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  Email: planning@bedford.gov.uk 
Date: 10 July 2026 

Ref. EPE 23-02405LPA/2.10D4 

 
RESPONSE TO 

DEADLINE 4: Cover Statement 
 

Dear Sir, 
 
Application by BSSL Cambsbed 1 Limited for an Order Granting Development Consent (DCO) for the East Park 
Energy Farm (EN010141). 
 
BBC Reference No.: 25/01836/DCO  I  Examination Ref.  
 
LOCATION:  Land at and Between Keysoe Pertenhall and Little Staughton, Staughton Road, Little Staughton, 
Bedfordshire (the ‘Site’). 
 
PARTICULARS OF DEVELOPMENT:  The Proposed Development comprises a new ground-mounted solar photovoltaic 
energy generating station and an associated on-site battery energy storage system (BESS) on land to the north-west 
of St Neots. The Proposed Development also includes the associated infrastructure for connection to the national grid 
at the Eaton Socon National Grid Substation… generation and export of 400 megawatts (MW) of renewable electricity, 
as well as the storage of 100 MW of electricity in the BESS [the ‘Proposed Development’] 
 
This response is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice. 
 
Case Officers: 
Should you require any clarification, please contact  (Lead Case Officer) or   (Principal 
Planning Officer) ( @bedford.gov.uk) ( @bedford.gov.uk) (Planning@bedford.gov.uk). 
 
DELEGATED AUTHORITY 
This response has been reviewed and approved under the  Council’s Planning Committee Scheme of Delegation to 
Officers (adopted 2022): 
 
 

Signature:   Date: 10 July 2026 

: Head of Planning and Building Control 
 

Craig Austin, Deputy Chief Executive & Director for Environment 

Borough Hall, Cauldwell Street, Bedford MK42 9AP 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
 Context Cover Statement 
 
1.1 This statement is prepared by Bedford Borough Council (the ‘Council’) in response to 

Deadline 4 (10 July 2026). 
 
It is noted that: 
 

1.2 The Council has reviewed the Applicant’s amendments as made by the [REP3] suite of 
documents and are currently in joint discussion with the other Host Authorities and the 
Applicant in reviewing matters and issues as identified – this remains work in progress 
(however, it is noted that good progress has been made which will be reflected in the 
submission of Statement of Common Ground against Deadline 5). 
 

1.3 The Council has worked in collaboration with and has undertaken a joint co-ordinated 
review with the other Host Authorities of the Applicant’s various management plans and 
DCO Agreement. It is noted that in their submission the other Host Authorities may have 
gone into greater detail on specific matters and/or issues which have then been submitted 
under separate cover. The Council has reviewed these comments and, where applicable to 
the Council, the Council is in agreement with such comments made. 
 

1.4 With regard to Compulsory Acquisition Hearing CAH1 (10 June) and the matter of securing 
land and property rights and powers as requested by the Applicant (as reference in the Land 
and Crown Land Plan [APP-008]; the Street Works, Rights of Way and Access Plan [APP-010]; 
the Draft DCO Agreement [APP-016]; the Book of Reference [APP-021]; the Land and Rights 
Negotiation Tracker [APP-022]; and, the outline Public Right of Way Management Plan [APP-
159] or amendments):   

 
a) There are ongoing discussions in respect of the rights and powers to public highway 

(e.g. temporary closures, the alterations to highways, and the diversions of PROW), 
these discussions are progressing productively.  The central concern for the Host 
Authorities is how such powers are approved, overseen, and/or enforceable by the 
Authorities when detailed submission and/or preparation of the final management 
plans are made. 

b) Following legal advice, the Host Authorities are minded to secure these measures 
through a Side Agreement rather than through Protective Provision – this matter 
forms part of the on-going DCO Agreement discussion.   

1.5 The Council notes the Examining Authorities written questions (ExAQ2) issued 23 June:  
Flood Maps – Surface Water Climate Change:  The Environment Agency updated the Flood 
Map for Planning on 28 May 2026 to add surface water climate change events and depth 
layers. Have you reviewed this information, and does it have any implications for the scheme 
and submitted documentation?   The Council responds:  

a) While there are some changes to the updated EA Flood Map for Planning flood 
extents, these do not appear to affect the proposed BESS. The Applicant has 
undertaken site specific surface water modelling and, subject to EA approval, this 
would supersede the Flood Map for Planning. 

b) The updated Flood Map for Planning reflects the surface water flood risk mapping that 
has been applied in the submitted documentation. The updated mapping does not 
affect the catchment areas. In terms of the surface water drainage / SuDS design to 
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cater for impermeable areas and intercept overland flow, this would remain 
unchanged as this is based on the impermeable areas, 1 in 100 year storm and climate 
change uplift applied to calculate the storage volume, and then greenfield runoff 
discharge rate applied to control the discharge point to a watercourse. 

1.6 The Council and Applicant acknowledge the Government’s recent amendment to the 
Infrastructure Planning (Fees) Regulations 2024 and that as of the 8th June 2026, Councils 
acting on NSIPs now have a statutory route to recover all costs incurred for the duration of 
the Scheme in relation to NSIP applications.  This would therefore address and conclude the 
issue of monitoring and/or s106 fees raised in the Council’s Local Impact Report [REP1-071]. 
 

1.7 This Report is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice, and 
signed-off under delegated authority (Bedford Borough Council, Planning Committee 
Scheme of Delegation, adopted 2nd February 2022). 

2.0 DCO Agreement 

2.1 The Council notes that various discussions have been had and are ongoing between the Host 
Authorities and the Applicant in respect to comments raised by the Host Authorities in their 
representations against the [REP3-009] Draft DCO Agreement (and related [REP3-011] Explanatory 
Memorandum) and versions thereof. 

2.2 Engagement has continued since that submission, including a number of meetings with the 
Applicant and the exchange of comments and suggested amendments. 

2.3 This work remains ongoing. The Host Authorities anticipate that any outstanding areas of 
disagreement or unresolved drafting points will be captured in the updated draft Statement of 
Common Ground (SoCG) to be submitted at Deadline 5. 

3.0 Written Summary of Oral Representations made at Hearings (9th and 10th June 2026) 

3.1 A written summary of oral representation made by Rebecca Condillac (AECOM) on behalf of the 
Host Authorities at Issue Specific Hearing 3 (ISH3) regarding landscape and LVIA comments in 
relation to PRoW is attached as Appendix A (these have been forwarded to the Applicant 29 June). 

3.2 The Council has set out their written summary of oral representation made regarding ISH3 (PRoW), 
ISH4 (BESS), and CAH1 within the body of this cover letter and appendices against the appropriate 
aspects. 

3.3 The Council has reviewed the written summaries of oral submissions made by the other Host 
Authorities in respect of the Hearings and are content to rely on these as applicable to the Council. 

4.0 Technical Note reviews submitted under Deadline 4 
 

4.1 In response to the question raised by the Examining Authority at the Issue Specific Hearings 
3 & 4 (9 June) in relation to the replacement phase/ approach as set out by the Applicant 
in their [REP1-066] [REP3-075] ‘Technical Note on Replacement Works’, the Council has 
undertaken a detailed review of this Note and have submitted their response under 
separate cover as part of Deadline 4. 

5.0 Management Plan reviews submitted under Deadline 4 
 

5.1 [APP-160] [REP3-058] Outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan:  the Council has 
reviewed the Applicant’s outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan at both the 



Bedford Borough Council  I  Deadline 4  I   10 July 2026 FINAL 
 

5 

OFFICIAL – Unsecured DM Planning  

 

principle and at the detailed (track-change) level.  This review is submitted under separate 
cover as part of Deadline 4.  

5.2 As part of the Council’s oral representation at ISH3, the Council noted that they had 
prepared a ‘PRoW Vision Route’ strategy: 

a) This strategy illustrated the Host Authorities collective intent to create and/or enhance 
the countryside network of public rights of ways, bridleways, and contribute to the 
existing national cycleways, across the local sub-area to facilitate active travel between 
villages, towns, and towards point of destination; 

b) The Council acknowledged that this strategy would be delivered as individual, possibly 
fragmented ‘route-links’, over the long-term. The Council noted that they have used 
this approach to inform <50MW solar farm applications and other applications in 
bringing forward significant enhancements to the existing PRoW network in the 
immediate area of this Scheme; and, 

c) The strategy is submitted to the ExA to demonstrate how this Scheme could deliver 
improvements, enhancements, and create new links to deliver this broader sub-
regional strategy (Strategy attached as Appendix B). 

d) A draft of the strategy map was submitted at ISH3 to all Parties. 
 

5.3 [APP-161] Outline Soil Management Plan:  the Council has reviewed the Applicant’s 
outline Soil Management Plan at both the principle and at the detailed (track-change) level, 
and has submitted this to the Applicant for comment. This review is submitted under 
separate cover as part of Deadline 4. 
 

5.4 It is noted that the Applicant has submitted [REP3-060] outline Soil Management Plan 
which may have addressed some of the issues and comments raised in the Council’s review.  
However, it is suggested that the Council’s comments as submitted still stand. 
 

5.5 [APP-162] Outline Battery Safety Management Plan (oBSMP):  the Council has reviewed 
the Applicant’s outline Battery Safety Management Plan at both the principle and at the 
detailed (track-change) level. A cover review is submitted as Appendix C. 
 

5.6 With regards to ISH4 (BESS) the Council makes the following written summary of the oral 
representation made at the Hearing: the Council notes that this is highly specialised field, 
with infrastructure innovation and management approach moving at a pace that currently 
far exceeds existing regulations, legislation, and/or guidance.  Consequently, the Council is 
not in a position to approve the detailed technical and management matters as set out in 
the Applicant’s oBSMP and can only comment that the final management plan should 
‘substantially accord’ with the Outline BSMP. 
 

5.7 Notwithstanding that the Applicant has concluded [PDA-019] Statement of Common 
Ground with Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service, the Council felt it relevant to set out 
their issues of remaining concern (Appendix C). 
 

5.8 [REP1-036] [REP3-052]  Outline Operational Environmental Management Plan (oOEMP):  
the Council has reviewed the Applicant’s outline OEMP at both the principle and at the 
detailed (track-change) level and have submitted this to the Applicant for review/ 
comment. This review is submitted under separate cover as part of Deadline 4. 
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5.9 [REP3-054] Outline Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan (oDEMP): the 
Council has reviewed the Applicant’s oDEMP and make the following comments: 
a) Table 5.1:  the Council maintains its position that the long-term management of 

habitats and mitigation features created by the Scheme should remain secured by the 
Applicant with the landowners following decommissioning. 
 

b) Table 5.3:  the Council request greater specificity regarding ecological protection 
measures, including the use of indicative buffer distances for each habitat to ensure 
that the target is specific. 
 

c) Table 5.3:  the Council object to wording that implies tree felling would normally occur 
during decommissioning and consider that any such works should only occur by 
exception and be justified through the DEMP. 
 

d) The Council suggests drafting amendments to improve clarity and consistency, 
including ensuring references are limited to the decommissioning phase. 
 

e) It is suggested that the observations etal made against the Outline Operational 
Environmental Management Plan should also be read against the oDEMP. 

 
5.10 [REP3-064]  Outline Surface Water Management Plan:  the Council has reviewed the 

Applicant’s outline Surface Water Management Plan at both the principle and at the 
detailed (track-change) level and have submitted this to the Applicant for comment. This 
review is submitted as Appendix D. 
 

5.11 [REP2-034]  Outline Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (oAMS):  the Council has reviewed 
the Applicant’s Mitigation Strategy at both the principle and at the detailed (track-change) 
level and comment as follows: 
 
a) The current outline Archaeological Mitigation Strategy will require updating - the final 

form of the document will need to draw on the results of the completed evaluation 
and should cover elements of the Scheme including any maintenance works necessary 
during the operational phase and any works required during decommissioning phase 
in detail. The final form of the AMS may require multiple amendments and will need to 
be submitted to the Council for written approval prior to works on site being 
undertaken. 
 

b) §6.1.4, Table 1: the Council has concerns that the proposed No Dig solutions may not 
be viable for all of the proposed sites within this table. However, the Council notes that 
the Applicant has stated they are committed to working with the Council(s) to explore 
alternatives where this is the case. These alternatives could be set out in the final AMS 
to be drafted following consent of the DCO if forthcoming. 
 

c) Sections 7.4 and 7.5: the Council notes that there is still no detail on the measures that 
will be undertaken to control vegetation and scrub in areas where remains are 
proposed to be preserved by No Dig solutions. Further to this, no information is 
provided on species to be planted and their rooting depths etc. The Council is satisfied 
that additional information such as this can be agreed as part of the final AMS to be 
drafted following consent of the DCO if forthcoming. 
 

d) Probably the biggest issue identified is that the Council suggests that the Applicant is 
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overly confident on the number of areas where they can utilise a ‘no-dig’ solution. The 
Council notes that alternative mitigation is available (just more expensive for 
excavation, or alternatively necessitating the removal of panels from the most sensitive 
areas) which may need to be reviewed/ adopted prior to the preparation of the final 
AMS. 
 

e) Broadly, the Council would suggest that the review identifies minor issues that can be 
overcome.  However, in many cases these would actually need the completed 
evaluation to be undertaken prior to the final version of the AMS being drafted which 
will only take place following a grant of the DCO if forthcoming. It is suggested that the 
Applicant submits an indicative programme (including LPA approvals) accordingly to 
conclude such matters. 
 

f) In principle, the Council is supportive of the [REP2-034] Outline Archaeological 
Mitigation Strategy as tabled. 

 
5.12 [REP3-066]  Outline Heritage Enhancement Strategy: the Council has no comment to make 

on this strategy. 
 

5.13 [REP3-048]  Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP):  the Council 
has reviewed the Applicant’s Management Plan at both the principle and at the detailed 
(track-change) level. This review is submitted as Appendix E. 
 

5.14 [REP3-056]  Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP):  the Council has 
reviewed the Applicant’s Management Plan at both the principle and at the detailed (track-
change) level. A cover review is submitted as Appendix F. 
 

5.15 Outline Management Plans:  the Council has not reviewed all the submitted Outline 
Management Plans on the basis that the above reviews have set out the Council’s in-
principle observations and comments.  On this basis the Council is currently NOT supportive 
of the following Management Plans, namely: 
a) [APP-162]  Outline Battery Storage Management Plan 
b) [REP3-048]  Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
c) [REP1-034]  Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) 
d) [REP3-054]  Outline Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan (DEMP) 
e) [REP3-056]  Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) 
f) [REP1-042]  Outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan 
g) [REP3-052]  Outline Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) 
h) [REP3-060]  Outline Soil Management Plan 
i) [REP3-062] Outline Waste Management Plan 
j) [REP3-064]  Outline Surface Water Management Plan 

 
5.16 It is noted that the outline Management Plans need to be read in-conjunction and 

resolved with the [REP3-009] draft DCO Agreement which is currently under discussion 
between Parties. Both Parties are engaged in constructive engagement to review 
comments and amendments accordingly with the intent to update their position in the 
Statement of Common Ground to be submitted at Deadline 5. 

6.0 Community Benefit Fund 
 

6.1 The Applicant has appointed an independent third-party organisation, Community Energy 
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Pathways (CEP), to support the Scheme and aid in the delivery of a Community Benefit 
Fund (CBF). The Host Authorities have recently engaged with CEP, alongside ward 
councillors and parish councils, and discussions are ongoing regarding the scope, 
governance, and operation of the fund. 
 

6.2 It is noted that a Community Benefit Fund is not a planning consideration, but a voluntary 
commitment as made by this Applicant against this Scheme. 
 

6.3 Under correction, it is understood that the Examining Authority at Issue Specific Hearing 4 
(ISH3) raised the option that the Community Benefit Fund could be used to support the 
creation or enhancement of public rights of way (PRoW) should fund beneficiaries choose 
to prioritise such projects. The Council considers that any necessary PRoW enhancements 
arising from the impacts of the Scheme should be secured and delivered directly by the 
Applicant as mitigation and enhancements, rather than being dependent on the 
discretionary allocation of the Community Benefit Fund. While the Council acknowledges 
the potential role of the Community Benefit Fund, discussions regarding the fund remain 
at an early stage and is subject to third-parties.  No conclusions have yet been reached as 
to its feasibility, structure, or specific uses. 

 
The Council trust that this information is of assistance to the Examining Authority. Should you wish to 
discuss any matters raised in the submissions made against Deadline 4, then please do not hesitate to 
contact the Lead Case Officer by email. 
 
PD-QA/8pg end 
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APPENDIX A: Written Summary of Oral Representation made at Hearing (ISH3) PRoW 
(Rebecca Condillac – Landscape and Visual Amenity; AECOM on behalf of the Host Authorities) 
 
(ISH3b) PRoW and Landscape - the Applicant will be asked to explain its overall approach on the impact 
on views by users of the PRoW network, significant effects and mitigation proposed. 
 
RESPONSE: 
Significance ratings in relation to receptors along the PRoW network 

1. It is noted that wherever there is a moderate effect on visual amenity this is taken to be non-
significant, noting the methodology indicates it could and, in some cases, should be a significant 
effect as stated in Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 5-1 LVIA Assessment Methodology P01 
[APP-069]: 

Paragraph 5.2.6 ‘Greater than ‘moderate’ effects are more likely to be significant. This does not 
preclude a ‘moderate’ effect or lower being significant or a greater than ‘moderate’ effect not being 
significant. This judgement will depend on the specific circumstances being considered.’ 

2. The Host Authorities overall conclusion in respect of this is that there is some slight under-
representation of significant effects and that the screening of views as a result of mitigation 
planting has generally been assessed as an improvement to magnitude of impact and not been 
assessed as a potentially adverse change. 

 
PRoW and mitigation 

3. Effects on visual receptors are broadly accepted as appropriate, noting that there is a heavy 
reliance on the landscape mitigation to screen the solar panels.  However, any effects of obstructed 
or truncated views, as a result of mitigation planting, are not referenced and will adversely change 
the experience of users of PRoW. 

4. Paragraph 6.11 of the Bedford Borough Council Local Impact Report [REP1-071] states:  

‘Effects on visual receptors are broadly accepted as appropriate, noting that there is a heavy 
reliance on the landscape mitigation to screen the solar panels, but any effects of obstructed or 
truncated views are not referenced and will adversely change the experience of users of PRoW.  
Similar to the comments for landscape character, it is noted that wherever there is a moderate 
effect on visual amenity this is taken to be non-significant, noting the methodology indicates it 
could and, in some cases, should be a significant effect.’ 

5. Within ES Chapter 5 Landscape and Visual P01 [APP-041] a selection of viewpoints where 
mitigation encloses views alongside PRoW are assessed as significant for the duration of the 
Proposed Development. 

6. There are also a number of viewpoints where mitigation encloses views alongside PRoW and 
impacts are assessed to be significant during construction, reducing to non-significant effects from 
Year 0. During the Issue Specific Hearing 3 on Public Rights of Way, the Applicant provided evidence 
in relation to Viewpoint 12 and the assessed moderate adverse (non-significant) effect, arose as a 
result of the retention of part of the open view from that location.  This is at odds with the 
assessment for impacts on PRoW users where assessed impacts are reduced to non-significant 
effects at Year 10 when there is a total enclosure of the view from solar panels and/ or mitigation 
planting.  Examples within ES Appendix 5-4 Effects at Viewpoints P01 [APP-072] include: 

a. Receptors at viewpoint 15 (Footpath 29) as illustrated on Figure 15.19 Viewpoint 15 [APP-131] 
are assessed to result in a major adverse significant effect during construction, reducing to 
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moderate adverse non-significant during year 0, and further reducing to minor to moderate 
adverse non-significant effect at Year 10. The view to the north-west along a large stretch of 
the footpath will contain views of solar PV panels during the early stages of operation. Once 
hedgerow vegetation is established, by Year 0 the view will be enclosed by hedgerows, 
reducing the extensive views. 

 
b. Receptors at viewpoint 77 (Bridleway 112/7) as illustrated on Figure 15.81 Viewpoint 77 [APP-

142] are assessed to result in a moderate to major adverse significant effect during 
construction, reducing to moderate adverse non-significant during Year 0, and further 
reducing to minor to moderate adverse non-significant effect at Year 10. The proposed 
mitigation would enclose the view, although it is noted that there are gaps in the vegetation 
which allow for buried utilities, mitigation largely restricts views along the line of the PRoW. 

