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Q1.3.2 HDC BNG Monitoring 
Please outline any comments on 
the use of a Planning 
Performance Agreement to 
facilitate the resourcing of BNG 
monitoring in lieu of a S106 
agreement. 
 

Joint response from the Host Authorities: 

The Host Authorities do not consider that a Planning Performance 
Agreement (PPA) is an appropriate legal and planning mechanism to 
resource and financially secure Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and/or any 
other monitoring fee in lieu of a Section 106 agreement.  

In the context of UK planning law, PPAs are voluntary agreements 
between Parties; they are generally not legally binding contracts in the 
traditional, enforceable sense. Consequently, PPAs do not offer a Local 
Planning Authority (LPA) financial security against a scheme. In 
particular, a PPA does not create planning obligations, nor does it run 
with the land or bind successors in title i.e. PPAs have no mechanism to 
be enforceable against an Application/ scheme allowing for enforcement if 
in breach. PPAs are in a broad sense a Memorandum of Understanding 
between Parties; it is a project management and cost recovery tool 
intended to support the handling of an application through the consenting 
process. 

Rarely are PPAs extended for the life of a scheme post-consent, in this 
case 40-years. By contrast, a Section 106 agreement is a statutory 
planning obligation that is legally enforceable and capable of binding the 
land and future owners.  

IIn BBC’s Local Impact Report [REP1-071] Matter 37, it was suggested 
that a fee for the monitoring of BNG, ecology and landscape mitigation 
works could be secured through a Section 106 agreement or the 
proposed Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (oLEMP) 
Steering Group mechanism as set out in section 4.2 of the oLEMP.  The 
other Host Authorities set out a similar position in their Local Impact 
Report. (Cambridgeshire County Council’s Local Impact Report [REP1-
075], paragraph 2.3.41). 

An alternative approach could be to include an agreed monitoring 
contribution within the Terms of Reference of the oLEMP and to introduce 
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a new article within the draft DCO to secure the allocation of funding to 
CCC and the other Host Authorities for the steering group. The host 
authorities will engage in discussions with the Applicant and the other 
Host Authorities to explore this approach if the Applicant is not willing to 
pursue a Section 106 agreement.  

The Host Authorities note that the responsibility for BNG monitoring, as 
tabled by the Applicant, would fall jointly on the Host Authorities and 
Wildlife Trust (as the proposed oLEMP Steering Group). While the Host 
Authorities are supportive of this group, it is suggested that this falls 
outside the traditional remit of LPA’s and, as the steering group 
mechanism is proposed by the Applicant to monitor mitigation, delivery, 
and enhancement measures of the Scheme, it is felt that securing 
unequivocable financial security for the LPAs to enable this role is not 
unreasonable, specifically in light of the scale and duration of the 
Scheme.  

The Host Authorities note that a similar matter has been raised through 
their separate representations regarding the request for other monitoring 
fees (for example a Travel Plan and PRoW) along the same justification. 
We remain open to discussion with the Applicant to explore approaches 
should the Applicant not be willing to pursue a Section 106 agreement on 
the basis that such an agreement addresses the concerns raised above. 

 

Q1.3.7 Local authorities Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
[APP-168] 
Paragraph 2.3.8 references that 
the Bedfordshire and 
Cambridgeshire's Local Nature 
Recovery Strategies were due to 
be published in December 2025. 
Have they been produced, and 
what implications, if any, have 
they for the proposed 
development? 

The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Local Nature Recovery Strategy 
(LNRS) was published on 23rd December 2025. The strategy is available 
to read or download from Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) - 
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA)* along with 
the Local Nature Recovery Strategy Local Habitat Map**.   
 
The document sets out the priorities for nature recovery across 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, identifying LNRS priority habitats and 
LNRS priority species and targeted actions.  
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A LNRS Habitat Map has been produced to show the mappable 
measures for LNRS priority habitats, showing where habitats should be 
created or existing habitats enhanced. The published LNRS confirms that 
parts of the draft order limits lie within local priority habitats and mapped 

nature‑recovery areas.  
 
The proposed development site falls within areas identified for habitat 
creation / enhancement, including the following habitat actions: 

- woodland creation (action Wo3A) located in Site C, close to 
Huntingdon Woods 

- species-rich neutral grassland creation (action G2B) located in 
Site D 

- create 50m buffer zones along rivers (action RD1A) located in Site 
C 

 
The habitats and their management proposed within the outline 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan [REP2-033] will also 
support populations of LNRS priority species, particularly farmland birds 
that will benefit from general enhancements / sensitive management. The 
scheme will also support LNRS species that have bespoke actions, such 
as the Turtle Dove. 
 
The applicant has already amended the Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
(Tracked) P02 [REP1-053] to reflect the published status of the LNRS. 
 
