. 
- Past experience suggests that there can be a mismatch between Council policy and what happens 
on the ground. We would like to see some discussion of what more the Council will do to engage 
with ground staff and contractors to require and support them to achieve these pesticides reduction 
targets. 
- We note that the key targets refer to ‘pesticides’ but the action relates only to herbicides. Although 
we understand that the Council’s use of insecticides is much less than its use of herbicides, 
insecticides are generally more hazardous to human health, and are often used closer to where 
people live and work (ant powder being a common example). We would like to see some discussion 
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of current insecticide use and either an action for its reduction or a justification of why such an 
action is not needed. 
 
26. Do you think the council should develop and implement the hedges for King’s Hedges project   
Yes/No/Don,tKnow 
 
The Cambridge Green Party welcome the restoration of Hedges in King’s Hedges and the proposed 
improvement of care of existing hedges in the city. Hedgerows are an easy gain and vitally important 
for biodiversity.  Consideration should be given to introducing some projects in other part of the 
City, recognising the work of voluntary groups as at Trumpington allotment and the Orchard project.  
 
27. Do you think the council should continue to work with artists around the city to facilitate 
understanding and interest in our biodiversity    Yes/No/Other (please specify) 
 
28. Do you think the council should develop and implement the North-west Cambridge Great 
Crested Newt Project   Yes/No/Other (please specify) 
 
29. Do you think the council should continue our work with Bioblitz events across the City.   Yes/No 
– no specific comment 
 
30. Do you think the council should continue our support of Cambridge and Peterborough 
Environmental Records Centre.    Yes/No.  No specific comment 
 
31. Is there anything you think we have missed within the draft strategy? 
 
See comments above for our suggestions in relation to omissions. 
 
32. Have you any suggestion as to how we might collaborate to deliver this strategy? 
 
There is definitely a need for “joined up” thinking and more communication across the city on how 
the biodiversity strategy can be delivered.  The single City Biodiversity Officer goes well beyond the 
call of duty but does not have the time and capacity for all the work that is needed to respond to the 
recognised biodiversity crisis.  The wildlife organisations provide invaluable support, as well as the 
voluntary groups but there is no overall structure for sharing experiences and supporting each other.  
There should be much greater visible involvement from the University, the numerous biodiversity 
and nature conservation experts within academia, and bodies such as the Cambridge Conservation 
Initiative.  Cambridge has a global reputation as a centre of expertise on biodiversity conservation, 
but this expertise has not been effectively used on local nature conservation issues to date. 
 
 

 