 

c. Receptors at viewpoint 78 (Footpath 112/5) as illustrated on Figure 15.82 [APP-142] are 
assessed to result in a moderate to major adverse significant effect during construction, 
reducing to moderate adverse non-significant during Year 0, and further reducing to minor to 
moderate adverse not significant effect at Year 10. There would be views of solar PV panels 
along the majority of the route, although it is noted that there is an existing solar farm located 
to the south that may be visible at points along the PRoW. 

 
7. While the Council acknowledges that the screening planting as proposed within the Scheme does 

provide landscape screening benefits, in terms of overall landscape character, setting and 
specifically regarding views from the PRoW Footpaths and Bridleways this will result in adverse 
visual impacts in terms of reading the broader, open landscape – this will adversely change the 
experience of users of the PRoWs.  The effects of obstructed or truncated views are not referenced 
by the Applicant and are not fully addressed in the LVIA. 

end 
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APPENDIX B: (ISH3) PRoW Vision Route Strategy 
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APPENDIX C:  (ISH4) and [APP-162] outline Battery Safety Management Plan 
 
REVIEW and OBSERVATIONS: 
1. As noted by the Council in their [REP1-071] Local Impact Report para 4.1, Matter 77 (Insurances) 

etal, the Council does not have the necessary professional and/or technical disciplines specifically 
relating to solar farms and BESS development’s infrastructure, associated health and safety 
responsibilities, etc. to respond on this Management Plan against these aspect and consequently 
will only make in-principle observations in this Examination on planning matters and/or issues in-
so-far as they affect the Scheme. 
 

2. [REP1-071] Matter 76(c)(v) (BESS Firewater), Matter 98 and Matter 99: ‘The Applicant states in 
[oBSMP] para4.5.6 that the capacity of the surface water drainage system to contain firewater 
runoff has been calculated to ‘accommodate a reasonable worst-case scenario’. However, no 
volumetric calculations are evidenced in firewater/ stormwater ponds layout/design/capacity to 
confirm this matter. The Council view this as a significant potential environmental risk. 

 
It is suggested that this Matter was raised by the ExA at ISH4 with the request that the Applicant 
submit detailed drawings of the water retention basin/ lagoon to evidence effect on the 
landscape in terms of any cut&fill undertaken and bunding, and that the volume capacity 
committed to can be attained.  This request remains outstanding. 

 
3. [APP-162] oBSMP §1.2.1: rather than stating ‘relevant local planning authority’, this should be 

changed to solely state Huntingdonshire District Council. This should also be reflected in [REP3-
009] DCO Agreement, Schedule 2, Part 1 (10)(1) and (3). 
 

4. oBSMP §1.5.3: this should reflect the commitment made by the Applicant against [REP1-071] 
Local Impact Report Matters 70 and 71 – “(or any subsequent equivalent standard)”. 
 

5. oBSMP §1.6.1 to 5: it is unclear why these historic statements are incorporated within the 
Management Plan. 
 

6. oBSMP Table 1 (1.5): in-principle, the NFCC Guidance carries no weight and consequently, in 
discussions the Council has had with the respective Fire & Rescue Services, they do not have the 
powers and are reluctant to ‘approve’ any oBSMP or similar. This matter rests with the Applicant. 
 

7. oBSMP §2.5.1 and §4.3.4: it is noted that the battery system enclosure and water storage tanks 
will be mounted onto concrete foundations but there is no reference in [REP3-054] para2.4 
Decommissioning Programme for their removal – this should be updated to reflect the 
Environmental Statement’s commitment accordingly. 
 

8. oBSMP §4.4.1: ‘The proposed BESS will have a robust and validated emergency plan, developed 
in consultation with CFRS’. It is suggested that this commitment is expanded to address 
environmental matters, namely –‘and the Environment Agency (EA). Where an incident has the 
potential to affect surface water or groundwater, the Emergency Response Plan (ERP) will include 
priority notification and escalation procedures for the EA and, where applicable, downstream 
receptors such as licensed abstractors. All relevant incident response parties, including the EA, the 
lead local flood authority and the Operator, will be made aware of the ERP and will have 
immediate access to it. Notification procedures will be activated at the earliest practicable stage 
of any incident with the potential to affect controlled waters’. Text as set out by third-parties. 
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9. oBSMP §4.4.4: ‘An Emergency Response Plan will be developed post planning consent to facilitate 
effective and safe emergency response’.  It is suggested that this critical H&S Plan’ commitment 
should be reworded; namely: 
‘An Emergency Response Plan will be developed by the Applicant in consultation with the 
necessary statutory authorities and submitted to and approved in writing by Huntingdonshire 
District Council no later than three-months post planning consent’. 
 

10. oBSMP Chp 4.5 (Surface-water run-off) the Applicant made the following statement which should 
be included within this Chp – ‘Isolation will be capable of automatic activation (from the BESS fire 
alarm system) during an incident, with manual override provided as a secondary control. Isolation 
valves will be designed to operate on a failsafe basis, such that in the event of power loss, system 
fault or damage during an incident, the default position is closed to maintain containment. Power 
supply arrangements may include independent or solar-backed systems where appropriate, 
ensuring that valve operation is resilient and not reliant solely on the primary site power 
infrastructure. The automatic and manual isolation systems would be subject to regular [as a 
minimum annually] operational maintenance to ensure the reliability of the firewater isolation 
system in a flood event. The detail of this maintenance will be included in the detailed Battery 
Safety Management Plan once the detailed design of the Proposed Development has been 
completed’. Applicant to review that this strategy is set out in the oBSMP. 

 
11.  oBSMP §4.57: this should be amended as follows (in italics): ‘Following a fire event, retained 

water will be sampled and analysed to confirm whether pollution has occurred, UK accredited 
labs would be used for water testing. If contaminated (polluted), the water will be removed from 
site by tanker for treatment at an appropriate offsite facility. If testing confirms that the water is 
suitable for discharge, it will be released to the local drainage network under controlled 
conditions, in consultation with the relevant regulators. Where required, an Environmental 
Permit or other applicable consent will be obtained prior to discharge. No release will occur 
without prior approval from the relevant regulator, and all actions will be undertaken in 
accordance with applicable environmental permitting and pollution control legislation. This 
approach ensures that environmental protection is maintained under both normal and 
emergency conditions’. Text as suggested by third-parties. 
 
Agreement 

12. As noted by the Host Authorities at the ISH4 (BESS), due to the potential that a BESS fire could be 
a major incident, they would require that the necessary Battery Storage Management Plan and 
associated Emergency Response Plan are submitted and approved and that the related facilities/ 
infrastructure required to enable these plans are constructed and tested PRIOR to any BESS 
equipment being brough on Site to ensure absolute safety to the surrounding local community. 
This conditionality may need to be written into the DCO Agreement. 

 
13.  In terms of the [REP3-009] DCO Agreement, Schedule 2, Part 1 (10)(1)(2) – it is unclear why the 

wording ‘to the extent that it is applicable to that phase’ is used as in (4) the BSMP is made 
applicable to all phases. If this reading is correct, then the BSMP should have some address to 
both the replacement campaigns and to the Decommissioning Phase. Applicant to clarify or 
address as required. 
 
General 

14. While it is not a planning matter, in discussions with the two Fire & Safety Rescue Services, they 
noted their lack of funding to enable trainings and purchase of the necessary equipment to deal 
with major BESS fires. The Applicant stated that they would engage with both Services to address 
this matter but to date no further progress has been stated. As such training and equipment may 
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be essential to executing the Applicant’s BSMP, it is requested that an update is tabled by the 
Applicant in this regard. 
 
CONCLUSION 

15. In-principle, Bedford Borough Council have no further comments to make against the [APP-162] 
outline Battery Safety Management Plan. 
 

end 
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APPENDIX D:  [REP3-064] outline Surface Water Management Plan 
 
REVIEW and OBSERVATIONS: 
1. The general terminology of the management plan should be one of a stated commitment – ‘shall’, 

‘will’, ‘enact’ rather than may, would, ‘subject to’; i.e. where the Applicant has given an 
undertaking against the Environmental Statement or responses these need an absolute 
statement of mitigation/ delivery/ enactment etc. within the management plan (regarding 
approach, refer to other management plan reviews regarding the need for SMART management 
tools). 

2. Figures 1, 2 and 3 have not been provided. 

3. Annex 1 and 2 have not been provided (refer to other management plan’ reviews regarding the 
need to submit supporting material/ reports which form part of the management plan for Council 
review). 

4. In Chp 1.1 (Purpose), the Management Plan should refer/ make reference to the commitments 
made in the Environmental Statement regarding mitigation and enhancement as these 
commitments are the benchmark against which this MP will be structured, is to be managed, and 
is to be maintained. 

5. Section 1.3 and Chp 2 are a near duplication across all the various management plans but are not 
required to form the scope of this oSWMP, suggest that this is set out once in the oOEMP to 
attain absolute clarity across all management plans. 

6. The oSWMP makes reference to the operational and decommissioning phases but no mention of 
any works activity related to the replacement campaign. Further, the actual activities set out in 
Chp5 are unmeasurable and hence un-enforceable – these all need to be SMART (by example, 
§4.1.8 makes a statement regarding water quality monitoring but does not set out how this is to 
be undertaken). 

7. The proposal to use (§4.1.9) V-shaped ditches to proposed access tracks needs to be read against 
works damage that may occur to existing habitats; issues relating to topsoil management (as set 
out in the oSMP); and, issues relating to safe access to PRoW where the Applicant proposes using 
the PRoW network where such ditches may create hazards to bridleways; et al. 

8. Filter strips (§4.1.10 -11) and silt fencing (§4.1.12) it is unclear if these measures will be removed 
post construction and if they may be used during the replacement campaign. 

9. The Applicant sets out (§4.1.26) Spillage Risk but does not set out the measures of reporting,  
management, responsibilities, and remediation measures to be undertaken should spillage occur. 

10. The Council raises several concerns regarding §6.2.3 ‘The access tracks throughout most of the 
Site will be constructed of permeable compacted stone, except for the tracks within and around 
the BESS and Substation compound and the track along the access route from the Main Site Access 
at the B645. Tracks internal to the BESS and Substation compounds will be constructed of concrete 
or asphalt’, namely: 

a) ‘permeable compacted stone’:  the Access Tracks as proposed on [APP-121] Illustrative 
Environmental Masterplan are extensive across the Scheme – Applicant to confirm that the 
potential importation of such material was assessed in the Environmental Statement; and, 
that such material will be removed at decommissioning. 

b) Main Site Access:   Applicant to confirm if this construction and materiality will also apply to 
the secondary emergence access to the BESS (Ref. [APP-121] Fig. 2-1k); and, that such 
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material will be removed at decommissioning. 

c)  BESS and Substation compounds:  for the purposes of clarity, it is assumed that this is the 
‘impermeable surface’ referred to [APP-121] Fig. 2-1k);  and, that such material will be 
removed at decommissioning (statement also applies to §6.5.7) 

d) It is suggested that these statements and commitments need to then be transferred to the 
oOEMP and oDEMP. 

11.  §6.5.2 ‘the grassland should be established once the solar panels are in place and would be able 
to prevent scouring along the panel driplines’  - two issues arise a) the Applicant should set out a 
strategy that, should the grassland establishment fail, details what remedial actions will be 
undertaken; b) the Council has set out in written representations their concerns that there may 
be scouring along the drip line throughout the Operational Phase – it is unclear if this matter has 
been addressed by the Applicant. 

12. §6.5.6-7 ‘…impermeable and surface water run-off will be directed towards the adjacent 
detention basin. In normal operation the basin will allow for the attenuated discharge of surface 
water run-off into the proposed swale and then into an existing unnamed watercourse’ and 
§6.5.12 ‘will deliver adequate treatment of the run-off’ -   as some of the surface water run-off 
may be contaminated from maintenance/ industrial activities associated with the BESS, 
substation, Operations and Maintenance Building, and surrounding compound this water will 
need to be tested prior to release into the surrounding watercourses, a requirement of the ES, 
or at least, the Applicant will need to set out a strategy to evidence ‘adequate treatment’ and 
measures should this fail. 

13. It would assist clarity if the ‘SuDS feature’, ‘basin-swale’, ‘drainage feature’, ‘lagoon (detention 
basin)’, and ‘BESS and substation retention basin’ were titled consistently across all 
documentation. 

14. Table 6 should be set against phases; should address testing regime to ensure compliance; and, 
should set out measures of habitat, landscape and/or water quality failure should this occur. 

15. Chp7 ‘Further guidance provided in this document on construction activities, vehicle 
access/maintenance, felling and spillage control would also be followed to further ensure 
pollution control’ and ‘it is recognised that some areas on site are more vulnerable than others 
and these may require additional surface water protection measures, including implementing a 
number of measures in series to ensure adequate treatment’ - any such guidance/ measures 
should be set out in the oSWMP as  part of the Examination. 

 
CONCLUSION 

16. As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-064] outline Surface Water 
Management Plan is lacking detail, clear commitments, and assurances as would be required of 
a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this basis, the oSWMP is NOT Supported. 
 

end 
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APPENDIX E:  [REP3-048]  Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(oCEMP) 
 
REVIEW and OBSERVATIONS: 
 
1. §1.1.5: suggest amending text to: ‘This oCEMP is a control document that will be certified by the 

Secretary of State as part of the DCO and implemented via a requirement in Schedule 2 (Part 1, 
Article 5) of the draft DCO [EN010141/DR/3.1]. Should the Scheme be consented, the final 
CEMP(s) produced for any phase of the Scheme (see paragraph 2.4.6* below for more 
information) will be in substantial accordance with this oCEMP, and approved by the relevant 
local planning authority (LPA) before construction commences’. *paragraph as currently 
numbered in the DCO. 
 

2. Section 1.3 and Chp 2 are a near duplication across all the various management plans, suggest 
that this is set out once in the oCEMP and oOEMP to attain absolute clarity across all 
management plans. 
 

3. Across the oCEMP the use of the word ‘temporary’ should be redefined as noted elsewhere. 
 

4. Chp4: it is suggested that like topics (text in bold blue) are grouped together around certain 
activities or subjects rather than as currently presented as a random list of activities – this will 
aid clarity and reading.  Further, these topics should have some reference to the Environmental 
Statement’s commitments, mitigation and enhancement measures to control/ manage harm. 
Most of the text has no reference point against which the topic/ activity can then be measured 
(this observation would also apply to Tables 5). 
 

5. Table 5.3 (Great Crested Newts): the Council seeks further clarification on the measures 
proposed to prevent offences relating to great crested newts and awaited the updated 
Reasonable Avoidance Measures document 
 

6. Table 5.3 (Bats):  the Council consider that insufficient information has been provided to 
demonstrate how impacts on trees with bat roost potential would be avoided and request 
further detail on mitigation measures, including surveys, buffers, timing restrictions and working 
methods. 
 

7. Table 5.3 Trees):  suggest text amended – ‘Hedgerows to include a minimum 6m buffer, 
 extending beyond this to include the full root protection zone for retained trees where this 
extends beyond 6m, and excluding any locations where points of widening or crossing points, in 
which no works (other than landscaping) are to occur excluding points of widening or crossing 
points, in which no works (other than landscaping) are to occur’. 
 

8. The following appendixes as stated have not been submitted: 
a) Outline Construction Dust Management and Monitoring Plan 
b) Ecological Reasonable Avoidance Measures Method Statements 
c) Unexpected Contamination Protocol [BBC-RR-136] 
d) Peat Management Plan [BBC-RR-154] 
e) Control measures for the former oil pipeline [BBC-RR-161] 

 
9. General comments across the entire suite of management plans apply to the oCEMP. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

10. As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-048] outline Construction 
Environmental Management Plan is lacking detail, clear commitments, and assurances as would 
be required of a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this basis, the oCEMP is NOT 
Supported. 
 

end 
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APPENDIX F:  [REP3-056]  Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (oLEMP):   
 
REVIEW and OBSERVATIONS: 
1. §1.1.3:  suggest amending to as noted in the oCEMP above. 

  
2. §2.6.4 -5: This section needs some clarification and linking to other measures that are proposed 

to ensure that the County Wildlife Sites (CWS) adjoining the Site will be protected against the 
Scheme’s impacts. 
 

3. Section 3.4:  the Council requests greater detail and clarity regarding buffer distances to retained 
vegetation, trees and public rights of way (as requested by the Council in various representations 
to date). 
 

4. Section 3.5: this should clearly set out what landscape is provided as mitigation and/or 
enhancement, and that which is to be instated for BNG purposes so that this can be monitored 
and enforced accordingly. 
 

5. Section 3.6 and Table 1:  the Council requests clarification and justification regarding the 
proposed Biodiversity Net Gain commitments; habitat classifications and target conditions, 
including the rationale for targeting woodland in poor condition; clearer identification of 
grassland habitat types; and, stronger provisions for monitoring and securing BNG outcomes. 

 
6. §3.6.2: suggest amending as follows: ‘At the detailed design stage, the Applicant will seek to 

maximise BNG as far as practicable (as per Design Principle 4.1 secured by the Design Parameters 
and Principles Statement [EN010141/DR/7.1]). ADD - Whilst maintaining the minimum BNG 
commitments set out in paragraph 3.6.1. opportunities to increase BNG beyond the committed 
position will be considered through detailed design, including opportunities to increase 
watercourse units where practicable. DELETE – remainder. 

7. §3.6.3: suggest additional text: ‘…Scheme. ADD - Any deviation from the habitat types, target 
conditions or timescales identified in Table 1 should be justified and agreed with the relevant local 
planning authority, with confirmation that the BNG commitments remain achievable. Additional 
details of the BNG Assessment are provided in the Biodiversity Net Gain Report 
[EN010153/DR/7.17]’. 
 

8. §4.2.1:  the Council suggests that the Landscape and Ecological Management Plan Steering Group 
should be established within six-months of the commencement of the operational phase. 
 

9. §5.3.46: the Council and Cambridgeshire County Council would welcome discussions with the 
Applicant regarding the proposed measure proposed to address anti-social behaviour. The 
Council would request entry into a formal agreement outlining the terms, and introduction of a 
mechanism for ensuring the terms are observed. 
 

10. §7.1.3:  request whether text could be added to advise that the ongoing height management of 
hedgerow would be lower than the three metre as set out in this oLEMP and would be in 
accordance with the prevailing heigh of hedgerows in the surrounding area. 
 

11. §8.2.3:  request clarification whether monitoring reports are to be submitted to the relevant LPA, 
or LPAs where monitoring relates to land within both administrative areas, at the stated 
monitoring intervals. This should be confirmed for consistency and to support long-term 
oversight of the LEMP and BNG commitments. 
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12. Appendix A:  updated appendices and illustrative landscape proposals have not been provided 

for review and the Council reserves its position pending assessment of the revised material. 
 

13. Appendix C (Outline Farmland Bird Mitigation Strategy): 

a) The Council comments that this strategy document would benefit from a statement 
confirming that the oLEMP is a committed document secured through the DCO (Paragraph 
1.1). 

b) The Council seeks clarification and consistency regarding habitat descriptions and 
terminology (Paragraph 2.2).  

c) The Council seeks further detail to confirm the linkage between construction phasing and the 
provision of mitigation habitats, and considers the proposed approach to landscaping 
implementation to be too open-ended and requests a clear timetable for initial habitat 
creation and completion of landscaping within each phase (Section 5.2).  

d) The Council considers that additional detail is required regarding the size and timing of 
habitat creation areas and states that a table clearly showing expected habitat losses and 
gains and when these will occur is required and requested by the last deadline (Section 5.2).  

e) It is suggested that an additional aim relating to the early establishment of mitigation habitats 
should be included to limit impacts on birds during the construction phase (Table 5.1).  

f) Finally, the Council notes that, without evidence regarding when habitat creation will occur 
relative to construction, it is not possible to verify whether the expected changes in 
conservation status are realistic (Table 7.1). 

