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Date: 03 February 2026 

Our ref:  536264 

Your ref: EN0110001 

  

 

keadbynextgeneration@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  

 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

 

 
 Customer Services 
 Hornbeam House 
 Crewe Business Park 
 Electra Way 
 Crewe 
 Cheshire 
 CW1 6GJ 
 
 T 0300 060 3900 

  

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

NSIP Reference Name / Code: Keadby Next Generation Power Station EN0110001 

 

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 20 January 2026 which was received by Natural 

England on 20 January 2026. 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 

environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 

thereby contributing to sustainable development.  

For any further advice on this consultation please contact the case officer at 

   

   

Yours sincerely  

  

  

 

Lisa Sheldon  

NSIP Senior Officer –Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire  
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Natural England’s Written Representations 

PART I: Summary and conclusions of Natural England’s advice  
PART II: Natural England’s detailed advice (starting on page 6)  
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Part I: Summary and conclusion of Natural England’s advice 

Purpose and structure of these representations 
 

These Written Representations are submitted in pursuance of rule 10(1) of the Infrastructure Planning 

(Examination Procedure) Rules 2010 (‘ExPR’) in relation to an application under the Planning Act 2008 

for a Development Consent Order (‘DCO’) for Keadby Next Generation Power Station Project (‘the 

Project’) submitted by Keadby Next Generation Limited (‘the Applicant’) to the Secretary of State.  

 

Natural England has already provided a summary of its principal concerns in its Relevant Representations, 

submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 27 November 2025.  This document comprises an updated 

statement of Natural England‘s views, as they have developed in view of the common ground discussions 

that have taken place with the Applicant to date.    

 

Part I of these representations summarises what Natural England considers the main issues1 to be in 

relation to the DCO application, and indicate the principal submissions that it wishes to make at this point. 

Natural England will develop these points further as appropriate during the examination process. Natural 

England may have further or additional points to make, particularly if further information about the project 

becomes available. 

 

Our comments are set out against the following sub-headings which represent our key areas of remit: 

• Internationally designated sites 

• Nationally designated sites 

• Protected species 

• Biodiversity net gain 

• Ancient woodland and ancient/veteran trees 

 

Our comments in Part II are colour coded according to risk; 

 

Red are those where there are fundamental concerns which it may not be possible to overcome in their 

current form.  

Amber are those where further information is required to determine the impacts of the project and allow 

the Examining Authority to properly undertake its task and/or where further information is required on 

mitigation/compensation proposals in order to provide a sufficient degree of confidence as to their 

efficacy. 

Yellow are those where Natural England does not agree with the Applicant’s position or approach. We 

would ideally like this to be addressed but are satisfied that for this particular project it is unlikely to make 

a material difference to our advice or the outcome of the decision-making process. However, we reserve 

the right to revise our opinion should further evidence be presented. It should be noted by interested 

parties that whilst these issues/comments are not raised as significant concerns in this instance, it 

should not be understood or inferred that Natural England would be of the same view in other cases or 

circumstances.  

Green was used in the submission under Relevant Representations to show those issues which have 

been successfully resolved (subject always to the appropriate requirements being adequately secured).  

Green issues are not shown in this submission for Written Representations.   
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Grey are notes for Examiners and/or competent authority. 

 

The natural features potentially affected by this application 

International conservation designations 
Natural England’s position regarding impacts on internationally designated sites is summarised 
below. Further detail on our reasoning for this is given against each impact pathway in Part II.   
  
Natural England is not yet satisfied for ‘amber’ issues identified in Table 1 below that it can 
be ascertained beyond reasonable scientific doubt that the project would not have an adverse effect on 
the integrity (AEOI) of the following internationally designated sites. Humber Estuary SAC, SPA and 
Ramsar.  
  
Further information is required to justify the conclusion of no AEOI for impacts to Humber Estuary 
designated sites. Including;  
  

• Further information on the critical loads applied to Humber Estuary habitat.  

• Whether amines will be emitted as part of the process, and if so if they have been considered in 
deposition calculations.  

• What sources have been included in the in combination assessment, along with justification for 
those omitted.   

• Whether the results presented in App8B cover the project alone or in combination.  

• Further information on impacts to water quality in the Humber Estuary including:   
o Impacts to the Humber Estuary arising from effluent discharge to the River Trent, 

including consideration of pollutant levels in effluent discharge, thermal 
plume modelling and volume of discharge water.  

o Potential impacts from the infilling or partial infilling or several drains onsite and how 
these will be avoided/mitigated.  