* https://cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/local-nature-recovery-strategy-
lnrs/ 
** 
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/a1963a7dc51c4c259a8d19832b63f461 
 

Q1.3.8 Natural England Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
[APP-168] 
Please confirm that you are 
content with the Biodiversity Net 
Gain report and the metric used 

The Biodiversity Net Gain Report has been superseded by version P02 
[REP1-053]. The Council remains concerned that the BNG report is 
incomplete, please see comments relating to Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
[REP1-053] in the other submission at Deadline 3, responding to the 
Applicant’s submissions at Deadline 2.   
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Q1.3.9 The applicant Outline Landscape 
Environmental Management 
Plan [REP1-040] 
Paragraph 4.2.2 details 
membership of a steering group 
to be created. Are there any 
local specialist species related 
groups that should be 
considered for membership? 

The Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and 
Northamptonshire would be the most appropriate local organisation to 
include in the membership, given their experience of managing sites for 
nature (including farmland birds in Cambridgeshire. However, they 
would require payment to cover their time / input.  
 
Given the potential impact to farmland birds, It would be useful to ask 
RSPB to be on the steering group to help advice on monitoring of 
farmland birds, but again, they would require resources to undertake a 
role. 
 
 

Q1.3.10 The applicant Outline Landscape 
Environmental Management 
Plan [REP1-040] 
Paragraph 8.2.1 states that 
ecological monitoring will take 
place for at least 30 years. Can 
the applicant explain in what 
circumstances the monitoring 
would be extended in length? 

We would support management and monitoring of all ecological 
features throughout the lifetime of the project, to ensure that all 
ecological mitigation and enhancements set out in the oLEMP [REP1-
040] continue to be monitored throughout the lifetime of the project. 
Particularly regarding farmland birds.  
 
It terms of delivering Biodiversity Net Gain (and in line with the statutory 
metric), It should be noted that 30 years is the minimum monitoring 
period but should only finish when all post-development habitats meet 
their BNG habitat type and condition as set out in the statutory metric 
(e.g. exceed 30 years). 
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Q1.3.13 Natural England 
Cambridgeshire 
County Council 
Huntingdon District 
Council 

Baseline ecological survey 
coverage 

Are NE, CCC and HDC satisfied 
with the coverage of the 
ecological surveys undertaken 
to inform the baseline conditions 
of the ecology and nature 
conservation assessment within 
the ES [APP-043]? 

The Council has raised a number of concerns at paragraphs 2.3.8 – 2.3.20 
within the Local Impact Report [REP1-075] regarding the coverage of 
ecological surveys for protected species (bats, great crested newts, water 
vole and arable flora) within the ES. Concerns were also raised at 
paragraph 2.3.25 about the accuracy of the BNG assessment, given 
incomplete habitat surveys. In particular these concerns relate to how any 
limitations in the data have been addressed and the extent to which they 
may influence the robustness of the assessment conclusions and 
adequacy of mitigation / compensation measures. 
 
The Applicant has responded to these points and provided further 
clarification within the ‘Applicant Response to Local Impact Reports 
P01’ [REP2-043]. The Council is satisfied that further survey work for 
great crested newt is not required. It is considered that further survey 
work is still required for bats and water vole. The applicant has also 
committed to discussion management for arable flora with the Council – 
the requirement for further survey work will depend on the outcomes of 
these discussions. 
 
The council is currently reviewing this information, and any areas of 
ongoing disagreement regarding the coverage or adequacy of 
ecological surveys will be reflected in the Draft Statement of Common 
Ground. 
 

Q1.3.15 The applicant Priority Habitats 
Please provide a Habitats of 
Principal Importance Plan. 

The Council welcomes the request for a Habitats of Principal 
Importance Plan, which will help to address some of the Council’s 
previous concerns / comments. We also suggest that a plan showing 
irreplaceable habitats (e.g. ancient / veteran trees) is produced.  
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travel options, such as the drop 
off/ pick up option outlined in 
paragraphs 4.5.5 and 4.5.6. 
How could this be controlled 
and enforced through a 
Requirement to ensure traffic 
volumes do not increase and 
put pressure on the strategic 
road network?  
 
Can the Local Highway 
Authorities comment on the 
sustainable travel options for the 
transport of construction 
workers to the site and could 
other initiatives be considered? 

Q1.11.4 The Applicant HGVs 
Paragraph 7.11.17 of the 
Planning Statement [APP-031] 
discusses the reducing the 
impact of HGVs travelling to and 
from the site will be managed to 
minimise  the number of HGVs 
arriving during the highway peak 
hours. How will this be enforced 
and what happens if drivers 
choose to ignore the measures 
put in place? 

The applicant has been advised to look at a Geofencing option to ensure 
HGV’s comply with designated times. 

 
E N D 