 
14. ISH3 (PRoW) Tree sizes: it is noted that at the ISH3 a question was raised regarding the bought 

size of all plant material – the Applicant was to revert. 
 

15. ISH3, Table 2 (Permissive Routes) and §5.3.44: the statement that ‘The final route, signage, 
waymarking, surfacing material and widths of proposed permissive paths will be defined in the 
final LEMP’ is in-principle not accepted by the Council.  Some basic specification needs to be 
submitted by the Applicant for the Council to review if these routes contribute to actual access 
to the countryside, offer safe access, and address Active Travel requirements.  The statement 
that the surfacing will be ‘grass’ does not address the Council’s understanding if these routes are 
level, cleared access, or a pathway over rough terrain. 
 

16. §6.3.7: ‘Watering [RC18.1] of planted areas (including woodland and hedgerows) would generally 
be undertaken….’ - there is no quantifiable measure of how much water per plant/ m2 or what 
events would trigger the need for watering and frequency. Further, as noted by the Council, there 
are water pressure issues in the surrounding area and consequently the Operator should not rely 
on the water mains to obtain water. 
 

17. General comments across the entire suite of management plans apply to the oLEMP. 

CONCLUSION 
18. As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-056]  Outline Landscape and 

Ecological Management Plan (oLEMP) is lacking detail, clear commitments, and assurances as 
would be required of a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this basis, the oLEMP is 
NOT Supported. 

end 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Context of this Report 
 

1.1.1 This report is prepared by Bedford Borough Council (the ‘Council’) in response to the 
question raised by the Examining Authority at the Issue Specific Hearings 3 & 4 and CAH1 
(9 & 10 June) in relation to the replacement phase/ approach; and, is submitted as part of 
Deadline 4 (10 July). 
 

1.1.2 It is noted that in response to matters raised by the Host Authorities (for example within 
their Local Impact Reports) regarding how the Applicant was going to manage replacement 
works, the Applicant has prepared [REP3-075] Technical Note on Replacement Works, the 
Council’s review of which is the subject of this report. 

 
1.1.3 This report also represents the Council’s written representations of oral representation 

made at the Hearings noted above. 
 

1.1.4 To aid reading, the Council’s central observations are set out below, with a more detailed 
review and commentary of the Technical Note set out as track changes and/or comments 
within the Note itself, attached as an Appendix. 
 

1.1.5 Please note that this is a joint co-ordinated review undertaken by the three Host 
Authorities, submitted under separate cover for individual procedural sign-off purposes. 
 

1.1.6 This review remains in DRAFT with the understanding that the Applicant may/ will address 
observations/ comments and matters of clarification within any further updated submitted 
material or similar to the Examination. The Council remains open to discussion. 
 

1.1.7 This Report is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice, and 
signed-off under delegated authority (Bedford Borough Council, Planning Committee 
Scheme of Delegation, adopted 2nd February 2022). 
 

1.2 Review and Observations 
 
Review 

1.2.1 While the Council is in broad agreement with the statement made by the Applicant that sic 
the impact, and consequently the assessment/ mitigation of Operational (replacement) 
Phase is less than that of the construction phase, such works/ commitments as required 
should still be reflected/ set out within the [REP3-052] outline Operational Environmental 
Management Plan (oOEMP) as works to be undertaken in their own right (by example, the 
management and maintenance works as provisionally identified in [APP-038] The Scheme, 
§2.6.5-9 should be transposed into the oOEMP and other relevant Management Plans). 
Currently this is NOT evident. 

1.2.2 The Applicant’s statement, as set out in [REP3-075] Technical Note §1.1.6 ‘to ensure that 
such works do not give rise to any materially new or materially different environmental 
effects compared to those identified in the environmental statement’, needs to be reflected 
in the oOEMP with the Applicant setting out a strategy as to how this is monitored, 
maintained/ managed, and what remedial/ recourse actions are enacted by the Operator 
should the effect/ harm be identified as being greater or if new effects are identified.  
Currently this is not addressed. 
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1.2.3 Secondly, the statement does not address how the Council will be able to monitor and 
enforce such commitments (with potential financial and/or stop-work penalties). This 
remains a concern for the Council. 
 

1.2.4 With reference to the [REP3-075] Technical Note (TN) - major replacement campaign(s) 
assessing affect: to the general statement made by the Applicant that sic ‘the assessment 
impact/ mitigation measures of replacement works is/ will be less than that of the 
construction works’, and consequently no stand-alone Replacement Phase Management 
Plan is required, the Council has reviewed this as follows: 

a) Operational (major replacement campaign) Phase: solar panels - there are 
695,760No. panels therefore 20% = 139,152No. panels (Ref. TN§2.3.12). 

i. This is a substantial number of PV panels that will need to be removed, stored, 
and transported on and off site, as well as their replacements being brought 
to site.  This may require the original construction phase compound being 
reinstated, a series of new satellite compounds being created, former 
construction phase routes/ tracks being reconstructed. This remains unclear 
and it would aid understanding if emphatic statements were made in each 
regard. 

ii. It is suggested that there is potentially a not insignificant level of HGV 
movements generated by the replacement activity.  The Applicant has stated 
that the internal haulage routes from site C to D, and access for the 
construction phase, will not be retained during the operational phase.  
Therefore, details route logistics are required from the Applicant to evidence 
how panels will be delivered to site C and beyond, and how any new impacts 
to the highway network as identified during replacement are to be mitigated. 
The Council notes [REP3-075] ‘Appendix A: Proposed operational access 
strategy plan’ but it is unclear whether this is also submitted to illustrate the 
replacement campaign vehicle activity. If so, it illustrates the considerable 
traffic generated on the public highways – this should be evidences as being 
less than that identified during the Construction Phase. 

b) (TN§2.3.12) Work activity: 420No panels can be replaced by a single crew per day: 

i. Say single crew/day at five-day working week: 20% replacement = 332 working 
days/ 67 weeks/ c. 17-19months. 

ii. Say 2No. crew: 20% replacement/ 166wd/ 34w/ c.8.5 - 9.5months. 

iii. Say 3No. crew: 20% replacement/ 111wd/ 23w/ c.6 - 6.5months. 

i.e. While it is acknowledged that this activity may occur every c. 20-years, the 
works’ duration could be between 6 to 19 months (allowing for some flexibility 
and weather).  The latter is not insubstantial and consequently such 
replacement duration(s) should be acknowledged in its own right by the 
Applicant, rather than as less than any Construction Phase activity. 

c) This assumes: 

i. Continuous working not accounting for supply/logistic issues and bad weather: 
slight adjustment/ flexibility therefore allowed for in the above durations. 

ii. That the major replacement(s) activity will occur as a bulk replacement within 
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a specific localised area of the Scheme (i.e. consolidated activity, disturbance 
and harm, etc.), rather that say 20% scattered replacement across the entire 
Site (i.e. fragmented activity, disturbance and harm, etc.). These are two very 
different scenarios in terms of duration and activity generated and 
consequently need acknowledgement and address as such within the oOEMP 
and [APP-162] BSMP. 

d) The assessment and Applicant’s statement (and related Management Plans) should 
also address the very worst-case scenario: 

i. Worst case scenario: 100% replacement by: 

▪ Single crew: (19mx5(20%)) 95months = c.8-years continuous replacement 
activity. While the EA harm identified may be less than that of the 
Construction Phase activity, it represents c.3x duration on that of the 
construction phase (c. 30months/2.5years):  this should be acknowledged 
by the Applicant as a prolonged industrial activity with related disturbance 
and harm to the local community. 

▪ 2No. crew (9.5mx5) = c.4-years. 
▪ 3No. crew (6.5mx5) = c.2.7-years. 

ii. i.e. in the worst-case scenario using 3No. crew the replacement activity is the 
same duration as the stated Construction Phase. This is not (directly) 
recognised nor addressed by the Applicant. 

e) The Council evidences its concern above in that the durational impact(s) of any major 
replacement campaign(s) could be significant, and that these are not addressed by 
the Applicant.  In this regard, the Council’s request for an identifiable, coherent and 
legible Replacement Phase Management Plan to address concerns raised above and 
in the Host Authority’s Local Impact Reports should therefore be given more weight 
in any further discussions on this matter. 

f) [APP-038] para 2.7.5 ‘Decommissioning is expected to take between 12 and 24 
months and would be undertaken in phases’ – in light of the fact that the number of 
crews play an absolute role in duration of works, some statement/ clarification 
regarding duration should be made within the [REP3-054] outline Decommissioning 
Environmental Management Plan (oDEMP) to evidence that the Decommissioning 
will occur with the period stated; i.e. ‘is expected’ should be changed to ‘will’ to make 
it an absolute commitment (this matter is also raised by the EXAQ2.1.1). 

1.2.5 Observation 1: at 20% replacement, the single and two-crew options in terms of site 
activity c/would have a lengthy duration with related local disruption.  While recognising 
that work-resourcing may not be a planning matter, the Council expresses concern 
regarding the overall duration of activity and asks the Applicant to review their working 
approach to reduce the duration of the replacement activity (by example stating that in 
the 20% replacement campaigns they will only use a minimum of three crews, and in the 
eventuality of more than say 50% replacement, they will only use say a minimum of six 
crews to in all cases keep the work duration to under 12-months). 

1.2.6 Observation 2: critical to this calculation is the Applicant’s statement that a crew can 
replace 420panels/ day. The Council strongly suggest that this needs to be evidenced as 
this is a critical assumption in assessing effect, harm, and mitigation. 

1.2.7 Observation 3: the Council notes that the Applicant may be able to significantly reduce 
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HGV activity on the Public Highway, by wherever possible, committing to delivering a full 
vehicle load (@ 18-tonne) of solar panels etc.; namely (§2.3.16)  Vehicle movement 
(delivery), stated as ‘18-tonne/ min 210 panels: 2No. deliveries per day’ to the compound 
at site D.  At 30kg/panel x 210No. = c.6.5-tonnes. Therefore, a commitment to load the 
vehicle to full capacity could reduce overall HGV movement to potentially one vehicle/day 
to supply one crew.  The Applicant will need to evidence that the movement of new and 
old PV panels between sites A, B, C and D are to be in vehicles appropriate for the roads 
and accesses available at the operational phase, and movements minimised by efficient 
use to loads. 

1.2.8 Observation 4: 

1.2.9 (§2.3.19)  ‘During replacement campaigns, works would be undertaken using a phased and 
sequential approach. While more than one crew may be operating at any one time, each 
crew would progress gradually and systematically through defined panel areas rather than 
working across the whole Site simultaneously’. 

1.2.10 This approach assumes bulk replacement per sector/ area but does not address the impact 
and approach if the 20% replacement is fragmented across the entire Site. This would 
generate more dispersed work activity, and may actually increase vehicle activity across 
the entire Site and surrounding area to manage the associated logistics. It is suggested that 
the Applicant assesses accordingly. 

1.2.11 Observation 5: in light of the fact that the Operational Phase will be 40-years, and during 
this period circumstances could arise, say force majeure or changing technologies that 
make the Scheme’s infrastructure systems less viable/operational or similar, that requires 
total replacement, the Applicant should assess the impact of 100% replacement to 
evidence a strategy for the very worst-case scenario and related potential impact/ harm 
that this may create to ensure and evidence their statement that in all cases harm 
identified will be less than the Construction Phase. 

It is noted that the Applicant states in [REP3-075] §2.3.39  ‘It is extremely unlikely that the 
Applicant would replace all battery storage units within the BESS at the same time, or 
within the same year’.  However unlikely, it would be prudent to have measures and a 
strategy address in place should such an event occur. 

1.2.12 Observation 6: the replacement activity will generate the need for staff welfare facilities - 
it is assumed that these would already be on site within the Operations Building having 
been delivered in the Construction Phase (Site D). It is assumed that NO satellite facilities, 
access tracks, and parking will be created for staff during any replacement activity outside 
those already indicated in [APP-121] Illustrative Environmental Masterplan. 

1.2.13 Observation 7: (TN§1.1.6)  ‘where more than 20%’ 

1.2.14 There is concern that this trigger value could be viewed as arbitrary and open to challenge; 
that the Operator could undertake 19.99% replacement and not engage this trigger point; 
and, that the LPA has no discernible way of enforcing such trigger (unless evidenced solely 
by the Applicant).  

1.2.15 Further, potential harm as identified by the Applicant (i.e. no less than that of the 
Construction Phase) and a suggested 20% trigger to notify the Council does not of itself 
identify and address harm that does actually arise due to the replacement works (noise, 
disruption, temporary stopping up of PRoW, etc.). Therefore, the 20% trigger should not 
be seen as the trigger, rather, the duration and intensity of disruption to the local 
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community and public highways should be viewed as the trigger (as this would have been 
assessed in the ES). This of itself will be measurable. 

1.2.16 As noted above, the 20% replacement campaign can be anywhere between c.6 to 
19months (subject to crew size used), yet the scale of disruption in terms of duration and 
perception is quite different in each case to the local community (extending this to 100% 
replacement over the life of the Scheme, this could be between c. 2.7 to 8-years).  

1.2.17 There is concern that where the trigger of ‘where more than 20%’ is engaged, should the 
Operator in all cases undertake 19.99% replacement, then there is the potential that the 
Council is not consulted for the 40-year duration of the Scheme. This should be seen as un-
reasonable. 

1.2.18 While the Council recognises that the Operator will want flexibility in both % scale of 
replacement works and number of work crews instructed, and while the Council is 
supportive of a trigger, the Council requires a verifiable trigger that enables Council’s 
engagement – a trigger that is measurable in terms of affect as identified (hence 
enforceable). 

1.2.19 For planning purposes, the trigger of the replacement campaign needs to relate to the 
effect(s) assessed in the ES, rather than a maintenance operational figure. 

1.2.20 It is consequently suggested that: 
a) The trigger for the replacement campaign should relate to: 

- A period/ duration (three-months or more within a 12-month period) where 
and/or when potential harm may arise; and/or, 

- When more than five BESS units are to be replaced within the duration suggested 
above; and/or, 

- When staff levels are increased by five (one team) or more for the duration 
suggested above. 

- Or as to be resolved between Parties during examination. 
b) The Operator must submit as a minimum the following documentation for the 

replacement campaign to the Council for written approval, namely: 
i. Through an agreed suite of document/ evidence (e.g. TN§2.5.6) 

ii. Operational Construction Traffic Management Plan 
iii. Operational Environmental Management Plan 
iv. Waste Management Plan 
v. Battery Safety Management Plan 

vi. Public Rights of Way Management Plan 
vii. Soil Management Plan 

c) The Operator must notify the Council a minimum of six months prior to 
commencement of the replacement campaign as to a start date of such works. Such 
works cannot be undertaken without written approval been secured. 

d) In this way, the Council can be notified and be engaged. Further, the works and 
mitigation measures are approved by the Council and are consequently enforceable.  
It is suggested that the above triggers, notifications, and due processes are reflected 
in the oOEMP and DCO Agreement. 

e) Wording to address unreasonable delays outside the original notification can be 
incorporated to the satisfaction of Parties during examination. 

f) It is suggested that this approach also apply to the [REP3-054] outline 
Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan (oDEMP). 
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1.2.21 Observation 8: General observation – actions, Applicant’s intent, statements etal should 
be phrased in the Management Plans as an intent (will) rather than as an option (may). 

1.2.22 The Council has undertaken an extensive review of the Technical Note and the various 
Management Plan – these reviews should be read both in the singular and as a collective 
review across the suite of inter-related documents. 

Technical Note – track changes 

1.2.23 The Applicant is referred to the track changes made against the Technical Note in so far 
that the Note gives commitments, clarifies matters, or proposes work methods that have 
not previously been table in supporting material that needs addressed within any 
amendments to the Management Plans or similar. 

 
2. CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 The Council wishes to thank the Applicant for preparing the Technical Note which has 
assisted their understanding of the Scheme, and specifically in addressing matters raised 
and clarification sought regarding the replacement campaign works. 

2.2 In review, it is suggested that the Applicant’s Technical Note sufficiently highlights the 
concerns identified and raised by the Council in their various submitted evidence 
regarding the replacement campaign works. It is consequently suggested that this needs 
address as suggested/ observed above. 

 
PD-QA/8pg end 
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COUNCIL’S OBSERVATIONS: 
 
The Applicant is referred to the Cover Letter: Response to Deadline 4 – review of [REP3-
075] Technical Note on Replacement Works (7 July) which sets out the executive 
observation of the Council’s review on this Note. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Context of this Report 
 

1.1.1 This report is prepared by Bedford Borough Council (the ‘Council’) in response to a review 
by the Host Authorities of the Applicant’s [REP1-043][REP3-058] outline Public Rights of 
Way Management Plan; in response to matters raised by the Host Authorities (for example 
within the Local Impact Reports); oral representations made at the Issue Specific Hearing 
3 (PRoW); and, is submitted as part of Deadline 4 (10 July). 
 

1.1.2 To aid reading, the Council’s central observations are set out below, with a more detailed 
review and commentary of the Management Plan set out as track changes and/or 
comments within the Applicant’s Management Plan itself, attached as Appendix B. 
 

1.1.3 Please note that this is a joint co-ordinated review undertaken by the three Host 
Authorities, submitted under separate cover for individual procedural sign-off purposes. 
 

1.1.4 This review remains in DRAFT with the understanding that the Applicant may/ will address 
observations/ comments and matters of clarification within any further updated submitted 
material or similar to the Examination. The Council remains open to discussion. 
 

1.1.5 This Report is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice, and 
signed-off under delegated authority (Bedford Borough Council, Planning Committee 
Scheme of Delegation, adopted 2nd February 2022). 
 

1.2 Written representation to Issue Specific Hearing 3 (PRoW) – Item 3c 
 

1.2.1 The Council sets out their written representation to their oral representation as made at 
the Issue Specific Hearing 3 (PRoW) as follows: 
 

1.2.2 The Council stated that the Applicant’s approach, and that as enabled through the 
management plan, should accord with the key principles as set out in NPS-EN1 and 3, 
namely: 
a) EN1 §5.11.24 ‘Where green infrastructure is affected, the Secretary of State should 

consider imposing requirements to ensure the functionality and connectivity of the 
green infrastructure network is maintained in the vicinity of the development and that 
any necessary works are undertaken, where possible, to mitigate any adverse impact 
and, where appropriate, to improve that network and other areas of open space 
including appropriate access to National Trails and other public rights of way and new 
coastal access routes’. 

b) EN1 §5.11.30 ‘Public Rights of way, National Trails, and other rights of access to land 
are important recreational facilities for example for walkers, cyclists and horse riders. 
The Secretary of State should expect applicants to take appropriate mitigation 
measures to address adverse effects on coastal access, National Trails, other rights of 
way and open access land and, where appropriate, to consider what opportunities 
there may be to improve or create new access. In considering revisions to an existing 
right of way, consideration should be given to the use, character, attractiveness, and 
convenience of the right of way’.  

c) EN3 §2.10.33 ‘Public rights of way may need to be temporarily closed or diverted to 
enable construction, however, applicants should keep, as far as is practicable and 
safe, all public rights of way that cross the proposed development site open during 
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construction and protect users where a public right of way borders or crosses the site’.   
d) EN3 §2.10.34 ‘Applicants are encouraged to design the layout and appearance of the 

site to ensure continued recreational use of public rights of way where possible during 
construction, and in particular during operation of the site’. 

e) EN3 §2.10.36 ‘Applicants should consider and maximise opportunities to facilitate 
enhancements to the public rights of way and  … new opportunities for the public to 
access  …(whether via the adoption of new public rights of way or the creation of 
permissive paths), taking into account, where appropriate, the views of landowners’. 