 

Nationally designated sites 
Natural England’s position regarding nationally designated sites is summarised below. Further detail on 
our reasoning for this is given against each impact pathway in Part II.   
  

• Our advice on Humber Estuary SSSI is in line with the advice given on the international 
designated sites.   

• The air quality assessment for Crowle Barrow Pits SSSI should provide additional detail on the 
potential for this development to slow recovery of the designated site pollutant levels.   

• The air quality critical load for Hatfield Chase Ditches SSSI should be given as the value for fen 
habitat, and an assessment should be undertaken.   

• Further information required for air quality impacts to Risby Warren SSSI. This application has a 
>1% process contribution for the designated site. The latest habitat assessment for the 
SSSI identifies air pollution as a reason for unfavourable condition due to existing exceedances.   

 

 
Protected Species 
Natural England’s position regarding European protected species is summarised below. Further detail on 
our reasoning for this is given in Part II (NE28 – NE31).   
  
Natural England recommend the Applicant considers applying for a Letter of No Impediment for water 
voles to assist the decision-maker.  
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We also advise considering whether a licence will be required for the works in proximity to the badger 
sett.  
 

Biodiversity net gain 
Natural England’s position regarding provision of biodiversity net gain is summarised below. Further 
detail on our reasoning for this is given in Part II (NE32).   
  
We generally welcome the commitment to delivering BNG on this project. We recommend that the target 
increase in BNG of 10% across all biodiversity unit types is secured by a suitably worded requirement in 
the DCO.   
  
By reviewing the project’s biodiversity gain plan at this early stage, it gives us an opportunity to help 
maximise outcomes and reduce risks.   
  
Improvements that could be considered include commitment to delivery of BNG habitats for a minimum 
of 30 years, rather than the proposed 25.   
 

 
Ancient woodland and ancient/veteran trees  
In our Relevant Representation we referred to the policy in the Overarching National Policy Statement 

for Energy (EN-1) for irreplaceable habitats and noted that the ES should assess the impacts of the 

proposal on the ancient woodland and any ancient and veteran trees, and the scope to avoid and 

mitigate for adverse impacts. It should also consider opportunities for enhancement. Chapter 11 

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation (dated 22 September 2025) identified the presence of veteran or 

ancient trees within the application boundary. However, the Applicant has since provided an updated 

version of Chapter 11 to Natural England, which states in Table 11.2 that North Lincolnshire Council 

have visited the site and have confirmed T145 and T149 are not veteran trees and T152 and T154 are 

not ancient trees. Updates have also been provided to the outline LBMEP to reflect this clarification. 

Therefore, provided these updated documents are uploaded as part of the examination, we consider this 

matter to be addressed. 

 
Natural England’s position regarding ancient woodland and ancient/veteran trees is summarised below 
(NE34). Further detail on our reasoning for this is given in Part II.   
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seawater at low tide’.  APIS records the “Estuary” feature 

as being associated with Atlantic upper-mid & mid-low salt 

marshes, stating “the lower level of 10 kgN/ha/yr should be 

applied to the more densely vegetated upper marsh (e.g. 

EUNIS class MA223, MA224) and to areas of marsh 

subjected to direct run-off from adjacent catchments (NRW 

recommendation). For pioneer saltmarsh (MA225) use the 

higher 20-30 kg N/ha/yr critical load”. The salicornia 

pioneer saltmarsh (H1310) can therefore use the 20-

30kgN/ha/yr range, reflecting its lesser sensitivity due to 

more frequent inundation. 

The applicant states (eg  HRA 5.2.29, Ch 11 section 

11.7.97) that “During the examination of the Keadby CCS 

Power Station DCO, Natural England initially advised that 

this species-poor riparian vegetation on the banks of the 

River Trent should be considered saltmarsh in the context 

of the Humber Estuary SAC and Ramsar site. However, 

following further review and discussion, it was agreed that 

this vegetation is not of a type listed as a qualifying interest 

feature of these sites”. They state that the “pioneer 

saltmarsh [...] develops at the lower reaches of saltmarshes 

where the vegetation is frequently flooded by the tide, and 

can also colonise open creek sides, depressions or pans 

within saltmarshes, as well as disturbed areas of upper 

saltmarshes (JNCC, 2025). There is no niche for such 

vegetation on the River Trent at Keadby, where there is 

only a narrow band of intertidal mud that is fully covered by 

all tides and a sharp transition from this to dense perennial 

vegetation of common reed.” Section 11.7.97 indicates that 

“the vegetation closest to the Proposed Development is 

considered to be transitional reedbed which is a species-
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poor plant community that is not sensitive to additional 

nitrogen. Further, the qualifying mudflat and estuary 

habitats present in the affected area are not sensitive to 

nitrogen deposition as they do not support vegetation”. 

