In response to: 
Applicant’s Response to Deadline 3 Submissions – Other Interested Parties
2.19 Response to Shaun Woodward Table 21: Response to Shaun Woodward Comments on D2 Submissions (REP3-105)
Dear Mr Sword
Please find my response to the above. I would appreciate your consideration of the points raised.
Your sincerely
Shaun Woodward – Resident, Keysoe

Response to my points SW-D3-01 and SW-D3-02 page 113
The applicant states: “The Applicant does not accept that qualified terms such as “where practicable” provide unrestricted flexibility following the grant of a DCO. Such wording is used where an absolute obligation would be inappropriate because implementation may depend on matters such as detailed design, site conditions, safety requirements or circumstances arising during construction. The authorised development will be controlled through the articles set out in the draft DCO, together with the requirements and importantly, the certified documents. Where further detail is appropriately developed following consent, relevant plans must be prepared in substantial accordance with the approved outline documents and submitted to the relevant local authority for approval. Any material departure from the authorised development or secured controls would require the appropriate formal approval and could not be undertaken unilaterally by the Applicant. The Scheme cannot commence until the final detail set out in the final management plans is approved by the relevant local authorities.”
However, it appears the applicant is attempting to weaken the Local Authority Control by trying to downplay the very major 100% 20yr panel replacement and infrastructure refurbishment into ‘Maintenance’, therefore allowing the applicant to work under a limit they propose which triggers Local Authority involvement in controlling traffic movements. 
Why? 
So they can open up the whole road network which makes the replacement process cheaper. Vehicles would not have to adhere to strict road access routes and could approach the site from any direction. If this were not the case why would they wish to deviate from the traffic controls in the DCO from the original construction phase? 
The replacement and reconnection of all 695,760 solar panels and the replacement of all fencing and other major infrastructure is a major construction undertaking. It not only involves transporting and fitting new panels, but also involves removing and transporting the degraded 695,760 panels (which is not the case at the initial construction phase), potentially doubling the traffic movements from for moving and delivering the panels over the original construction phase.  
Whether the panels are replaced in batches of 20% over 5 years or 100% in 2 years, the number of transport movements, diesel use, GHG and carbon calculations will be broadly the same, perhaps even increased with this piecemeal approach, but not so concentrated. 
In addition I don’t believe the argument to split the replacement of panels over five years makes financial sense, and I believe if the DCO is not tight on this aspect the panels replacement will in reality, be condensed.
To explain my rationale; this total replacement of all panels is only required because the performance of the panels will have degraded so much after 20 years that the developer is prepared to replace ALL of them at very significant cost purely for commercial reasons. This replacement reflects just how ‘significant’ the income drop from degraded panels will be to make such a total and comprehensive exchange remotely worthwhile. 
For example, if a typical panel bought in bulk costs around £80, to replace 695,760 panels is a £55 million pound investment, without transport, installation, replacement replacement cables, or infrastructure costs.
Therefore that ‘significant’ cost MUST be less than lost income from energy/income/subsidy by continuing with the original underperforming panels at the twenty year point.
I argue that in reality, this attempt to only change ‘20% of panels per annum approach’ is inefficient, and is unlikely to happen simply because it will be less profitable for the operator for the following reasons:-
· If all panels become operational at broadly the same time, logic dictates that their performance will degrade at roughly the same rate (although there may be minor discrepancies due to panel brand, where a panel has been sited, and other site factors). This means optimally they will all need changing at the same point. 
· If the developer is using a system of only 20% changeover over five years treated as ‘maintenance’ it means at best they will be removing 50% of all panels before they reach their maximum ‘degraded’ level for replacement (ie. replacing in years 18, 19 and first half of year 20), whilst 50% will be left running inefficiently for up to another two and a half years… ie. Replacing in the second half of year 20, then yrs 21 and 22. These are significant numbers of panels!

· Each 20% replacement ‘campaign’ of the 695,760 panels is nearly 140,000 panels. This constitutes a significant solar scheme in it’s own right, which at 80GW would be well over the original 50GW threshold for NSIP’s, and is close to being regarded as an NSIP in it’s own right. 

· If the degraded panels become SO inefficient that EPE are happy to finance replacing ALL of them with a 5 year replacement strategy, that leaves tens of thousands of panels performing inefficiently in place for up to two and a half years whilst also removing panels early, which are still working within tolerance. That doesn’t make sense… The income loss of executing this strategy must be substantial. 

· I believe if the DCO grants ‘Maintenance’ status for this work, which EPE seek for the replacement phase, they will undertake it in much less than 5 years for commercial reasons as explained above. It must be in their commercial interests to do it as quickly as possible once the panels reach an unacceptably degraded level of performance. Any compression of the panel replacement schedule, even a small one will concentrate construction traffic and activity unacceptably on an unchecked and open road system. This should be honestly and openly reflected in the application, and clear restraints upheld in the DCO to prevent changes to compress replacement or use the open road network etc in 20 years time. It must be controlled and firmly restricted in the DCO now. 

In conclusion, ALL works during ‘Construction’, ‘20 year Replacement’, and ‘De-commissioning’ phases should be subject to the same strict traffic controls as the Construction phase to protect the locality, the roads, historic buildings, and the welfare of local people: the amenity. 
Response to my points SW-D3-03
I questioned if there would be sufficient funding to ‘police’ the adherence to the terms of the DCO by the Local Planning Authority who always lack resources. 

The applicants stated “The Applicant is consulting with the local authorities regarding cost recovery for the local authorities during the post-consent stage to ensure they have the resources required to monitor and enforce the DCO.” 

However, in other documentation the applicant is clearly fighting any obligation to contribute funds to the Local Authority for it to undertake such work. 

Response to my points SW-D3-04

There are currently no physical means of controlling construction and commuting traffic from using the local road network whatever the DCO states. More importantly no one will be policing this so in practical terms how will the applicant micro manage this? 
Response to my point SW-D3-06
My calculations and recent submission showed the number of traffic movements calculated from of moving all materials, aggregates, panels, gravel, fencing etc to site, calculated from the quantity of materials stated by the applicant.
These were materially different from the applicants own figures which contained omissions and were vague about lifetime movements - movements to refurbish the site at 20 years, and at the decommissioning stage. 
Any over site or inaccuracy affects not only total traffic movements but also CO2 calculations. 
I would be grateful if the inspector were to specifically examine my very simple and clear vehicle movement calculations in my earlier submission, and check them against the figures produced by the applicant. Where discrepancies appear, perhaps the applicant could explain to the inspector why their numbers are correct and mine are wrong. 
Response to my point SW-D3-07
The applicant has not fully responded to my reasonable question about diesel use. 
Stating a single figure for the 40 year cycle cannot be tested without an understanding as to how it was calculated. I would appreciate the inspector requesting this information from the applicant for testing. Like many other areas of the application small errors or underestimates can impact disproportionately on CO2 figures. The applicant suggest it would not materially change the EA. If so, please release the calculations for the inspector to check. 
Response to my point SW-D3-09
I still contest the idea that to maintain a temporary status, what has been added to the landscape must be removed on decommissioning in 40 years to bring the landscape back to how it is now.  If it is not so then any changes made by the scheme must logically be permanent, and all additions including planting (which is only needed for screening) should be removed which would undermine the applicants biodiversity claims. 