(underlining by Council) 

1.2.3 The four headline points of concern raised by the Council/ Host Authorities regarding the 
Applicant’s current proposals were defined as: 
a) The Scheme does not maximise the opportunities to facilitate enhancements to the 

public rights of way and the opportunity to enable/ deliver connections to the local 
and strategic PRoW networks (both as existing and as work-in-progress by the Council 
as shared with the Applicant in say the Local Impact Report). 

b) That the same statement above is made in terms of the permissive paths. 
c) There is a lack of accessibility provided for all forms of Active Travel, and potential 

limitations to type of user with regard to the permissive paths. 
d) There are concerns regarding the Applicant’s address of anti-social behaviour; what 

is viewed as priority given to construction traffic with regards to PRoWs; approach to 
diversions and temporary stopping-up; and, the use of PRoWs for construction traffic. 

1.2.4 The Council referred to [APP-034] Design Approach para5.4.12 where four ‘opportunities’ 
were identified by the Applicant, inter alia: 

a) Opportunity to upgrade public footpaths to bridleway status; 

b) Opportunity to improve public rights of way / expand the public rights of way network 
across the Site; 

1.2.5 Whilst the Council is supportive of [APP-034] Section 5.2 Design Principles, in terms of the 
ES Aspect of PRoWs the Applicant has yet to: 

a) Evidence how they comply with NPS policy regarding both mitigation and 
improvements (as underlined above). 

b) Evidence how they are going to deliver against their Design Approach opportunities as 
identified by means of a set of detailed, measurable commitments. 

1.2.6 As part of the Council’s oral representation at ISH3, the Council noted that they had 
prepared a ‘PRoW Vision Route’ strategy: 

a) This strategy illustrated the Host Authorities collective intent to create and/or 
enhance the countryside network of public rights of ways, bridleways, and contribute 
to the existing national cycleways, across the local sub-area to facilitate active travel 
between villages, towns, and towards point of destination. 

b) The Council acknowledged that the strategy would be delivered as individual, possibly 
fragmented ‘route-links’, over the long-term. The Council noted however that they 
have used this approach to inform <50MW solar farm applications and other 
applications in bringing forward significant enhancements to the existing PRoW 
network in the immediate area of this Scheme. 

c) The Council stated that the strategy needed to address all forms of Active Travel 
mobility. 
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d) The strategy was submitted to the ExA to demonstrate how this Scheme could deliver 
improvements, enhancements, and create new links to deliver this broader sub-
regional strategy (Strategy attached as Appendix A). A draft of the strategy map was 
submitted to all Parties at ISH3. 

1.2.7 The Council noted the Applicant’s commitments to permissive paths, but it was suggested 
that these are currently not secured in the DCO, they are not secured in perpetuity, and 
consequently should carry limited to no weight. 

1.2.8 In the oral representations the Council asked for absolute clarity regarding approach, 
technical specification and delivery, legal framework, management and maintenance 
works, and intent at decommissioning. It was felt that to date the Council did not have 
sufficient clarity regarding this aspect. 

 
1.3 Council’s Review and Observations 

1.3.1 Observation 1 (Environmental Statement):   the Council notes that it is a requirement of 
environmental legislation and planning policy that a development should identify harm/ 
effect of that scheme and then table  both a mitigation strategy AND an enhancement 
strategy to address the identified harm/effect.  In [APP-034] Design Approach the Applicant 
has identified PRoW enhancement opportunities, however to date, neither 1.2.4 (a) nor 
(b) as underlined have been evidenced. 

1.3.2 While the Council recognises that it is not practicable for all public rights of way running 
through the Site to be upgraded to bridleway, the Applicant has not identified a single such 
opportunity (as intended within [APP-034] para5.4.12). 

1.3.3 Observation 2 (Active Travel):  embedded in national policy is a requirement to encourage 
modal shift by making walking, wheeling, and cycling for both abled and non-abled bodies 
more attractive and more accessible.  Local Planning Authorities are actively encouraged 
to engage with applications to deliver modal shift and create and/or improve a network of 
routes at various scale.  Due to the unique locational extent of this Scheme (circa nine mile 
east to west) it has the real potential to deliver significant enhancement to the local sub-
regional PRoW network(s). Further, the Scheme has the potential to upgrade existing 
PRoW and/or deliver new links that may prove a safer route than current PRoW links.  
Numerous suggestions for links and/or improvements (to encourage Active Travel) have 
been tabled by the Host Authorities but have been refused by the Applicant on the basis 
of land agreements with the landowners. 

1.3.4 Consequently, as currently tabled, the Scheme offers no actual physical improvements, link 
improvements, or alternative links to the existing PRoW, as proposed by the Host 
Authorities. Further,  the Scheme makes no commitments to Active Travel. 

1.3.5 Observation 3 (ISH3 - Technical specification): 

a) As raised at ISH3, no technical specification (regarding PRoW widths, materiality, 
nature of the PRoW green corridor; signage/ wayfinding; maintenance and 
maintenance regime; etc.) has been set out by the Applicant with sufficient clarity to 
enable a comprehensive understanding by the Council of the PRoW mitigation and 
enhancement measures that the Applicant intends to deliver across the PRoW network 
affected by the Scheme.  Such a specification is required to monitor construction 
delivery, management and maintenance, and enforcement against an agreed common 
standard or document. 
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b) As asked at ISH3, the Council has successfully applied Decision Notice Conditions to set 
out design standards regarding PRoW; namely: 

▪ Paths should be multi-user routes (pedestrians, cyclists, and bridleway) and have 
a minimum width of three metres (pedestrians, cyclists)/  four metres (bridleway). 

▪ There should be a one metre green space either side of the routes. Vegetation must 
not be allowed to encroach on the paths. 

▪ Landscape management and maintenance details should be provided. 

▪ ‘…a minimum three-metres-wide footpath surface (compacted hoggin)…and the 
installation of timber wayfinding posts/ boards…’  and ‘…proposed green 
corridors…minimum of three cuts of the grass footpath surface’; etc. 

c) As stated at ISH3, the three Host Authorities do have PRoW technical design 
specifications, but would defer to Cambridgeshire County Council’s adopted Active 
Travel Design Guide( March 2023) as this is the most comprehensive. 

d) While it is recognised that it is not practicable for all PRoWs through the Site to be 
enhanced and/or upgraded to bridleway status (as stated in [APP 034] Para 5.4.12), 
currently the Applicant has not committed to any enhancements that would address 
the requirements of the technical design specifications; i.e. the PRoWs will retain their 
current status quo. 

1.3.6 Observation 4 (Permissive Paths - Technical specification):  whilst the Council is 
supportive of the provision of permissive paths across the Site, an in-principle concern is 
raised that these are not retained in perpetuity and have limited to no physical 
improvement to their surfacing and the green corridor within which they are provided. 
They do not deliver any Active Travel enhancements. 

1.3.7 [REP3-056] Table 2 (Permissive Routes) and §5.3.44: the statement that ‘The final route, 
signage, waymarking, surfacing material and widths of proposed permissive paths will be 
defined in the final LEMP’ is in-principle not accepted by the Council.  Some basic 
specification needs to be submitted by the Applicant for the Council to review if these 
routes contribute to actual access to the countryside, offer safe access, and address Active 
Travel requirements.  The statement that the surfacing will be ‘grass’ does not address the 
Council’s understanding if these routes are to be level, cleared access, or a pathway over 
rough terrain. 

1.3.8 Currently the Application gives no technical specification of the permissive paths (other 
than as stated in Work No. 8). In contract, EN010170 Green Hill NSIP DCO (March 26) the 
permissive paths are SPECIFICALLY defined:  Work No. 10a— creation of permissive paths 
for the exclusive use of pedestrian users comprising: 
a) Ramps, bridges and other means of access; 
b) Fencing, gates, boundary treatment and other means of enclosure; 
c) Signs, interpretation boards or any other information display board; and, 
d) Landscaping and biodiversity mitigation and enhancement measures including 

planting. 

1.3.9 Further, within Green Hill NSIP there is SPECIFIC reference in the DCO to ‘PRoW AND 
PERMISSIVE Paths Management Plan  (vs East Park Energy DCO Schedule 2 Part 1 
Requirement 11). 

1.3.10 This collectively gives the Council some surety regarding the nature of the permissive 
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paths’ offer made by the Applicant. 

1.3.11 Observation 5 (Betterment):  with regards to [APP-034] Design Approach para5.4.12 
‘Opportunity to improve public rights of way / expand the public rights of way network 
across the Site’ the Applicant suggests opportunities to improve/ enhance the existing 
PRoW network.  In this regard, the Applicant will need to: 

a) Undertake a Conditions Survey of the affected PRoW stating existing condition (width, 
surfacing material, nature of green corridor, etc.) (It is noted that the ExA asked if this 
had been undertaken at ISH3). 

b) Apply for a Public Path Order under the Highways Act (1980) to register the change in 
materiality of the PRoW and/or changing the routes status (e.g. from Footpath to 
Bridleway). 

c) It is suggested that the existing condition and suggested changes should be reflected 
in [REP3-058] Table 1 ‘PRoW within Order limits’.  At present the table states the 
‘interaction’ with the PRoW, but then does not set out remedial works/ enhancements 
that will be undertaken against each PRoW. 

d) In this regard, the statement made in (Surfacing and reinstatement of PRoW) para 
5.1.6 ‘Where the implementation of the final PROWMP requires any temporary or 
permanent change to the surfacing of a public right of way (including, but not limited 
to, temporary surface protection, temporary surfacing to facilitate a diversion, surface 
strengthening where a PRoW is used as a construction access route, and reinstatement 
following trenching/crossings), the final PROWMP submitted pursuant to Requirement 
11 must include full details of such surfacing works’ that this will only be set out, 
discussed, and concluded within the final PRoWMP is not acceptable to the Council – 
such matters should be resolved within the Examination to evidence the Applicant’s  
Design Principles’ intent. 

e) The Applicant within Table 1 identifies ‘No direct impact on PRoW’ but does not use 
the table to suggest opportunities for enhancement (as indicated by their Design 
Principles). (strikethrough suggested by Council) 

f) Betterment for each specific PROW should be explicitly detailed in the [REP3-009] DCO 
Agreement Schedule 6. Currently Schedule 6 Part 1 states the effect (‘Temporary 
management including temporary closure over the public right of way comprising a 
length of 15m at the point marked 1 on sheet 1 of the streets, public rights of way and 
access plans’) but does not state the betterment which should be recorded. 

1.3.12 Observation 6 (Corridor withs):  [APP-034] Design Approach para5.4.74 ‘The Applicant has 
designed the Scheme to retain all existing public rights of way within the Order limits 
throughout the operational [and decommissioning] phase. All public rights of way will have 
a minimum 10m buffer between the centreline of the definitive right of way alignment and 
the solar fenceline either side, and such will be sat within minimum 20m wide corridors that 
will include grasslands, hedgerows, trees and woodland planting. The Applicant considered 
narrower and wider corridors as part of the design process, but concluded that 20m wide 
corridors were generally the right balance for efficiency of land use, whilst protecting 
amenity as far as possible. The final proposals for the landscape design of these corridors 
will be in substantial accordance with the Indicative Landscape Proposals shown in the 
outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan [EN010141/DR/7.7]’.  This broad 
commitment is welcomed  but should be read in conjunctions with say: 
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a) The nature and width of the existing PRoW corridor (in some cases these may not be 
20m wide); 

b) How such proposed changes, if made, will affect the intrinsic nature and character 
setting of the existing PRoW as assessed within the Environmental Statement; and, 

c) Understanding if this 20m wide corridor will be retained in perpetuity, or be reduced 
to the current width post decommissioning of the Scheme. 

d) Differentiation is required on all PRoW as to which will and which will not provide 20m 
width from the centre line by the Applicant. 

1.3.13 It is unclear why certain technical specifications and maintenance regimes regarding the 
PRoW are set out in the [REP3-056] oLEMP (§6.3.11-16 ; 6.4.14-16) but not within the 
oPRoWMP – it is suggested that the aspect of PRoW is consolidated into one management 
plan to provide clarity and reference. 

1.3.14 Observation 7 (Green Lanes):  [APP-034] Design Approach para5.4.75 ‘In accordance with 
the objectives of the local green infrastructure strategies and the landscape management 
guidelines, where these routes pass through the Scheme the Applicant is proposing to make 
them ‘green lanes’ that will function not only for recreational access, but also as wildlife 
corridors improving habitat connectivity and ecosystem benefits’.  To date no details have 
been given as to which PRoW and how many PRoW are to be made “green lanes” and the 
nature of their technical specification. 

1.3.15 Observation 8 (Maintenance):  [APP-034] para5.4.78 ‘The surfacing and landscaping of the 
public rights of way will be managed throughout the lifetime of the Scheme in accordance 
with the outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan’.  In order for the Council to 
review maintenance is adhered to, the Conditions Survey and technical specification is 
required in order to create a benchmark for any enforcement. 

1.3.16 Observation 9 (ISH3 - Early planting):  as raised in oral representation at ISH3, the Council 
noted the Applicant’s strategy of extensive planting to the affected PRoW network to 
screen and/or frame views of the Scheme.  A concern raised at the Hearing was to do with 
address of failure of this landscape to establish and grow to the heights assessed in the 
LVIA. A review of the [REP3-056] oLEMP (say §6.5.3) suggests replacement, but such a 
strategy will need far greater clarity (i.e. SMART) to assure the Council that the assessed 
harm to the PROWs will be mitigated. 

1.3.17 Observation 10 (Temporary closure and diversions):  in terms of EN3 §2.10.33 (‘to ensure 
continued recreational use of public rights of way’),  it is noted that: 

a) Temporary closure, restriction or prohibition of use of Public Rights of Way: temporary 
closures should be applied for to the Local Highway Authority (LHA) under Section 14 
Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984.  The Operator must not temporarily close, prohibit 
the use of, restrict the use of, authorise the use of, alter or divert any public right of 
way without first consulting and attaining the written approval of the LHA. 

b) The Operator will need authorisation from the LHA to alter the surface of a PRoW.   

c) The LHA will require details of what works are required to the surface and why, precise 
lengths and widths of those PROW that are affected, (which need to be shown on an 
annotated plan) and subsequent restoration remedial works. The LHA will need 
confirmation of a suitable alternative available route to be provided whilst the closure 
is effective.  The LHA will need a comprehensive timescale for any proposed closure to 
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allow stakeholders to be advised. 

d) If any PRoW to be used as a temporary access route has received authorisation from 
the LHA, the Operator must commit to restoring the PRoW to the reasonable 
satisfaction of the LHA. 

e) Currently as tabled, the oPRoWMP does not provide clarity with regards to how 
engagement with the LHA will be undertaken on such matters.  

1.3.18 Observation 11 (Vehicle traffic):  as stated throughout representations made by the 
Council, the Council is in-principle NOT supportive of the Operator using the PRoWs for 
construction, operational, and maintenance vehicle traffic due to concerns regarding: 

a) General user safety (the Council has set out concerns within their representations 
regarding banksmen, visibility restricted by hedgerows, ditches adjacent to PRoW, 
Bridleway safety, etc.).  These need far greater clarity and assurances than currently 
tabled within the oPRoWMP. 

b) It is noted that transversing (i.e. perpendicular) a PRoW to facilitate cross vehicle 
movement and/or the of laying of the cable across the PRoW is acknowledged by the 
Council as being a requirement to enable delivery of the Scheme.  There is no object 
to this on the basis that acceptable safety measures are put in place by the Operator. 

c) However, when the PRoW is used as an access route for Scheme vehicles movement 
that the Council raises significant concern and a position of not supportive as it is 
suggested that alternative routes could be explored by the Applicant. To date no 
alternative routes have been tabled by the Applicant. 

d) These matters remain of significant concern.  In this regard the Applicant has to date 
not tabled alternative access routes to enable construction et al traffic that excluded 
use of the PRoW. 

e) Structural integrity:  a PRoW is not suitable for construction traffic without major 
structural alteration, work’s closure to complete such, and long-term monitoring being 
put in place. This has not been addressed by the Applicant. 

1.3.19 Observation 12 (Decommissioning Phase):  the oPRoWMP should address the following 
matters: 

a) [APP-158] oDEMP para2.4.2 ‘The Site will be returned to a condition suitable for return 
to its original use after decommissioning’ - if a route has been upgraded in status, 
width, or surfacing through the DCO then the Council request that such routes are not 
returned to their original state. 

b) Equally,  if changes to the surface of a PRoW are required at decommissioning, then 
this will be subject to S131A Highways Act (1980) whereby the Operator will require 
authorisation from the LHA to alter the surface and make remedial repairs. 

c) In all cases, the Operator will need to undertake a Conditions Survey to evidence to 
the LHA that the PRoWs are the same, or a betterment of the PRoW, as surveyed at 
the inception of the Construction Phase. 

d) Para 4.1.17 ‘Where Public Rights of Way (PRoW) cross the Site or interact with 
decommissioning access routes they will be suitably managed to protect the public. 
Management of PRoW is likely to involve the use of mesh fencing or Heras fencing as 
appropriate in order to clearly demarcate and separate PRoW from decommissioning 
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traffic and activities. Where necessary, banksmen would be utilised where 
decommissioning traffic is required to cross a PRoW’ - the Operator will be required to 
table a Decommissioning Phase PRoWMP for the written approval of the LHA prior to 
undertaking decommissioning works.  This is essential to ensure public user safety.  
This MP will need to address inter alia, what works are required to the surface, precise 
lengths and widths that are affected, subsequent restoration remedial works, and 
timescale for any proposed closure to allow stakeholders to be advised. 

e) The Operator is required to contact the LHA as we will require details of what works 
are required to the surface and why, precise lengths and widths that are affected, and 
subsequent restoration remedial works. We will need a comprehensive timescale for 
any proposed closure to allow stakeholders to be advised. 

f) This process is not set out in the oPRoWMP. 

1.3.20 Observation 13 ([REP3-058] general):  
a) General safety of PRoW users (§6.16.3, 6.17.3, 6.17.6, 6.18.3, 6.19.3):  the Council is 

supportive of the introduction of proposed warning signage for Scheme vehicles 
approaching crossing points over, alongside, and/or on* PRoW (Footpaths and 
Bridleways).  However, give-way markings should also be provided to ensure that 
vehicles are encouraged to come to a complete stop before affecting the PRoW.  This 
is particularly relevant if there are locations where visibility of potential PRoW users 
is restricted meaning drivers are unable to make a judgement on whether or not it is 
safe to cross the PRoW without first coming to a halt; where there is potential for 
horse flight; etc. 

 
b) Operational hours (§6.17.7 and 6.18.4):  use of e.g. Bridleway 112/7 and Footpath 

112/8 ‘outside of construction hours’ - permitting Scheme use of the PRoW at 
different times of the day risks confusion for operatives and PRoW users with related 
implied safety concerns*.  

 
* However, as noted in the Council’s [REP1-071] Local Impact Report, in-principle,  the 

use of PRoW’s for Scheme vehicle traffic is NOT supported. 
 
c) Diversion (§6.18.1 and 6.18.2):  it is unclear why a temporary PRoW diversion is 

required (para 6.18.2) when in para 6.18.1 it is stated that construction phase traffic 
will have no direct impact on Footpath 112/8. 

 
d) Defects (§7.1.5):  Chp 7 in general does not address the planning requirement under 

which the Operator will be required to rectify defects on the affected PROW during 
all phase of the development caused by the Scheme’s activity.  This requirement 
should be expanded to include a Conditions Survey, that details the completion of 
defect repairs within the Operator’s control where not unreasonably requested by 
the local highway authority. 

 
e) Closure (§7.1.16):  any temporary closures or diversions to public rights of way  - refer 

to Observation 10. 
 
f) §7.2.4:  the Host Authorities (as LHA) would welcome discussions with the Applicant 

about the proposed steps with regard to protecting the permissive access paths in 
the event of anti-social behaviour. They would request entry into a formal agreement 
outlining the terms, and introduction of a mechanism for ensuring the terms are 
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observed.  This comment also applies to paras 5.3.45 and 5.3.46 of the oLEMP [REP3-
057]. 