While previous discussion agreed that the riverbank 

vegetation was not true “saltmarsh” in accordance with the 

estuary qualifying feature, it is not considered 

appropriate that the vegetation closest to the proposed 

development is not assigned a critical load – at least in 

screening - as it is within the designated Estuary, and, in 

the upper reaches could have potential for more diverse 

upper marsh/ reedbed vegetation to develop. For example, 

reedbed vegetation could be addressed under the “fen 

marsh and swamp” habitat class – as defined in APIS as 

“rich fen” (as acknowledged at HRA 5.3.35) – this habitat 

could also be appropriate for the saltmarsh/ reedbed 

mosaic at Blacktoft sands.  The range for this is 15-

25kgN/ha/yr.  In the AA it may be appropriate to use a 

higher point in this range, recognising the extent of 

inundation at the most affected area – and concluding that 

this would not be appropriate for more sensitive habitat 

types to colonise.  Inundation of the muddy substrate would 

be expected to add nutrients to the system beyond those 

from atmospheric pollution, indicating that the site may be 

less sensitive than “pristine” rich fen. 

Any argument that the area closest to the site would not 

have this potential, or that no more sensitive habitat could 

develop in the area should be provided within the 

appropriate assessment.  However, on a precautionary 

basis, if the saltmarsh critical load (as the most 
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Risby Warren SSSI (operational assessment) is assigned 

an ammonia critical level of 1µg/m3 with which NE agrees. 

Hatfield Chase Ditches SSSI (construction traffic 

assessment) - Table 8A.19-21 indicates no critical loads or 

levels are available.  This should be reassessed, as the 

“lowland ditch systems” contain wetland species and reeds, 

so could be assessed as a fen ecosystem (15-

25kgN/ha/yr). Ammonia and NOx critical levels are also 

provided in APIS (bryophytes and lichens are likely to be 

integral in wetland ecosystems). 

Crowle Borrow Pits SSSI (construction traffic 

assessment) Table 8A.19-21 

• ammonia critical level of 1µg/m3 with which NE 

agrees; NE note that table 8B14 in the operational 

assessment for this site has CLevel as 3ug/m3 

which is not considered correct for the wet wood/ 

fen habitat. 

• Ndep critical load of 10kgN/ha/yr reflecting the 

broadleaved deciduous woodland with which NE 

agrees.  

 

A range of operational receptor sites (table 8B.10) 

indicated that no critical levels or loads apply, without 

justification of the relevant features. Further information 

is required to provide justification for this indication. 

The Operational assessment (Table 8B.14) assigns 

ammonia critical levels of 3µg/m3 to several SSSIs, some 
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outlined in Ch 21) are considered in the construction 

assessment “where relevant” but not which emissions were 

added to the construction (and/or operational) modelling. 

In addition, Ch21 (table 21.6) acknowledges that projects 

including Humber Carbon Capture Pipeline,  Moors Solar 

Farm, Pilfrey Solar Farm and North Humber to High 

Marnham could result in in combination construction traffic, 

but the applicant screened this out due to mitigation and 

control measures (though these would not impact traffic 

numbers).  It is unclear whether these projects were 

nevertheless included in the traffic modelling.  

The traffic modelling is stated (App 8A) to have been 

undertaken in accordance with the method set out in 

DMRB LA 105.  NE does not consider this method is 

appropriately precautionary to assess ecological impacts.  

For example, in-combination impacts should be considered 

before confirming <1%. 

Operational assessment 

For the operational assessment, it is stated (e.g. in 

8B.2.21) that “There are no short-listed schemes with 

significant sources of combustion gases that require 

dispersion modelling, and therefore no further 

consideration of these schemes is carried out in this 

Chapter”.  NE would require confirmation that all relevant 

emission sources are included (including traffic and waste 

emissions during operation for example) and not just 

combustion gases.   

There also appears to be acknowledgement of potential in-

combination impacts in Ch21. For example, ammonia and 
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indicates CREAM is a NH tool. This should be clarified, as 

these are two separate tools. 

NE agrees that SO2, CO, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene can 

be excluded from further assessment (Ch 8 – para 8.3.20) 

as critical levels would not be exceeded. 

The use of the IAQM AADT threshold for screening is 

acceptable, though consideration of any roads where traffic 

numbers could result in >1% of the relevant critical load 

(alone or in combination) would be more precautionary.  