 
1.3.21 Observation 14:  in terms of all Management Plans these should address and be structured 

along the lines of/ be: Specific; Measurable; Achievable; Relevant; Time-bound: i.e. SMART. 
Currently this universal management approach/ tool is not evident. 
 

1.3.22 Observation 15 (DCO Agreement):  the DCO Agreement should reflect the changes made 
to the PRoW and address of permissive paths as noted above. 
 

1.3.23 The Council has undertaken an extensive review of the Technical Note and the various 
Management Plan – these reviews should be read both in the singular and as a collective 
review across the suite of inter-related documents. 

 
2. CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-058] outline Public Rights 
of Way Management Plan (oPROWMP) is lacking detail, clear commitments, and 
assurances as would be required of a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this 
basis, the Public Rights of Way Management Plan is NOT Supported. 

PD-QA/11pg end 
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Appendix A:  (ISH3) PRoW Vision Route Strategy 
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Appendix B: [REP1-043][REP3-058] outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan – Track 
changes 
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COUNCIL’S OBSERVATIONS: 
 
The Applicant is referred to the Cover Letter: Response to Deadline 4 – review of [REP3-058] 
outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan (7 July) which sets out the executive observation of 
the Council’s review on this Management Plan. 
 
It is noted that the Council has reviewed [REP1-043] against which these track-changes are made, 
and the amended [REP3-058] oPRoWMP. 
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• Section 4.0: Public Rights of Way identifies the extent of the PRoW 

network within the Order Limits; 
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Construction Traffic Management Plan [EN010141/DR/7.4] has been 

prepared and submitted with the application for development consent. 

• Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP): This plan will 

set out how the operational phase of the Scheme will be managed to 

control environmental risks. An outline Operational Environmental 

Management Plan [EN010141/DR/7.5] has been prepared and submitted 

with the application for development consent; 

• Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan (DEMP): This 

plan will set out how the decommissioning phase of the Scheme will be 

managed to control environmental risks. An outline Decommissioning 

Environmental Management Plan [EN010141/DR/7.6] has been 

prepared and submitted with the application for development consent; 

• Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP): This plan will set 

out measures for landscape planting, habitat management, and 

biodiversity net gain, ensuring that mitigation planting and screening 

vegetation are effectively maintained. An outline Landscape and 

Ecological Plan [EN010141/DR/7.7] has been prepared and submitted 

with the application for development consent; 

• Soil Management Plan (SMP): This plan will ensure the sustainable 

management of soils and materials by setting out strategies for handling, 

storage, and reuse of soils. An outline Soil Management Plan 

[EN010141/DR/7.9] has been prepared and submitted with the application 

for development consent; 

• Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP): This plan will detail site wide 

measures for managing drainage, rainfall runoff, and groundwater 

interaction. An outline Surface Water Management Plan 

[EN010141/DR/7.13] has been prepared and submitted with the 

application for development consent; 

• Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS): This plan sets out the 

management of archaeological remains, both known and currently 

unknown, across the lifetime of the Scheme. An outline Archaeological 
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Mitigation Strategy [EN010141/DR/7.15] has been prepared and 

submitted with the application for development consent. 

1.3.2 Each of these plans will contain specific monitoring and reporting 

requirements, which will be reviewed regularly by the Site Manager, 

Environmental Manager, and relevant regulatory authorities. Monitoring 

results will be documented as part of the compliance framework for the 

Scheme. 
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elevated ridgeline which runs between Keysoe and Little Staughton. East 

Park Site B is crossed by a number of small watercourses, with access 

proposed from the B660, Great Staughton Road, Little Staughton Road, 

and an unnamed road between Little Staughton and Great Staughton 

Road. 

• East Park Site C  covering land south of Great Staughton. East Park Site 

C comprises arable fields located south of the River Kym, with access 

proposed from Moor Road to its south-eastern boundary, and from Little 

Staughton Road to the north west. 

• East Park Site D  covering land around Pastures Farm between Great 

Staughton and Hail Weston. East Park Site D comprises arable fields with 

access proposed via a new access from the B645. 

2.2.3 With reference to ES Vol 3 Figure 1 2: Site References [EN010141/DR/6.3], 

there are three linear corridors proposed for underground cabling that connect 

the different parts of the Site and provide a grid connection to the Eaton Socon 

Substation. These are also shown on Figure 1 2 and identified as: 

• Cable Corridor – Site B to Site C  which connects Site B to Site C 

across an unnamed road and arable fields. 

• Cable Corridor – Site C to Site D  which connects Site C to Site D 

across Moor Road and an arable field. 

• Grid Connection  Site D to Eaton Socon Substation  which connects 

Site D to the Eaton Socon Substation and crosses open arable fields, the 

Duloe Brook, and Duloe Road and Bushmead Road. 

2.3 The Scheme 

 
Overview 

 
2.3.1 The Scheme comprises a new ground-mounted solar photovoltaic energy 

generating station and an associated on-site battery energy storage system 

(BESS). The Scheme also includes the associated infrastructure for 

connection to the national grid at the Eaton Socon National Grid Substation. 
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always include good quality walking, wheeling and cycle routes, and 

associated facilities (changing/storage etc) needed to enhance active 

transport provision”. 

 

2.3.6 The National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) 

('NPS EN-3')3 (2023) notes that (paragraphs 2.10.41 to 2.10.45): 

a) “Public rights of way may need to be temporarily closed or diverted to 

enable construction, however, Applicants should keep, as far as is 

practicable and safe, all public rights of way that cross the proposed 

development site open during construction and protect users where a public 

right of way borders or crosses the site; 

b) Applicants are encouraged to design the layout and appearance of 

the site to ensure continued recreational use of public rights of way where 

possible during construction, and in particular during operation of the site; 

c) Applicants are encouraged where possible to minimise the visual 

impacts of the development for those using the existing public rights of way, 

considering the impacts this may have on any other visual amenities in the 

surrounding landscape. 

d) Applicants should consider and maximise opportunities to facilitate 

enhancements to the public rights of way and the inclusion, through site 

layout and design of access, of new opportunities for the public to access 

and cross proposed solar development sites (whether via the adoption of 

new public rights of way or the creation of permissive paths), taking into 

account where appropriate the views of landowners. 

e) Applicants should set out detail on how public rights of way would be 

managed to ensure they are safe to use in an outline Public Rights of Way 

Management Plan.”  

2.3.5 The Main Site Access will be from the B645 into Site D, with all HGVs 

arriving into the Site from this point, and the majority of daily staff movements 

arriving into Site D. A small number of daily staff movements may access Sites 

A and B without passing through the Main Site Access. 

2.3.6 The construction access strategy has been designed to avoid vehicles using 

the public highway as far as practicable. Once vehicles arrive in Site D from 
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the Main Site Access at the B645, a temporary access road will connect 

westward across fields to Site C, avoiding the use of Moor Road. From Site 

C, access will be taken north west via a new access track to an existing HGV 

access to Great Staughton Road where vehicles will follow the public highway 

to access Site B, thus avoiding large volumes of traffic passing through Great 

Staughton. Vehicles would be routed through Site B crossing Little Staughton 

Road close to Lodge Farm before continuing west towards the B660. At the 

B660 vehicles would follow the public highway for a short section before 

accessing Site A using an existing access at Manor Farm. 
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2.3.7 There are existing access tracks through the Site that will be utilised as far as 

practicable, as will existing agricultural access points from the public highway. 

It will be necessary to upgrade or restore sections of the existing access track 

in order to provide safe and suitable access for vehicles. It is also likely that 

temporary passing places will need to be established at intermittent positions 

along these tracks in order to manage vehicle movements during the 

construction phase. 

2.4 Construction Hours of Work 

 
2.4.1 Construction operations would generally be limited to 08.00 to 18.00hrs 

Monday to Friday and 08:00 to 13:00hrs Saturday, with no construction work 

on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 





Outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan 
September 2025April 2026 
Version 01P02 

15 

 

 

• Flood Warden  The Flood Warden will be responsible for preparation, 

management, and response to flood incidents, inclusive of reacting to 

flood warnings and alerts. 

• Community Liaison Officer  The Community Liaison Officer will ensure 

that the Community Liaison Group (CLG) is established and will be the 

point of contact for the CLG, ensuring that regular updates are issued 

during the construction of the Scheme. 

3.1.2 These roles and responsibilities are indicative and will be confirmed in the 

final PROWMP. 

3.2 Stakeholders 

 
Community Liaison Group 

 
3.2.1 As set out in the outline Construction Environmental Management Plan 

[EN010141/DR/7.3], a CLG will be formed prior to construction and will 

continue through until ultimate decommissioning of the Scheme. 

3.2.2 During all stages of the project lifecycle, the purpose of the CLG will be to 

allow interested community members and bodies to be updated on progress 

and activities. The CLG will allow local residents to raise issues with the 

Community Liaison Officer and to act as a forum to discuss relevant issues 

for the construction of the Scheme. Membership will be open to the following 

non exhaustive list of groups: 

• Parish Councils; 

• Local Businesses; and 

• Local Community Groups. 
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4.5 Condition surveys 

4.6 Technical Specifications – Footpath* 

4.7 Technical Specifications  - Bridleway* 

4.8 Technical Specifications – Permissive Path* 

 

4.9 Technical Specifications – Signage, gates* 

(*see CCC’s ‘Active travel design guide 2023) 

4.10 Application for a PRoW Order (planning requirement) 

As taken from EN010170 Green Hill NSIP DCO (March 26) where the permissive path works 
are SPECIFICALLY defined: 
 
Work No. 10a— creation of permissive paths for the exclusive use of pedestrian users 
comprising: 

(i) ramps, bridges and other means of access; 

(ii) (fencing, gates, boundary treatment and other means of enclosure; 

(iii) (signs, interpretation boards or any other information display board; and, 

(iv) landscaping and biodiversity mitigation and enhancement measures including 
planting. 

 
Current the Scheme’s DCO is silent on permissive paths (other than as stated in Work No. 8). 
 
Further, within Green Hill NSIP there is SPECIFIC reference in the DCO to ‘PRoW AND 
PERMISSIVE Paths Management Plan  (vs East Park Energy DCO Schedule 2 Part 1 
Requirement 11). 
 
This collectively gives the Council some surety regarding the nature of the permissive paths’ 
offer made by the Applicant. 
 
 

As a minimum, the technical specification should address: 
All works onsite to create and maintain an active travel route, together with PROW 
connecting onto the AT route throughout the development site, must include details 
regarding; (additionally, these details are applicable to how a PROW connects to a road) 
• Fencing 
• Gates or bollards 
• boundary treatment and other means of enclosure 
• signage and interpretation /information boards 
• lighting 
• exclusive use of pedestrian, cycle and equestrian users comprising— ramps, bridges 
and other means of access 
• planting measures adjacent to routes 
• surface types 
• Inspection and standards of repair regimes for active travel route  
• Maintenance cutting regimes for unsurfaced routes 
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4.11 Operational Phase - maintenance strategy (surface, verge, and landscape corridor) 

4.12 Operational Phase – reporting procedure 

4.7 Hand-over condition surveys and ‘making good’
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Of part of such works, the Applicant will submit a PRoW Order as required by the 

Highways Act.
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to the PRoW to make sure that they are aware of where members of the public 

may be and to exercise caution in these areas to protect PRoW users. 
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required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.5 Bedford Pertenhall 29 (Footpath 29) 

 
6.5.1 The Pertenhall 29 footpath comprises a length of approximately 455m. The 

full length of this would be used as a construction access road, with 

construction vehicles required to travel along the PRoW. As such, it would be 

necessary to implement measures to avoid conflicts between users of the 

PRoW and construction traffic. 

6.5.2 The route of the PRoW runs through open fields. As such, it is proposed that 

PRoW users would be protected through the provision of a temporary PRoW 

diversion. This would run through the field immediately adjacent to the existing 

alignment of the PRoW between Point 1 on Sheet 1 and Point 2 on Sheets 1 

and 3. Temporary fencing would be provided to segregate PRoW users from 

construction traffic. 

6.5.3 Warning signage would be placed at each end of the impacted route of the 

PRoW to advise PRoW users to be aware of the presence of construction 

traffic. 

6.5.4 Outside construction hours, there would be free use of the Pertenhall 29 

footpath by all PRoW users. Signage would be provided to inform PRoW 

users of the construction hours. 

6.5.5 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.6 Bolnhurst and Keysoe 32 (Footpath 32) 
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6.6.1 The Bolnhurst and Keysoe 32 footpath crosses the Site within the northern 

parcel of Site A to the west of Green End. A landscaped buffer zone is 

proposed to preserve the existing route of the PRoW. A section of access 

track would run parallel to the route of the PRoW for a distance of 

approximately 280m, although this would be segregated from the PRoW, with 

temporary fencing erected during the construction phase to prevent PRoW 

users from venturing onto the access track. As such, there would be no direct 

impact from construction traffic along this PRoW for the majority of the 

construction period. However, a single crossing point would be required 

across the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 32 footpath. 

6.6.2 The route of the impacted section of the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 32 footpath 

runs through open fields and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing 

point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.6.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 6 on Sheet 1) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.6.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.7 Bolnhurst and Keysoe 35 (Footpath 35) 

 
6.7.1 The Bolnhurst and Keysoe 35 footpath crosses the Site to the eastern side of 

Site A. A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the existing route 

of the PRoW, and there would be no direct impact from construction traffic 

along this PRoW for the majority of the construction period. However, a single 

crossing point would be required across the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 35 

footpath. 
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6.10.2 The route of the impacted section of the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 13 footpath 

runs through open fields and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing 

point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.10.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be placed on each side of 

the PRoW crossing points (Point 13 on Sheet 3 and Sheet 4, Point 14 on 

Sheet 4 and Point 15 on Sheet 4) to advise PRoW users to be aware of the 

presence of construction traffic. 

6.10.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.11 Bolnhurst and Keysoe 47 (Footpath 47) 

 
6.11.1 The Bolnhurst and Keysoe 47 footpath crosses the Site from east to west 

centrally within Site B. A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the 

existing route of the PRoW, and there would be no direct impact from 

construction traffic along this PRoW for the majority of the construction period. 

However, two crossing points would be required where access tracks cross 

the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 47 footpath. 

6.11.2 The route of the impacted section of the Bolnhurst and Keysoe 47 footpath 

runs through open fields and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing 

point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.11.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing points (Point 16 and Point 17 on Sheet 4) to advise PRoW 

users to be aware of the presence of construction traffic. Temporary fencing 

would be provided to segregate PRoW users from construction activities as 

required. 
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6.11.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site 

6.12 Little Staughton 1 (Footpath 1) 

 
6.12.1 The Little Staughton 1 footpath crosses the Site to the eastern side of Site B. 

A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the existing route of the 

PRoW, and there would be no direct impact from construction traffic along this 

PRoW for the majority of the construction period. However, a single crossing 

point would be required across the Little Staughton 1 footpath. 

6.12.2 The route of the impacted section of the Little Staughton 1 footpath runs 

through open fields and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing point for 

both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.12.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 23 on Sheet 5 and Sheet 7) to advise PRoW 

users to be aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.12.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.13 Little Staughton 4 (Footpath 4) 
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6.13.1 The Little Staughton 4 footpath crosses the Site to the southern side of Site 

B. A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the existing route of the 

PRoW. A section of access track would run parallel to the route of the PRoW 

for a distance of approximately 150m, between Point 19 and Point 20 on 

Sheet 6. This would be segregated from the PRoW, with temporary fencing 

erected during the construction phase to prevent PRoW users from venturing 

onto the access track. Other than this there would be no direct impact from 

construction traffic along this PRoW for the majority of the construction period. 

However, two crossing points would be required where access tracks cross 

the Little Staughton 4 footpath. 

6.13.2 The route of the impacted section of the Little Staughton 4 footpath runs 

through open fields and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing point for 

both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.13.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing points (Point 21 and Point 22 on Sheet 6) to advise PRoW 

users to be aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.13.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.14 Little Staughton 8 (Footpath 8) 

 
6.14.1 The Little Staughton 8 footpath crosses the Site from east to west centrally 

within Site B. A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the existing 

route of the PRoW, and there would be no direct impact from construction 

traffic along this PRoW for the majority of the construction period. However, a 

single crossing point would be required across the Little Staughton 8 footpath. 
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6.14.2 It is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of the PRoW 

crossing point (Point 18 on Sheet 4, Sheet 5 and Sheet 6) to advise PRoW 

users to be aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.14.3 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow. While cabling 

works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be erected 

to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be required 

to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side of the 

existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.15 Little Staughton 26 (Footpath 26) 

 
6.15.1 The Little Staughton 26 footpath crosses the Site to the western side of Site 

B. A landscaped buffer zone is proposed to preserve the existing route of the 

PRoW, and there would be no direct impact from construction traffic along 

this PRoW for the majority of the construction period. However, a single 

crossing point would be required across the Little Staughton 26 footpath. 

6.15.2 The route of the impacted section of the Little Staughton 26 footpath runs 

through an open field and there is good visibility of the PRoW crossing point 

for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.15.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 12 on Sheet 3) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.15.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling. Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW 

route, this would be trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While 

cabling works are in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be 

erected to protect the works area. During this period PRoW users would be 

required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 
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diversion. This would run through the field immediately adjacent to the south 

of the existing alignment of the PRoW between Point 25 and Point 26 on 

Sheet 10. Temporary fencing would be provided to segregate PRoW users 

from construction traffic. 

6.17.3 PRoW users would be required to cross the access track at Point 25 and Point 

26. Warning signage would be placed at each end of the impacted route of 

the PRoW at these crossing points to advise PRoW users to be aware of the 

presence of construction traffic. Warning signage would also be provided to 

alert drivers that equestrian users could be using the route, and to come to a 

stop when horses are passing. 

6.17.4 The Hail Weston bridleway 112/7 also crosses the alignment of the grid 

connection at the eastern edge of Site D. A single crossing point would 

therefore be required across the PRoW. 

6.17.5 Construction traffic movements associated with the installation of the grid 

connection would be relatively infrequent and there is good visibility of the 

PRoW crossing point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.17.6 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 27 on Sheets 10 and 11) to advise PRoW 

users to be aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.17.7 Outside construction hours, there would be free use of the Hail Weston 

bridleway 112/7 by all PRoW users. Signage would be provided to inform 

PRoW users of the construction hours. 

6.17.8 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of 

internal cabling and the grid connection cable across the route of the PRoW. 

Where it is necessary to install cabling across the PRoW route, this would be 

trenched beneath the surface in narrow sections. While cabling works are in 

progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be erected to protect the 

works area. During this period PRoW users would be required to follow a 
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required to follow a localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side 

of the existing PRoW alignment) around the works site. 

6.19 Hail Weston 5 (Footpath 112/5) 

 
6.19.1 The Hail Weston footpath 112/5 crosses the alignment of the grid connection 

to the south-east of the B645. A single crossing point would therefore be 

required across the Hail Weston footpath 112/5. 

6.19.2 Construction traffic movements associated with the installation of the grid 

connection would be relatively infrequent and there is good visibility of the 

PRoW crossing point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.19.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 29 on Sheet 11) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.19.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of the 

grid connection cable across the route of the PRoW. Where it is necessary to 

install cabling across the PRoW route, this would be trenched beneath the 

surface in a narrow section. While cabling works are in progress it is proposed 

that temporary fencing would be erected to protect the works area. During this 

period PRoW users would be required to follow a localised diversion (in the 

order of a few metres either side of the existing PRoW alignment) around the 

works site. 

6.20 Staploe 16 (Footpath 16) 

 
6.20.1 The Staploe 16 footpath crosses the alignment of the grid connection to the 

north of Duloe Lane. A single crossing point would therefore be required 

across the Staploe 16 footpath. 

6.20.2 Construction traffic movements associated with the installation of the grid 

connection would be relatively infrequent and there is good visibility of the 

PRoW crossing point for both drivers and PRoW users. 
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6.20.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 30 on Sheet 12) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.20.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of the 

grid connection cable across the route of the PRoW. Where it is necessary to 

install cabling across the PRoW route, this would be trenched beneath the 

surface in a narrow section. While cabling works are in progress it is proposed 

that temporary fencing would be erected to protect the works area. During this 

period PRoW users would be required to follow a localised diversion (in the 

order of a few metres either side of the existing PRoW alignment) around the 

works site. 

6.21 Staploe 4 (Footpath 4) 

 
6.21.1 The Staploe 4 footpath crosses the alignment of the grid connection to the 

south of Duloe Lane. A single crossing point would therefore be required 

across the Staploe 4 footpath. 

6.21.2 Construction traffic movements associated with the installation of the grid 

connection would be relatively infrequent and there is good visibility of the 

PRoW crossing point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.21.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 31 on Sheet 13) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.21.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of the 

grid connection cable across the route of the PRoW. Where it is necessary to 

install cabling across the PRoW route, this would be trenched beneath the 

surface in a narrow section. While cabling works are in progress it is proposed 

that temporary fencing would be erected to protect the works area. During this 

period PRoW users would be required to follow a localised diversion (in the 

order of a few metres either side of the existing PRoW alignment) around the 

works site. 



Outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan 
September 2025April 2026 
Version 01P02 

51 

 

 

6.22 Staploe 8a (Footpath 8a) 

 
6.22.1 The Staploe 8a footpath crosses the alignment of the grid connection close to 

the point of connection to the west of the Eaton Socon substation. A single 

crossing point would therefore be required across the Staploe 8a footpath. 

6.22.2 Construction traffic movements associated with the installation of the grid 

connection would be relatively infrequent and there is good visibility of the 

PRoW crossing point for both drivers and PRoW users. 

6.22.3 As such it is proposed that warning signage would be place on each side of 

the PRoW crossing point (Point 32 on Sheet 14) to advise PRoW users to be 

aware of the presence of construction traffic. 

6.22.4 There may also be a need to protect PRoW users during the installation of the 

grid connection cable across the route of the PRoW. While cabling works are 

in progress it is proposed that temporary fencing would be erected to protect 

the works area. During this period PRoW users would be required to follow a 

localised diversion (in the order of a few metres either side of the existing 

PRoW alignment) around the works site. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Context of this Report 
 

1.1.1 This report is prepared by Bedford Borough Council (the ‘Council’) in response to a review 
by the Host Authorities of the Applicant’s [APP-161] [REP3-060] outline Soil Management 
Plan; in response to matters raised by the Host Authorities (for example within the Local 
Impact Reports) regarding matters/ issues to deal with soil management; and, is submitted 
as part of Deadline 4 (10 July). 
 

1.1.2 To aid reading, the Council’s central observations are set out below, with a more detailed 
review and commentary of the Management Plan set out as track changes and/or 
comments within the Applicant’s Management Plan itself, attached as an Appendix. 
 

1.1.3 Please note that this is a joint co-ordinated review undertaken by the three Host 
Authorities, submitted under separate cover for individual procedural sign-off purposes. 
 

1.1.4 This review remains in DRAFT with the understanding that the Applicant may/ will address 
observations/ comments and matters of clarification within any further updated submitted 
material or similar to the Examination. The Council remains open to discussion. 
 

1.1.5 This Report is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice, and 
signed-off under delegated authority (Bedford Borough Council, Planning Committee 
Scheme of Delegation, adopted 2nd February 2022). 
 

1.2 Council’s Review and Observations 
 

1.2.1 Observation 1:  in terms of all Management Plans these should address and be structured 
along the lines of/ be: Specific; Measurable; Achievable; Relevant; Time-bound: i.e. SMART. 
Currently this universal management approach/ tool is not evident. 
 

1.2.2 Observation 2:  the Soil Management Plan (SMP) needs to be  both a 40-year ‘live’ 
workable document for the Operator on site in order to secure the objectives as assessed 
in the Environmental Statement; enable clear commitments to the management and 
maintenance of the soil; and, the SMP needs to be framed within the planning 
requirements of the NPS EN-1 (ALC) to enable monitoring and enforcement of such 
requirements over the duration of the Schemes, including ALC commitments made 
regarding post-decommissioning. It is suggested that the SMP is light in these matters; i.e. 
it lacks a strong frame of reference. 
 

1.2.3 With reference to the [APP-016 etal] draft DCO Agreement, Schedule 2 (Requirements) 
Part 1 (7): - 
 

1.2.4 Observation 4:   ‘(1) No phase of the authorised development may commence until a soil 
management plan for that phase has been submitted to and approved by the local planning 
authority in consultation with Environment Agency’. 
 

 It is noted that this commitment is not set out against each phase in Chp 5 ‘Soil 
management by project phase’ of the Management Plan. In some cases, surveys may need 
to be undertaken in the previous phase to inform the preparation of the next phase’s Soil 
Management Plan. 
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1.2.5 Observation 5: under the overarching NPS EN-1, operators of NSIP schemes must include 
an outline soil decommissioning and restoration management plan. While specific 
restoration timeframes are heavily dependent on the Applicant’s Environmental 
Statement, national guidance require agricultural lands to be restored to acceptable 
conditions within a typical one to five-year post-decommissioning monitoring period.  

a) The Operator will therefore need to undertake a final survey and prepare a final SMP 
to evidence that the soil is brought back to the baseline ALC requirement, to be 
submitted to the Council for written approval,  prior to the Site being handed-over back 
to the landowner.  

b) It is this report and approval that determines the completion of the Scheme. It is 
therefore suggested that the Operator may need to include for extended flexibility 
within the Decommissioning Phase across all management plans, rather than rely on 
the statement [APP-038] The Scheme para2.7.5 ‘Decommissioning is expected to take 
between 12 and 24 months and would be undertaken in phases’. 

 
1.2.6 Observation 6: 

(2) The soil management plan must be in substantial accordance with the outline soil 
management plan to the extent that it is applicable to that phase.  

(3) Each phase of the authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the 
approved soil management plan for that phase.  

 
In this regard, the Applicant has not set out in any detail: 

a) Typical management and maintenance activities than may/will occur to retain and/or 
enhance soil quality during the Operational Phase - the Council’s track-changes (at 
5.4.2) sets out an indicative framework of issues/ works that should be addressed 
within each phase.  Additional detail would as a minimum include  say soil storage 
locations, estimates of volumes, removal of spoil/ contaminated soil not identified 
previously, etc. Additional information could and should be added at any phase of the 
Scheme’s life, such as when research results become available  (as monitored by the 
Operator) – this broader intent/ commitment to works should be reflected in the SMP. 

b) While the Applicant proposes setting up an Agrisolar research area ([APP-038] Work 
No. 10) – which is strongly supported by the Council - it is unclear how any such 
research and/or findings can then be used to contribute to soil quality etc. The 
Applicant is silent on this matter. 

c) The Applicant references  [APP-038] para 2.4.16 how ‘sheep grazing on solar farms is 
successfully used in the UK and carries with it multiple benefits such as maintaining 
agricultural output from the land, soil health improvement and…’ but does not set out 
a methodology to evidence that for the 40-year Operational Phase such benefits are 
incurred (In this regard, the arrangement and management of the sheep has not been 
set out in any documentation by the Applicant). 

d) While the DCO required the Council to approve the final SMP that will ‘be in substantial 
accordance with the outline’ currently the Council does not have sufficient clarity of 
intent to review the outline SMP (refer to track-changes). 

1.2.7 Observation 7: it terms of SMART, the SMP needs to set out fixed outcomes related to say 
ALC compliance; work methods/ objectives so that the Operator understand the long-term 
ambition/measurable objectives; remedial actions if required; and measures/ recourse for 
for non-compliance and correction measures.  This is not addressed in the current SMP. 

1.2.8 It is explicitly noted by the Council that the Applicant/ Operator will need some flexibility 
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in preparing the SMP, but for all phases some broad intent is required. 

1.2.9 Observation 8:  it should be noted that the SMP form a compliance document for planning 
purposes and consequently the SMP should address how the Council will be able to 
monitors and enforces such commitments (with potential financial and/or stop-work 
penalties). This lack of stated recourse remains a concern for the Council. 

1.2.10 Observation 9:  the Applicant has committed to preparing supporting report to the SMP – 
the Council has listed these out as Appendixes. Drafts of intent or similar should be 
submitted within the Examination period for the Council’s review as the Applicant is asking 
for endorsement from the Council on such on the basis of ‘in substantial accordance with 
the outline’. 

a) Outline Construction Soil Management Plan (Ref. DCO Sch2(1)(7) & BBC Matter 81) 

b) Outline Decommissioning Soil Management Plan (Ref. oDEMP [REP1-038] & BBC 
Matter 81) 

c) Materials Management Plan (Ref. oSMP [REP1-045] para 8.1.4) 
 

1.2.11 Observation 10: General observation – all actions/ statements/ Applicant’s undertakings, 
etal should be phrased within the Management Plans as an intent (will) rather than as an 
option (may). 

1.2.12 The Council has undertaken an extensive review of the Technical Note and the various 
Management Plan – these reviews should be read both in the singular and as a collective 
review across the suite of inter-related documents. 

 
2. CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-060] etal outline Soil 
Management Plan (oSMP) is lacking detail, clear commitments, and assurances as would 
be required of a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this basis, the oSMP is 
NOT Supported. 

PD-QA/5pg end 
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Appendix A:  [REP3-060] outline Soil Management Plan – Track Changes 
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d) BS 3882: 2015 Specification for topsoil; 

e) BS 8601: 2013 Specification for subsoil and requirements for use; 

f) Soil Professional Competence Standards No. 1 (Foundation skills in field 

soil investigation, description, and interpretation) from the British Society 

of Soil Science (2018); 

g) Soil Professional Competence Standards No. 4 (Soil science in soil 

handling and restoration) from the British Society of Soil Science (2025); 

and,  

h) Other relevant guidance documents are referenced throughout this report. 

1.1.5 The objective of the oSMP is to ensure that there is an agreed strategy in 

place to revert the soil back to baseline ALC agricultural use as required by 

National Planning Statement EN5 para2.0.25 ‘to mitigate the potential 

detrimental effects of undergrounding works on any relevant agricultural land 

and soils, particularly regarding Best and Most Versatile land. Such a 

commitment [by the Applicant] must guarantee appropriate handling of soil, 

backfilling, and return of the land to the baseline Agricultural Land 

Classification (ALC)’. 

1.1.41.1.6 Comment: the Applicant has committed themselves to an ‘Agrisolar 

Research’ remit but how this fits into the Soil Management Plan is not set out. 

If by example the research identifies how soil should be managed during the 

Operational Phase then this approach should be referred; further, if the 

research identifies how soil should be ameliorated at Decommissioning Phase 

then this should be referenced. Currently, an initiative strongly supported by 

Council is not then enacted for the benefit of the Scheme: this needs address. 

1.2 Document Structure 

 
1.2.1 This oSMP is structured as follows: 
 









Outline Soil Management Plan 
September 2025April 2026 
Version P01P02 

8 

 

 

heavy textured clay soils, with some variability where sand/gravel lenses 

occur. According to the National Soil Map1, four soil associations are present: 
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Soil Chemical/Environmental Condition 

 
2.2.62.2.8 The baseline soil analysis indicates that topsoils on-site are generally 

slightly alkaline to neutral in pH (many are calcareous due to the chalky 

drift/clay) and have moderate organic matter (approx. 2-4%). Typical topsoil 

textures are heavy clay loam or clay, with clay content often in the 35-45% 

range. 

2.2.72.2.9 The land use history of the Site is primarily agricultural, with no heavy 

industrial past use isbeing recorded. A preliminary ground conditions 

assessment (ES Vol 2 Appendix 12-1: Phase 1 Geo-Environmental 

Assessment [EN010141/DR/6.2]) concluded that while potential sources of 

contamination are limited, no extensive made ground is mapped at the 

surface. Isolated areas of made ground may be present where historic 

features have been infilled, for example, a few former ponds or pits and the 

footprints of former farm buildings that have since been demolished. 

Importantly, significant contamination is not anticipated at the Site. 

Nonetheless, a conservative approach will be undertaken during the 

Cconstruction Phase to monitor for any unexpected contaminants (see 

Section 6). 

2.2.82.2.10 The soil baseline information provides a foundation for theis oSMP. It 

identified confirms that soils are heavy, occasionally wet, but largely productive 

agricultural clays. Theus, the management oSMP’s approachfocus will be on 

avoiding physical damage to these soils (compaction, smearing, erosion, 

turning); and ensuring that the soils they can be fully restored as required by 

NPS EN5 as part of the Decommissioning Phase postafter disturbance; and,, 

thereby preserving the soils’sir agricultural quality (especially for the BMV 

areas). 
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3.0 REGULATORY CONTEXT 

 
3.1 Industry Best Practice for Soil Management 

 
3.1.1 This oSMP adopts relevant best practice guidance for soil handling, including: 

 

• the Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (Defra) 

Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on 

Construction Sites (2009)3; 

• the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) Good Practice 

Guide for Handling Soils (2000)4; 

• the Institute of Quarrying’s Good Practice Guide for Handling Soils in 

Mineral Workings (2021)5; 

• the Building Research Establishment (BRE) /National Solar Centre 

“Agricultural Good Practice Guidance for Solar Farms” (2014)6; 

• Natural England’s Agricultural Land Classification: Protecting the Best and 

Most Versatile Agricultural Land (Technical Information Note 049)7; and 

• British Society of Soil Science Guidance Note 3 ‘Benefitting from Soil 

Management in Development and Construction (2022)’8 

3.1.2 The above guidance provides methods to strip, store and replace soils in a 

manner that maintains their viability. Key principles from these documents 

(which are reflected in Section 4.0 of this plan) include only handling soils 

when they are dry enough to avoid damage, using appropriate machinery 

(e.g. excavator and dump truck method) to prevent compaction, separating 

topsoil and subsoil, limiting stockpile heights and durations, and reinstating 

soils carefully with subsequent aftercare. 

3.2 Waste and Environmental Permitting Regulations 

 
3.2.1 Although the Site is currently mostly in agricultural usegreenfield, any soil 

management plan must consider environmental protection laws. The oSMP 

aligns with the EA’s guidance on protecting soils and managing materials, 

including compliance with the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (which 

governs disposal of wastes, including soil) and the Environmental 

Permitting (England & Wales) 
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Regulations 2016 for any activities that might involve treating or storing waste 

soils. 

3.2.2 The CL:AIRE Definition of Waste: Development Industry Code of Practice9 

(DoWCoP) is a recognised protocol in England for managing excavated 

materials in compliance with these requirements. Under the DoWCoP, 

developers can reuse site-won materials without an environmental permit, 

provided a MMP is prepared and signed off by a Qualified Person i.e. an 

independent, suitably experienced professional who is formally registered 

with CL:AIRE to review and sign off on the use of excavated materials under 

the protocol. The reuse must also pose no pollution risk to human health or 

the environment, must be suitable for its intended purpose, must have 

certainty of use, and must be limited to the quantity necessary. (Section xx 

sets out how this will be addressed). 

3.2.3 This self-regulatory approach streamlines reuse and recovery on site, but it is 

voluntary. The DoWCoP will guide the reuse of clean excavated soils on site 

(Section 6.0 of this oSMP outlines how this will be applied). 

3.2.4 In summary, theis oSMP adopts the best practices and measures as set out 

in the above documents, identified but not limited to: 

a)  Preserving soil structure; 

b) Avoiding harms (e.g. erosion, compaction, smearing and erosion from 

poor handling or vehicle movements, etc); 

c) Avoiding contamination (due to say on-site works and cross-soil 

contamination); 

d) e.g. aAvoiding soil handling in adverse conditions; 

e),  Mminimising soil compaction at source; 

f) ,S stripping and storing soils by horizon;, and 

g)  Ccarefully reinstating soils by horizon as identifies in the site surveythem;.  

h) Ensuring that after the Operational Phase (temporary disturbance) the 
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subsoil. Likewise, different topsoil types (if identified) will be stored separately. 
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4.1.154.2.15 The stripping depth for topsoil will be based on the ALC/soil survey logs 

(generally up to the plough layer or change in colour/texture). Subsoil will only 

be excavated where required for deeper works (e.g. cable trenches, 

foundations, drainage features) and will be stockpiled separately. 

4.1.164.2.16 There will be no mixing of topsoil with subsoil. As set out above different 

topsoil types (if markedly different in texture or quality between fields) will be 

kept separate in stockpiles, and managed in accordance with the method set 

out below. If any non-soil materials (like stones, rock from any deeper 

excavation, or construction aggregates) are present, those too will be stored 

separately or removed, not mixed into the soils. By preserving the integrity of 

the topsoil, this approach will ensure that when it is replaced, its fertility and 

structure remain intact. 

Stockpile management 

 
4.1.174.2.17 Designated areas for soil storage will be established on-site, ideally on 

level ground and 10 m away from watercourses. 

4.1.184.2.18 Topsoil stockpiles will not exceed 3 m in height, and subsoil stockpiles 

will not exceed 5 m, to avoid excessive compaction of the material. Stockpiles 

will have gentle side slopes (e.g. 1:2 gradient) and will be tracked over by an 

excavator to compact lightly only enough to stabilise the pile (prevent 

slumping). Long-term stockpiles (to be in place >3 months) will be seeded 

with a grass mix to aid stability and prevent weed encroachment. 

4.1.194.2.19 Each stockpile will be clearly signposted (e.g. “Topsoil from Field A”) to 

prevent any inadvertent mixing or removal. 

 
4.1.204.2.20 No vehicles will be allowed to drive over or park on stockpiled soil. 

 
4.1.214.2.21 During the Cconstruction Phase, stockpiles will be inspected after 

heavy rains or wind to check for any signs of erosion; if found, additional silt 

fencing, bunding or covers will be applied. 
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[EN010141/DR/7.5] Table 5.9. 

5.2.2 If underground cables need to be accessed for the life of the Schemerepair, 

the excavation, storage, amelioration, and backfilling will follow the same 

segregation and handling rules set out above for construction (and any 

removed soil will be stored and reinstated). 
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Comment: the  Decommissioning Phase should address the matter that in the removal of the 

underground cables, soil profiles may become mixed and topsoil may become 

contaminated.  This needs some address within the Plan.
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5.4.6 Decommissioning will involve the removal of all infrastructure and works (e.g 

solar panels, frames, above ground all cabling, inverter stations, the battery 

storage facility, and any hardstanding or foundations, detention lake, concrete 

works).  

  

5.4.7 The approach to soil management during decommissioning will be to address 

themirror that of construction, with the added goal of final restoration .stated 

objective of the oSMP, namely to ensure that the soil reverts back to baseline 

ALC agricultural use as required by National Planning Statement EN5 

para2.0.25 ‘to mitigate the potential detrimental effects of undergrounding 

works on any relevant agricultural land and soils, particularly regarding Best 

and Most Versatile land. Such a commitment [by the Applicant] must 

guarantee appropriate handling of soil, backfilling, and return of the land to 

the baseline Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)’. 

5.3.25.4.8  

5.3.35.4.9 The outline Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan 

(oDEMP) [EN010141/DR/7.6] Table 5.9 requires that a Decommissioning 

Soil Management Plan will be developed prior to decommissioning to account 

for prevailing site conditions in accordance with the principles set out in this 

oSMP. 

5.3.45.4.10 Any excavation to remove cables or foundations etal will again separate 

topsoil and subsoil for reuse. As with the construction phase, soils will only be 

handled soils when it is they are in a suitable condition and weather conditions 

are appropriate 

i.e. avoiding periods of frozen ground or wet / saturated ground conditions. 

 
5.3.55.4.11 Access tracks composed of compacted stone will be dug out and 

grubbed-out. Any soil compaction will be alleviated by appropriate tillage 

(subsoiling or ripping to break up compact layers) before topsoil is re-spread. 

5.3.65.4.12 All hardstanding (concrete pads, concrete foundations etc.) will be 

broken up and taken off-site. Following removal of hardstandings/aggregates 

the remaining soil will be tested for a range of commonly occurring pollutants 

such as metals, oils, concrete, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)  
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5.4.13 Once all foundations, structures, infrastructure, hard landscape elements, and 

impermeable surfaces associated with the Scheme are removedgone, the 

Site’s soil land will be regraded as required if needed to remedy any 

depressions or mounds and then topsoil will be re-spread and dug-in uniformly. 