Use of the more precautionary traffic numbers in the PEIR 

for AQ modelling are acknowledged, despite lower 

numbers being modelled for the ES traffic assessment. Use 

of the 2030 emission factor data for the 2036 construction/ 

opening year is also acknowledged as precautionary. NE 

accepts that most vehicle movements would be >200m 

from the protected sites so would not require assessment. 

The conclusions of the construction traffic assessment 

(App8A Table 8A.19-21 and ES Section 8.6) are that 

predicted NOx, nitrogen deposition, ammonia and acid 

deposition would be less than 1% of the lower critical load 

for all receptors assessed (Humber Estuary, Hatfield Chase 

Ditches SSSI and Crowle Borrow pits SSSI) – or that 

critical loads and levels are not appropriate. As indicated 

previously, NE does not agree that Hatfield Ditches SSSI, 

adjacent to the construction traffic route, does not have 

relevant critical levels/ loads (e.g. the APIS backgrounds 

should be included in Table 8A.18). Therefore, at present 

NE cannot agree that LSE can be excluded, where the 

project alone would lead to <1% of the critical level/ load for 

the most sensitive qualifying feature. This would also affect 
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Uncertainties in “final” emissions, and the need for further 

modelling of the final layout are acknowledged – but it is 

assumed that there will be requirement in the DCO that 

emissions will be no greater than assessed in the ES 

(regardless of the requirement also for an environmental 

permit).  

Key remaining questions around the assessment are: 

• Whether amines will be emitted as part of the 

process, and if so if they have been considered in 

deposition calculations – it is assumed they are not 

emitted as there is no intention to capture CO2 from 

the process (due to H2 combustion being intended). 

• Whether the in-combination assessment is robust 

and includes all possible emission sources including 

e.g. local plan allocations and agricultural projects 

that could affect the same protected sites. 

• Whether the results presented in App8B cover the 

project alone or in combination – it is assumed they 

are alone (see note on in-combination assessment). 

 

The assessment of significance level (impact descriptors in 

table 8.7) is acceptable for the ES, but it must be noted that 

consideration of harm or AEOI for SSSI and Habitats Sites 

respectively should be addressed separately. (Text at 

8.3.48 refers to Table 8.8 and 8.3.56 to table 8.6, whereas 

the relevant table is 8.7.  In this table, it is unclear what a % 

change of e.g. 1.5% would class as, as it is between the 

“very low” and “low” categories). 

It should be noted that NE does not consider 1% to be 

“insignificant” as stated in 8.3.55 – unless the total in-
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meaning the PEC of 16.7kgN/ha/yr adjacent to the site 

(Table 8B.15) is exceeding the lower end of this range. 

Detailed assessment of Crowle Borrow Pits SSSI Ndep – 

The assessment of the unfavourable condition of the site 

and existing high Ndep levels are not considered sufficient 

to be able to exclude impact.  However, it is acknowledged 

that the site is floodplain wet woodland so input from 

sources other than atmospheric Ndep will likely dominate, 

and also there does appear to be a general trend in 

declining Ndep in the area.  Although it is likely that there 

would not be harm arising from Ndep, some further 

assessment (for example, whether the proposed 

development would result in a <1year retardation of 

recovery) or mitigation to avoid impacts are recommended 

(especially having regard to in combination impacts). 

Assessment of Risby Warren SSSI Ndep – The 

assessment of the impact at Risby Warren SSSI is not 

considered to justify that there will not be harm arising.  

Adding additional Ndep onto an already exceeding site will 

not allow recovery of the designated features (lichen heath/ 

acid grassland). (11.7.113 indicates that elements of the 

qualifying feature (lichen heath) of particular sensitivity to 

nitrogen deposition have already been lost due to the 

existing baseline load – indicating that adding more will 

take the site further from recovery). If harm cannot be 

excluded (including in-combination with other plans or 

projects), consideration of additional mitigation could be 

taken into account – such as ensuring emissions of N 

pollutants are kept below a set amount through decreased 
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change mitigation and adaptation, helping both nature and 

people adapt, through Nature-based Solutions.  

National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-1 sets out strong 

support for the use of Nature-based Solutions and nature 

inclusive design, including nature-based solutions being 

used alongside conventional techniques (4.10.5) and that 

Applicants should look for opportunities within the proposed 

development to embed nature-based or technological 

solutions to mitigate or offset the emissions of construction 

and decommissioning (5.3.6). 

NE advises that schemes should deliver ‘high nature, low 

carbon’, recognising that the climate and nature crises are 

inextricably linked, and both emergencies must be tackled 

together. Renewable and low carbon energy development 

should not be delivered at the expense of the natural 

environment.  
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