The objective of these works target is to return the land as close as possible 

to its original soil profile and level to enable agricultural activity.  

5.3.7 As part of these works, At decommissioning, there may need to be an 

opportunity to further augmentation to improve soil quality (for example, by 

adding organic matter or re-seeding with appropriate species) as part of an 

agricultural aftercare program to ensure that the soil reverts back to baseline 

ALC agricultural use if the land is to revert to farming. 
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5.3.85.4.14 Monitoring will also be done post-decommissioning for a period of not less 

than two-years to ensure that the soil is stable (no erosion or settlement issues) 

and to evidence that the soil has reverted back to baseline ALC agricultural 

use demonstrate compliance with any restoration conditions. 

5.3.9 In summary, decommissioning will be carefully managed so that the long term 

legacy is a conserved soil resource that can support whatever post solar land 

use is planned, be it resumption of arable farming, permanent pasture, or 

continued wildlife habitat. 

5.4.15 Reinstatement  of soil - (decommissioning phase) work compounds: 

5.4.16 Reinstatement of soil - (decommissioning phase)  haul routes, access tracks 

and heavy duty access track: 

5.4.17 Reinstatement of soil - (Scheme) lagoon bund: 
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as heavy metals, PAHs, hydrocarbons, asbestos, etc.). In addition, natural 

strata samples may be tested for things like sulphate and pH (to inform 

concrete design and also as indicators of any contamination). Soil leachate 

tests might be done to assess risk to groundwater. 

6.2.3 Once the site investigation results are obtained, a quantitative risk 

assessment will be conducted to determine if any contaminants exceed 

relevant screening criteria for the site’s end-use. The end-use is a solar farm 

with essentially agricultural workers (maintenance) and grazing animals, so 

likely human health screening values would consider a commercial/public 

open space scenario and plant uptake values for grazing. If all contaminant 

concentrations are below appropriate screening levels (as is expected), then 

soils can be deemed suitable for reuse from a contamination standpoint. If 

any hotspots are found where a contaminant is higher than acceptable for use 

on-site, then a plan will be made to address this. 

6.2.4 The contamination assessment results will directly inform the MMP under 

CL:AIRE. Essentially, it will categorise excavated soils into: (a) suitable for 

reuse (clean soil); (b) suitable for reuse with restrictions; or (c) not suitable for 

reuse without treatment or it must disposed off-site as waste. By identifying 

these categories upfront, the MMP can designate where each soil will go. The 

goal, of course, is to have as much soil as possible in category (a). 

6.3 Handling of Potentially Contaminated Soils 

 
6.3.1 During earthworks, if evidence of unexpected contamination is encountered, 

the Applicant will implement an unexpected contamination protocol as set out 

in the oCEMP [EN010141/DR/7.3]. If analysis confirms contamination above 

relevant screening values (for human health or environmental risk), a suitable 

remediation or management plan will be devised before work resumes. This 

could include segregating the material for treatment or disposal, or 

implementing in-situ remediation if feasible. 
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6.3.2 All site personnel will be briefed on the signs of possible contamination and 

the stop-work procedure. Appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE) 

will be used in any suspect areas (gloves, masks, etc. as needed). 

6.4 Reuse of Excavated Material (CL:AIRE DoWCoP) 

 
6.4.1 The preferred strategy for the Scheme is to reuse as much of the excavated 

material on-site as possible in order to avoid waste generation and reduce off-

site disposal. To facilitate this, the project intends to employ the CL:AIRE 

DoWCoP process. 

6.4.2 Under this process, a MMP will be prepared (at detailed design) which 

documents all excavations and material movements, and demonstrates that 

any reuse of material is genuinely required and suitable. A Qualified Person 

will review the MMP and the supporting risk assessments and will provide a 

declaration to CL:AIRE prior to works, effectively confirming that the use of 

materials on site meets the DoWCoP criteria and can be regarded as recovery 

(not waste). 

6.4.3 The key criteria that will be ensured are: 

 
i) Suitability for Use – chemical and geotechnical properties of the soil must 

be compatible with its place of reuse (e.g. clean topsoil reused in 

landscaping, or slightly contaminated material reused in a way that there 

would be no pathway to receptors); 

ii) Certainty of Use – there must be a clear plan for the material, e.g. defined 

landscaping fill in the habitat area or backfill for trenches, with no indefinite 

stockpiling; 

iii) Quantity – only the volume needed for the defined use will be reused (no 

excessive “dumping” of extra material); and 

iv) No Pollution Risk – the reuse should not cause new pollution or harm. If 

these are met, the materials can be reused on site without an 

environmental permit, as “non-waste.” 
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6.4.4 In practical terms, for the Scheme this means topsoil and subsoil arising from 

excavations will be reused in reinstatement or in approved habitat creation 

earthworks. 

6.4.5 Based on the assessments carried out for the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA), there are no significant concerns regarding suitability that 

could impact the feasibility or application of using the DoWCoP process. 

6.4.6 Under the MMP, specific actions will be defined for verification. Samples will 

be tested to confirm compliance. A verification plan will outline how the team 

will record volumes moved, sample the materials, and document placement 

locations. 

6.4.7 Upon completion of construction, a verification report will be compiled by a 

competent person (and endorsed by the Qualified Person) demonstrating that 

all excavated materials were managed according to the MMP, and that the 

reuse sites meet the agreed specifications (including any clean cover or 

capping if required in certain areas). This report will be made available to the 

EA and the relevant local planning authority to give confidence that the 

DoWCoP was properly implemented. 
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drainage plans (if available from landowners) will be reviewed. Anticipated 

locations of major field drains will be marked. During trenching or piling, if a 

land drainage pipe is encountered, it will be carefully cut and capped. 

Following construction, where necessary, repairs or new drainage would be 

provided, e.g. new lateral drains connecting into the old system around cable 

routes, or reinstating the cut drains with insertion of pipe through cable trench 

backfill, in order to maintain field drainage functionality post-construction. 

7.3.2 In areas where infrastructure (like the substation platform) permanently 

interrupts drainage, new drainage will be provided to avoid waterlogging 

upslope. All drain repair works will be logged, and a post-construction 

drainage drawing will be prepared. This measure ensures that soils do not 

suffer deteriorated wetness class because of the development. 

7.4 Buffer Zones and Watercourse Crossings 

 
7.4.1 Several tributaries drain the Site, including the Pertenhall Brook, Duloe Brook, 

South Brook and the River Kym. As set out above a minimum 10 m buffer 

from watercourses will be observed for soil stockpiles and general 

construction disturbance. At designated watercourse crossing points (where 

cabling or access must cross a ditch or brook), specific method statements 

will be in place 

7.4.2 All excavated spoil from a watercourse crossing will be placed well away from 

the channel (outside the buffer) to prevent slumping into the channel. Once 

backfilled, the bank will be restored and re-seeded or matted to prevent 

erosion. During such works, a pollution prevention plan (including having 

pumps, hoses and silt traps ready) will be implemented in accordance with 

the outline Surface Water Management Plan [EN010141/DR/7.19]. 

7.5 Soil Management on BMV Agricultural Land 

 
7.5.1 Approximately three-quarters of the Site is BMV (Grades 2 and 3a). This 

higher-quality soil resource would not be lost as it will likely be returned to 

intensive agriculture after decommissioning. Therefore, all measures to avoid 
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soil structural damage (Sections 4 and 5) will be exercised with particular 

diligence on BMV fields. For instance, the threshold for ceasing work due to 

wetness might be applied even more conservatively on BMV land. 

7.5.2 A soil specialist will advise on handling when working on the most sensitive 

Grade 2/3a fields (e.g. ensuring depth of strip is correct to capture full topsoil 

which tends to be deeper on Grade 2 land). 

7.5.3 Post-construction, more frequent soil condition checks would be specified on 

BMV fields to verify they have been restored appropriately to achieve the pre-

construction condition. 

7.6 Adjacent Land Users 

 
7.6.1 The Site is surrounded by farmland with some villages and individual 

properties and farmsteads in close proximity. From a soil management 

perspective, one consideration is to avoid impacts on neighbouring land – for 

example, preventing sediment run-off or dust deposition onto adjacent crops. 

The measures in Section 4.0 (silt fences, buffers, dust control) which would 

be controlled by the measures set out in the oCEMP [EN010141/DR/7.9] will 

be carefully maintained and reviewed to ensure offsite impacts do not 

adversely impact neighbouring land uses. Monitoring will include boundary 

checks after heavy rain. In addition, any topsoil storage bunds would be 

located cognisant of adjacent land uses and prevailing wind conditions and 

local topography. 

7.7 Archaeological Constraints 

 
7.7.1 There is known archaeological interest at the Site and it is likely that shallow 

topsoil stripping will be required for archaeological excavations prior to 

construction in some locations. Where this is required the ECoW would 

coordinate with the archaeological team to ensure their topsoil handling 

follows the approach to good practice set out in this oSMP and subsequent 

final SMP. 
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Biosecurity 

 
7.7.2 No invasive, non-native species were identified within the Site during the 

extended habitat surveys undertaken to date. However, as set out in the 

oCEMP [EN010141/DR/7.3], prior to the commencement of construction, an 

invasive species walkover survey will be undertaken during an appropriate 

time of year (May – October) in order to confirm the absence or presence of 

invasive species. 

7.7.3 Any areas identified as containing invasive non-native species (INNS) will be 

suitably demarcated to ensure site staff are aware of its presence and avoid 

work in such areas without approval from the Ecological Clerk of Works. 

7.7.4 If present, an Invasive Non-Native Species Management Plan would 

produced prior to the commencement of work to ensure that the INNS are not 

spread during works. This would include measures to ensure that any soil 

containing INNS is managed appropriately. 
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9.1.5 If complaints are received from members of the public these will be logged by 

the site manager. Where necessary, the complaints will be referred to the 

specialists advising on soil management. 

9.1.6 All complaints will be reviewed by the site manager, community liaison Officer, 

and environmental manager, and result of the review and any corrective 

actions taken will be logged. The complaints log will be reviewed for signs of 

wider on-going issues, and where these are identified corrective action will be 

taken. 

9.1.69.1.7  

9.2 Record keeping 

 
9.2.1 Quality and Safety Management Systems (QMS) and Environmental 

Management System (EMS) will be kept by the Applicant, as set out in the 

oCEMP [EN010141/DR/7.3]. These will be certified in line with ISO 14001 

standards. 

9.2.2 Those systems will ensure that records are kept of monitoring, recording, and 

implementation of environmental management measures for the Scheme, 

including in respect to soil management. This is vital to ensuring that the 

Scheme is delivered with a high standard of environmental control throughout 

the construction phase, and that corrective actions are undertaken. 

9.2.3 A central record keeping system will be established which will provide a 

repository for procedures, checklists, reports and other such measures 

required for the EMS and QMS. This will include maintaining records of 

inspections, audits, or other such activity undertaken by internal or external 

parties undertaking audit of the SMP . These will include the following , some 

of which have a broader application than the SMP but remain relevant in terms 

of maintaining soil quality: 

• Daily Soil Handling Logs: Maintained by the site engineer or ECoW, noting 

areas of strip/fill, weather, volumes moved, etc. 

• Monitoring Inspection Reports: Forms or checklists filled by ECoW during 

inspections (could be digital form with date, time, observations). 
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• Incident Reports: If any non-compliance or spill occurs affecting soil, a 

report will detail it and any corrective action taken. 

• Stakeholder Communications: Records of any consultations or 

permissions (e.g. correspondence with the EA relating to environmental 

permits, or landowner agreements on drain repairs). 

• Photographic Records: Before/after photos of fields, stockpiles, etc., 

labelled with date and location. 

• Testing Results: Any laboratory analysis results of soil (for contamination 

or verification) along with chain-of-custody and accreditation details. 

• Waste Documentation: If soil is removed off-site, copies of waste transfer 

notes/consignment notes. 

• Permits and Consents: Copies of any permits (mobile plant permit, 

ordinary watercourse consent, etc.) and associated documents. 

• Training Records: Sign-in sheets or records showing personnel attended 

soil management toolbox talks. 

• Audit Reports: Internal or external audit reports evaluating SMP 

compliance. 

• DoWCoP Documentation: The approved MMP, Qualified Person 

Declaration, verification report at end (this latter will compile much of the 

above into one report). 

9.2.4 The records held in respect of the SMP will be made available for the 

purposes of monitoring compliance where a request is made by the relevant 

local planning authority. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Context of this Report 
 

1.1.1 This report is prepared by Bedford Borough Council (the ‘Council’) in response to a review 
by the Host Authorities of the Applicant’s [REP3-052] outline Operational Environmental 
Management Plan (oOEMP); in response to matters raised by the Host Authorities (for 
example within their Local Impact Reports) regarding matters/ issues to deal with 
environmental and habitat management; and, is submitted as part of Deadline 4 (10 July). 
 

1.1.2 To aid reading, the Council’s central observations are set out below, with a more detailed 
review and commentary of the Management Plan set out as track changes and/or 
comments within the Applicant’s Management Plan itself, attached as an Appendix. 
 

1.1.3 Please note that this is a joint co-ordinated review undertaken by the three Host 
Authorities, submitted under separate cover for individual procedural sign-off purposes. 
 

1.1.4 This review remains in DRAFT with the understanding that the Applicant may/ will address 
observations/ comments and matters of clarification within any further updated submitted 
material or similar to the Examination. The Council remains open to discussion. 
 

1.1.5 This Report is solely that of Bedford Borough Council, submitted without prejudice, and 
signed-off under delegated authority (Bedford Borough Council, Planning Committee 
Scheme of Delegation, adopted 2nd February 2022). 
 

1.2 Council’s Review and Observations 
 

1.2.1 Observation 1:  it is suggested that the [REP3-052] outline Operational Environmental 
Management Plan should acts as inter alia an ‘Introduction to Management Plans’ cover 
document: it is suggested that the stand-alone ‘Introduction’ is then applicable to and 
referenced only with full weight in all other Management Plans; this could cover: 

a) ‘Scheme Description’ (description as set out in the DCO Application as applied for). 
 

b) ‘Site Context’ (very short as this is referenced in greater detail across the ES). 
 

c) Roles & Responsibilities (to ensure consistency of all FTE and PTE); identify 
stakeholders; identify communication contact points; etc. 

 
d) Outline implementation protocols, reporting, audits, etc., with detailed management 

systems/ documents, etc. set out within each individual management plan.  This will 
allow a Scheme-wide/ collective understanding of roles vs responsibilities vs 
implementation protocols vs across phasing, etc. This is currently very unclear. 

 
e) ‘Relationship with Other Management Plans’ – emphasising that this is a suite of 

documents that need to be read both singularly and collectively.  There is currently 
absolute concern on behalf of the Council that as presented there may be gaps of 
intent, gaps of mitigation/ enhancement works,  gaps in management and delivery 
commitments, etal between the various MPs which are/ have not been identified/ 
addressed (by example the is no operational transport management plan, this is only 
addressed as commitments set out in the [REP3-075] Technical Note).   A diagram 
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that shows the phase-duration, review periods, etc. of each management plan and 
how this leads into the next phase may aid understanding. 

f) The ‘Introduction’ would give/aid absolute clarity regarding phases, replacement 
campaign, and critically programme of works (monthly, seasonal, annual, 10-years) 
etc. against each phase. 

g) It is noted that this ‘Introduction’ document would need weight/ reference within 
the DCO Agreement. 

By way of this approach this may prevent duplication of standard statements between 
management plans, focus the plans to within their specific remit,  and aid reading across 
the various management plans. 
 
It is suggested that this is the very purpose of the OEMP but this clarity and structure is 
currently not evident. 

1.2.2 Observation 2:  obligations: 
 

a) The  specific legislative and planning policy requirements/ compliances; and, 
b) The specific DCO Agreement’s schedules and requirements 
should be set out against each individual Management Plan to create an understanding 
within each MP of the compliance, management, and enforcement framework. This is 
currently not apparent. 

1.2.3 Observation 3:  in all cases, the Management Plan(s) need to be SMART (acronym): 

a) Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time-bound.  There is currently a real 
concern by the Council that the management plan remain too generic. SMART is an 
acknowledged, international management tool for such very purposes. 

 
b) The oOEMP need absolute clarity of terms/ terminology/ wording that is consistent 

with the definitions set within the DCO Agreement. 
 

c) There needs to be a review of the word ‘temporary’ – this should be changed to 
refer to a specific development phase against a specific, individual work 
programme. 

d) The general terminology of the management plan should be one of a stated 
commitment – ‘shall’, ‘will’, ‘enact’ rather than may, could, ‘subject to’; i.e. where 
the Applicant has given an undertaking against the Environmental Statement or 
responses these need an absolute statement of mitigation/ delivery/ enactment 
etc. within the management plan. 

 
g) The management plan(s) should address the aspect of failure - the OEMP/other 

should set out what happens in case of default, catastrophic failure of delivery 
against the ES commitments (e.g. landscape works); the OEMP should set out a 
strategy of undertaking i.e. reinstatement works, habitat surveys, notifications and 
planning regime commitments, rectification periods programmes, funding and/or 
bond securities, on-site resourcing, long-term monitoring to attain ES commitment. 
Most of the management plans reviewed by the Council are silent on this matter. 

 
1.2.4 Observation 4:  in response to the matter raised by the Council in their Local Impact Report 

regarding an approach to the replacement activity/ works of Scheme infrastructural 
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components, and the request by the Council that these works should be identified within 
a Replacement Phase, the Applicant has prepared the [REP3-075] ‘Technical Note on 
Replacement Works’ which sets out an approach to such works. While the Council’s 
response to the Applicant’s suggestion is addressed in the ‘Cover to Technical Note; July 
2026’ submitted as part of Deadline 4, the various commitments made by the Applicant in 
the Technical Note should find their way into all management plans, with specific reference 
to the OEMP. 
 
While the Applicant has stated that this review has been undertaken, the Council suggests 
that the clarity of intent of the replacement campaign’ works as set out in the Technical 
Note does not find itself into the various management plans, and could benefit from a sub-
section within the OEMP. 

1.2.5 Observation 5:  as part of the preparation of the Environmental Statement (ES), the 
Applicant identified and committed to both mitigation AND enhancement measures. It is 
suggested that the OEMP, and related management plans, make specific reference to each 
individual measure to create a baseline of objectives (measures) that over time can be 
surveyed, monitored, remediated, and enforced as then set against Scheme delivery 
programme (e.g. the LVIA was prepared on the basis that after 10-years the landscape 
would screen the Scheme. How does the OEMP address and monitor the attainment of this 
objective?).  

1.2.6 Observation 6:  as part of tabling [REP3-052] oOEMP, the Applicant makes reference to the 
following Appendixes which have not been included.  As noted across the review of all 
management plans, the Council would like to see an intent framework/ template of the 
following as committed to by the Applicant; namely: 
a) Environmental Incident Management and Pollution Prevention Plan (EIMP) 

template (see [Ref. BBC-RR-136]). 
b) Unexpected Contamination Protocol template ([REP3-075]; Technical Note 

para3.9.1]). 
c) Emergency Response Plan template ([REP3-052] oOEMP, para 4.1.44-47). 
d) Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan template ([REP3-052] oOEMP, para 4.1.57). 
e) Complaints Register template ([REP3-052] oOEMP, para 4.1.62). 
As it currently stands, the Council has not seen evidence of even the framework of some 
of these proposed documents - this is viewed as a significant concern as the Council needs 
to have clarity as to their long-term planning involvement/ commitments as local planning 
authorities in reviewing/ monitoring the management, maintenance, and enforcement 
measures of the Scheme; and, in terms of any agreements reached within the 
Examination. 
 

1.2.7 Observation 7 (enforcement):  the Council suggests that there is no consistency and/or 
clarity between the various management plans, the Scheme phases (Construction, 
Operational & Decommissioning), and to the DCO Agreement to give the Council sufficient 
confidence on how the management plans are to be used and how they allow enforcement 
should this be required.  It is suggested that the OEMP is the central management 
document that should enable this. 
 

1.2.8 Observation 8 (replacement):  in response to [REP3-052] oOEMP,  the Council suggests 
that the proposal for  the 20% replacement as a trigger is not appropriate  and it would be 
better to reflect the step change from operation to at scale replacement. 
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1.2.9 Whilst accepting the impact is less than at the construction phase, replacement at scale 20 
years or more into the operation where staff levels, traffic, and materials to and from site 
are very low, even one field of PVs is a significant change.  Equally some impacts will be 
new.  For example, the haulage road will not be in place at the operational stage and 
therefore new vehicle movements will occur.  (See comment below regarding movement 
of HGVs). 
 

1.2.10 Therefore, a trigger that better represents at scale replacement activity prompting a 
significant change in impacts from that of operation is preferred.  For example, an increase 
in staff on site over a defined period of time, or replacement of panels taking place for 3 
months or longer in a 12 month period.   
 

1.2.11 Whilst it is welcome that the Applicant states that any at scale replacement will adhere to 
the Construction Environmental Management Plan etal, the Council believes the Applicant 
needs to demonstrate ahead of any replacement that an assessment of the impacts have 
been carried out and that the mitigation measures as proposed are appropriate and agreed 
to by the Council.  Discussions are ongoing with the applicant to resolve this matter through 
further updates to the Management Plans. 
 

1.2.12 It is noted that the above matter is addressed in greater detail within the Council’s review 
of the [REP3-075] Technical Note on the Replacement Works, submitted as part of 
Deadline 4. 
 

1.2.13 Observation 9 (highways):  in response to [REP3-052] OEMP Table 5.5 –  
 
a) ‘Prior to any planned replacement of a centralised inverter or solar transformer within 

Site A, Site B or Site C, …’:  the Council would like to understand why site D is not 
included. 

b) ‘…the Site Operator must notify the relevant local highway authority or authorities not 
less than 28-days in advance’: the Council considers 28-days is too short a notice 
period, especially if there is to be any review of identified impacts and the mitigation 
measure proposed by the Applicant.    

c) Traffic management measures need to be approved in accordance with the local 
highways process for all traffic management on the public highway.  Note the highway 
authorities are in discussions with the Applicant relating to highways protective 
provisions or a highways legal side agreement that may include the process to approve 
traffic management measure. 

d) It is suggested that HGV movements extending through Great Staughton. At the 
construction phase this was avoided by the use of an internal haulage route.  It is 
appropriate to avoid at the replacement phase too wherever possible (noting 
transformers and inverters are suggested on the same page as needing to be 
transported by HGV).  Elsewhere it is suggested smaller fixed axle vehicles as being the 
largest type of vehicle to be used during operation.  HGVs deliveries should where 
possible be restricted to site D.   

e) The Council welcomes the avoidance of peak hours, including drop off and pick up 
times in front of the primary school, as well as to notify the highway authority.  This 
would be appropriate to include when, as suggested above, the Applicant 
demonstrates to the authorities it has assessed the impacts, and the proposes 
mitigation measures to address these. 
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2. CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 As currently tabled and as reviewed by the Council, the [REP3-052] outline Operational 
Environmental Management Plan is lacking detail, clear commitments, and assurances as 
would be required of a long-term (40-year) management strategy. On this basis, the 
oOEMP is NOT Supported. 

PD-QA/7pg end 
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Appendix A: [REP3-052] outline Operational Environmental Management 
Plan – Track Changes 

 











 
 

 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 This outline Operational Environmental Management Plan (oOEMP) has 

been prepared for the operational Phase of the East Park Energy project (‘the 

Scheme’).  

1.1.2 The Scheme is classified as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 

(NSIP) and therefore BSSL Cambsbed 1 Ltd (‘the Applicant’) is applying for a 

Development Consent Order (DCO) to construct, operate and decommission 

the Scheme. The Scheme is ‘EIA development’ as defined by the 

Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 

2017 (the 'EIA Regulations'), requiring an Environmental Impact Assessment 

('EIA').  

1.1.3 The purpose of this oOEMP is to set out how the necessary environmental 

mitigation and monitoring, identified as part of the EIA and set out in the 

Environmental Statement (ES), will be delivered during the operation of the 

Scheme. 

1.1.4 This oOEMP is a control document that will be implemented via a requirement 

in Schedule 2 (Part 1, Article 9) of the draft DCO [EN010141/DR/3.1]. Should 

the Scheme be consented, the final OEMP(s) 1 produced for any phase of the 

Scheme will be in substantial accordance with this oOEMP, and approved by 

the relevant local planning authority (LPA) before construction commences 

1.1.41.1.5 This oOEMP is concerned with the operational phase of the Scheme, 

the following documents cover the separate construction and 

decommissioning phases: 

• Construction phase – outline Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (oCEMP) [EN010141/DR/7.3]; and 

 
 
1 As such, references to ‘the OEMP’ within this oOEMP should be considered as meaning any OEMP that is 
brought forward. 











 
 

 

 

1.3.6 The final OEMP and the associated management plans will be reviewed and 

updated periodically as a minimum annually,   to ensure continued 

compliance with statutoryregulatory requirements and best practice 

standards. 

 









 
 

 

 

to the west of the Site towards a ridgeline beyond Swineshead, and to the 

south of the Site towards a high point around the Bedford Aerodrome. 

1.6.32.3.3 The landscape pattern of the local area is broadly consistent, comprising 

medium- to large-scale arable farmland interspersed with blocks of woodland, 

particularly in the more elevated parts of the landscape to the north of the 

Site.  

1.6.42.3.4 The local settlement pattern is dispersed and typically rural in character 

comprising occasional distinct village settlements. From west to east the 

principal settlements in closest proximity to the Site are Swineshead, 

Pertenhall, Keysoe, Keysoe Row, Little Staughton, Great Staughton, Hail 

Weston, and Duloe. The town of St Neots lies east of the A1 to the east of the 

Site and is the largest settlement local to the Site. Outside of the settlements 

there are occasional individual properties and farmsteads including some in 

close proximity to the Site. The following properties lie ‘inset’ within the Order 

Limits, in that they are excluded from the Order Limits but surrounded by the 

Site: 

• Lodge Farm, a residential property with associated equestrian land uses 

inset within Site B to the north-west of Little Staughton; and 

• The Kangaroo, a former public house which is now a residential property 

and dog kennels inset within Site B at the junction between Little 

Staughton Road and Staughton Road.  

1.6.52.3.5 Neither the Order Limits nor the surrounding area are covered by any 

statutory landscape designations, e.g. National Parks or National 

Landscapes. The Order Limits are also not within any locally designated (non-

statutory) landscapes. 

1.6.62.3.6 There are no statutory nature conservation designations within the Order 

Limits. The closest is the Swineshead Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI) located circa 950 m west of the Site. The closest ‘European site’ 

(Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits Special Protection Area) is over 10 km from 

the Order Limits, to the north-west. Further detail on nature conservation 



 
 

 

 

designations is set out within ES Vol 1 Chapter 7: Ecology and Nature 

Conservation [EN010141/DR/6.1]. 

1.6.72.3.7 The following non-statutory nature conservation designations are 

adjacent to the Site: 

• Kangaroo Meadow County Wildlife Site, which is adjacent to Site B and is 

recognised for the presence of neutral grassland; and 

• Huntingdon Wood County Wildlife Site, which is adjacent to the south side 

of the grid connection between Site D and the Eaton Socon Substation.  

1.6.82.3.8 At the time of EIA Scoping and during the site selection process there 

were no statutory designated heritage assets within the Site, however 

archaeological investigation undertaken as part of the environmental 

assessment of the Scheme has discovered the site of a Roman Town in Site 

C. Recognising the potential significance of the archaeology, and seeking to 

protect it in the future, the Applicant made a decision to apply to designate 

the area as a Scheduled Monument. The application was accepted and the 

archaeology was designated as a scheduled monument in September 2024. 

The location of this Scheduled Monument is shown on ES Vol 3 Figure 1-3: 

Environmental Constraints [EN010141/DR/6.3].  

1.6.92.3.9 There are no other statutory designated heritage assets within the Order 

Limits. There are a number of listed buildings located within the vicinity of the 

Order Limits, in and around the settlements of Pertenhall, Keysoe, 

Swineshead, Little Staughton, Great Staughton and Duloe.  There is one 

scheduled monument adjacent to the southern boundary of East Park Site C 

(two bowl barrows, 900 m and 1,000 m east of Old Manor Farm). A Roman 

Site, Rushey Farm Scheduled Monument is located circa 130 m south of the 

East Park Site C boundary, and ‘Old Manor House’ Scheduled Monument is 

located circa 770 m west of the East Park Site C boundary. The Order Limits 

are not covered by any conservation areas. 

1.6.102.3.10 The Order Limits are located predominantly within Flood Zone 1, with 

areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3 associated with Pertenhall Brook to the west 



















 
 

 

 

(6) Ecological Clerk of Works – The Ecological Clerk of Works (EcoCoW) 

will be a suitably qualified ecologist responsible for on-site managing 

and monitoring and as required instructing surveys of the works in 

relation to habitats, protected species, and other wildlife; and, in 

relations to addressing BNG reporting. The Clerk will also undertake 

the interface role with the Agrisolar Research Unit (Rothamsted 

Research). 

(7) Flood Warden – The Flood Warden will be responsible for preparation, 

management, and response to flood incidents, inclusive of reacting to 

flood warnings and alerts. 

(8) Community Liaison Officer – The Operator’s Community Liaison 

Officer will ensure that the Community Liaison Group (CLG) is 

established and constituted and will act asbe the point of contact for the 

CLG, ensuring that regular updates are issued the all parties as 

identified by the GLG for the during the operational phase of the 

Scheme. 

 

3.1.2 Within the various Construction and Operational Management Plans the 

following part time and/ or specialist roles have been identified that may need 

to be instructed on a regular and/or annual basis to undertake surveys, assess 

and prepare reports, and make submissions to the relevant local planning 

authorities; inter alia: 

a) LEMP Steering Group Lead 

b) Travel Plan monitoring 

c) Soil scientist/ Agronomist 

d) Local Nature Recovery strategy preparation  

The above roles need to be cross-referenced against §2.4.5 which 
identified 20No. roles: 12No.  roles working on site maintenance;  5No.  in 
management and administrative roles; and, 3No.  in land management 
including landscape maintenance. 
 
 



 
 

 

 

e) Ecological surveys 

f) Public Highways and PRoW Condition surveys 

g) Other 

3.1.3 These roles and responsibilities are indicative and will be confirmed in the 

final OEMP.  

 

2.23.2 Stakeholders 

Community Liaison Group 

2.2.13.2.1 A CLG will be formed prior to construction (per the oCEMP) and will 

continue through its operations until ultimate decommissioning of the 

Scheme.  

2.2.23.2.2 During the operational phase, the purpose of the CLG will be to allow 

interested community members and bodies to be regularly updated on 

maintenance and other such activities. Regular meetings will be held with the 

CLG where the Community Liaison Officer will provide updates on upcoming 

and current work taking place on site, any changes that may occur (e.g. due 

to unforeseen circumstances), and other useful information (e.g. movement 

of large loads etc.). The CLG will allow local residents to raise issues with the 

Community Liaison Officer and to act as a forum to discuss relevant issues 

for the operation of the Scheme. Membership will be open to the following 

non-exhaustive groups: 

• Parish Councils; 

• Local Businesses; and 

• Local Community Groups. 



 
 

 

 

Stakeholders 

2.2.33.2.3 The following stakeholders (or any successor body) will be engaged 

during operation of the Scheme where activity is relevant to their area of 

responsibility: 

• Bedford Borough Council;  

• Huntingdonshire District Council; 

• Cambridgeshire County Council; 

• Environment Agency; 

• Natural England; and 

• Historic England; 

• Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue Service 

• Bedfordshire Fire & Rescue Service. 

 





 
 

 

 

regularly inspected as a minimum twice a year, to ensure that they are in a 

good state of repair and operating properly. Where issues are found they will 

be swiftly rectified within 30-days to ensure public safety. 

4.1.8 CCTV & monitoring systems will be regularly inspected to ensure that they 

are in a good state of repair and operating properly. Where issues are found 

they will be swiftly rectified. 

3.1.74.1.9  

Protection of the Public 

3.1.84.1.10 When maintenance, repair, or major replacement campaign 

worksactivity takes place in addition to the responsibilities set out under 

Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015 (or any 

subsequent equivalent legislation), the Site Manager will manage be alert to 

the risk of works being accessed by unauthorised members of the public and 

will ensure that site security is maintained at a high standard across the Site 

to ensure that the risk of access by trespassers is minimised.  

3.1.94.1.11 A high standard of ‘housekeeping’ will also be maintained across the site 

to reduce risks to trespassers in the event that they do gain access to the site. 

The storage, operations and maintenance building will be fully secured, and 

all materials, equipment, and plant stored within will be fully secured when not 

in use, and in particular at the end of each working day. 

3.1.10 Where public rights of way (Footpaths and Bridleways) cross the Site or are 

effected by the interact with operational activity (e.g. vegetation maintenance 

activity, routine maintenance of PRoW, or where they across access roads) 

then works activity will be fully suitably managed to protect the public and 

equestrian users. In this regard refer to the  

3.1.114.1.12 An outline Public Rights of Way Management Plan 

[EN010141/DR/7.8] has been prepared and submitted with the application. 

This document sets out the principles by which PRoW would be managed 

during the construction and operational phases. Post-consent, this outline 





 
 

 

 

3.1.164.1.16 Where the use of herbicides is required for targeted weed control, 

establishment of planting, or research purposes, non-chemical methods will 

be used in preference and any chemical use will be limited to the minimum 

practicable quantity. Any herbicide use will follow the approach set out in the 

oLEMP, including that herbicides will not be used within 10 metres of 

watercourses, ditches or ponds, and protected landscapes and/or habitats. 

4.1.17 All herbicides brought onto the Site will be stored securely in sealed 

containers within the Operations and Maintenance Buildingbunded areas. A 

register will be maintained by the Site Manager of any herbicide storage and 

use, including the product, quantity, location, date and weather conditions, 

and this will be made available to the Environment Agency on request.  

3.1.174.1.18 Any spill or suspected pollution incident involving agricultural chemicals 

and/or petro-carbons will be managed and reported in accordance with the 

Environmental Incident Management and Pollution Prevention Plan referred 

and in accordance with the requirements of the  Environmental Protection Act 

1990, the Water Resources Act 1991, and the Environmental Permitting 

(England and Wales) Regulations 2016 and related legislation. 

3.1.184.1.19 Other than limited herbicide use for localised and targeted weed control, 

no pesticides (including insecticides or fungicides) will be used during the 

establishment or ongoing management of the Scheme. 

Signage 

3.1.194.1.20 Within the Site and at access points off the public highways, signage will 

be erected no later than at the inception of the construction phase setting out 

required conduct within the Site’s boundaries (e.g. speed limits, warning of 

possible hazards etc.). Signage will also be erected at any point where an 

access track and or heavy-duty access track road crosses or meets a PRoW 

(Footpath and/or Bridleway) or a similar route to advise Site Operatives of the 

risk of pedestrians or other non-motorised traffic being having access and 

rights to the Sitepresent. 













 
 

 

 

containment equipment on Ssite and related the escape routes and 

procedures. 

Certification of Mobile and fixed Plant 

4.1.50 All plant will have the statutory, required appropriate certification and 

maintenance record checks with copies held by the Site Manger on file on site 

at the Operations and Maintenance building .  

3.1.454.1.51 All plant will be regularly inspected as statutorily required and certified 

for compliance, with inspections occurring as a minimum annually, and 

records of these inspections will be held by the Site Manger on file on site at 

the Operations and Maintenance building .on file on site. 

Waste management 

3.1.46 The waste hierarchy must be applied by any person who produces, keeps or 

manages waste per the duty set out in the Waste (England and Wales) 

Regulations 2011. A Waste Management Strategy, prepared by the Operator 

in accordance with the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011, will be 

prepared, managed, and monitored by the Operator and Site Manager for the 

duration of the operational phase including general maintenance works and 

the major replacement campaigns. The waste hierarchy requires any person 

managing waste to first consider waste prevention, then preparing material 

for re use or recycling, and only then use waste recovery methods (i.e. firstly 

energy recovery), and then waste disposal as the last option. Thus, the waste 

hierarchy must be applied when managing the operational phase of the 

Scheme. 

4.1.52  

 Detail of measures to minimise, re-use, and control waste 

are set out in the outline Waste Management Plan [APP-164] 

later in this document and will be detailed in the final 

WMPOEMP prior to the date of final commissioning for any 







 
 

 

 

members of the public, local businesses, and other such parties to make 

enquiries or raise a complaint. The telephone number provided to local 

residents and businesses will be maintained at all times during the operational 

phase in order to respond to any enquiries and complaints. 

3.1.544.1.61 A project website will be maintained throughout the operational phase of 

the Scheme to allow members of the public, local businesses, and other such 

parties to view updates on the Scheme, make enquiries or raise a complaint. 

The project website will be maintained at all times whilst the Scheme is in 

operation in order to respond to any enquiries and complaints. 

3.1.554.1.62 Any enquiries and complaints arising from the site during the operational 

phase will be addressed by the Site Manager. A Complaints Register will be 

maintained, and this will include the following: 

• Complainant’s details. 

• Date and time of the complaint.  

• Cause(s) of the complaint.  

• Record of aAction taken to resolve the complaint, contact the person 

raising the matter, and date and time of the same, or reasons for any 

unresolved complaints (including where no issue is found). 

3.1.564.1.63 The Complaints Register will be regularly reviewed as part of monitoring 

of the final OEMP to ensure that it is being followed, that any issues are 

identified, and to monitor compliance with its Management and Mitigation 

Measures. 

Best practice measures 

4.1.64 The Operator will as a minimum ensure total compliance with the Construction 

(Design and Management) Regulations 2015 (CDM) and Building 

Regulations as applicable. 





 
 

 

 

3.1.574.1.70  

Monitoring & Implementation Arrangements 

3.1.584.1.71 The Site Manager will be responsible for the day-to-day management of 

the site and will ensure that all restrictions / provisions noted in the final OEMP 

are undertaken. Detail of general monitoring requirements are as set out in 

the Tables below are undertaken..later in this document. 



 
 

 

 

























 
 

 

 

 
 

























 
 

 

 

6.1.67.1.6 All complaints will be reviewed by the Site Manager, Community Liaison 

Officer, and Environmental Manager, and the result of the review and any 

corrective actions taken will be logged. The Complaints Log will be reviewed 

for signs of wider on-going issues, and where these are identified corrective 

action will be taken. 

6.27.2 Record keeping 

6.2.17.2.1 A Quality and Safety Management Systems (QMS) and Environmental 

Management System (EMS) will be provided. These will be certified in line 

with the ISO 14001 standards (or any equivalent standard in place during the 

operational phase). 

6.2.27.2.2 Those systems will ensure that records are kept of monitoring, recording, 

and implementing of environmental management measures for the Scheme. 

This is vital to ensuring that the Scheme is delivered with a high standard of 

environmental control throughout the operational phase of the Scheme, and 

that corrective actions are undertaken. 

6.2.37.2.3 A central record keeping system will be established (by the Quality 

Manager, or a suitable person with delegated responsibility for the same) 

which will provide a repository for procedures, checklists, reports and other 

such measures required for the EMS and QMS. This will include maintaining 

records of inspections, audits, or other such activity undertaken by internal or 

external parties undertaking audit of the OEMP and measures therein. These 

would include the following records as a minimum:- 

• Licences, approvals, and other similar regulatory documents. 

• Environmental surveys. 

• Records of environmental equipment tests. 

• The Environmental Action Schedule. 

• Records of routine site inspections. 

• Details of incidents, breaches of the OEMP, or complaints from third 

parties, and corrective action taken in respect of the same. 






