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Secretary of State at DESNZ 
BotleyWestSolar@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
15th July 2026 

Contact: 
 (Clerk) 

clerk@cumnorparishcouncil.org.uk 

BOTLEY WEST SOLAR FARM (BWSF) REF: EN010147 

Dear Secretary of State 

In response to your 11th June 2026 invitation to respond to submissions made to your 28th 

April 2026 Request For Information, Cumnor Parish Council (CPC) as an Interested Party (IP) 

is today submitting two documents to you by email: 

1. Cumnor PC response to 11th June 2026 Invitation to Comment v1 150726.pdf 
2. 2026 Cumnor Parish Flood Risk Assessment.pdf 

This document is the 1st of the two.  Each question addressed comprises an assessment and 

summary sections. 

For brevity this document uses the acronyms established by the Examining Authority (ExA) 

during the prior Examination Phase in 2025.  Where additional acronyms are used they are 

explained in full on 1st use.   

Please note that Cumnor Parish Council’s responses are to documents you received by your 

23:59 16th June 2026 deadline, although we note that the Applicant subsequently lodged 5 

additional documents with you on 26th June 2026, described by the Planning Inspectorate 

(PINS) as late submissions, to rectify one of the Applicant’s typographical errors. 

However, Cumnor Parish Council is aware from a media report and other sources that the 

Applicant intends to send you another substantive submission on or by 16th July, despite 

your 8th June 2026 letter refusing its 22nd May 2026 request to extend the deadline from 9th 

June to 25th September. 

Given that many of the Applicant’s responses to your questions, as to those previously asked 

by the ExA , are that they will only be answered once DCO consent is obtained, and mindful 

of your 8th June letter raising your concern about ‘undermining confidence in, and the 

integrity of, the planning process’ we ask you whether the Applicant has provided enough 

detailed information within your deadlines for the planning balance to be properly assessed, 

and if not that the application should either be refused or withdrawn and resubmitted? 

Cumnor Parish Council 

15th July 2026 
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Alternatives and Site Selection 

6 Having consideration for NPS EN-1 paragraphs 4.3.9, 4.3.10 and 4.3.15, the 
Applicant is requested to provide additional and detailed reasons, and considerations 
in respect of the following:  

a. Discounting of the National Grid Electricity Transmission Limited (“NGET”) 
substation at Northfleet in East London, briefly referenced in the Environmental Statement 
Chapter 5 Alternatives considered [APP-042]; 
  
b. Progress made with regard to securing land in the Cowley NGET substation 
allocation [APP-042] up to the point of becoming aware of National Grid’s proposals for a 
preferred site at Farmoor, noting that the search began to find at least 250 hectares (“ha”) 
of land in the Cowley NGET substation area;  
c. Details of the search radius applied from the grid connection point at the proposed 
Farmoor NGET substation, whether this was incrementally extended and how it compared 
to the search area and approach applied to the Cowley NGET substation search for land;  

d. The environmental, social and economic considerations and financial viability and 
technical feasibility considerations in respect of both the initial point of connection at 
Cowley NGET substation and the proposed Farmoor NGET substation in line with NPS-
EN1 paragraphs 4.1.22 and 4.3.15; and  

e. The site selection methodology used in relation to the proposed development and grid 
connection at the proposed Farmoor NGET substation. 

Question 6: assessment of Applicant’s response 

On first impression the Applicant’s 22 page response to SoS questions 6a-e provides an 

extensive discursive narrative.    

Having read the Applicant’s new Decision Phase assertions and tested them against the 

information available to it including the Applicant’s previous statements in its application 

and during the Examination phase,  this Interested Party has arrived at the following 

assessments for each part 6a-e below. 

Summary 

Overall, to this Interested Party the Applicant’s answers to 6a-e, assessed in detail below, 

demonstrates that it is now seeking to rely on a new narrative for alternatives and site 

selection in the NSIP decision phase, 7+ months after the conclusion of the Examination 

phase in which it failed to provide the required information in its Environmental 

Statement (ES) on numerous occasions prompted by repeated ExA questioning, as obliged 

to do so in NPS EN-1 paragraphs 4.3.9, 4.3.20 and 4.13.15. 
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6a Northfleet substation: assessment of Applicant’s response 

In assessing the Applicant’s latest response to this question this Interested Party is minded 

to refer the SoS back to the ExA’s perceptive question/comment some 13 months ago on 

13th May 2025  (EV5-003 EN010147-000804-Transcript ish1 pt 1 at 01:11:35 – 01:12:13:18): 

‘it very much reads that you looked at one other alternative, which was Norfleet [sic]. You 

discounted that quite quickly because it's only mentioned once in one sentence in that 

document, and then almost immediately you're saying, we've got landowners, we've got 

land, and that's where we decided to build’ 

This assessment is supported by the fact that the Applicant has previously stated (APP-042 

para 5.6.7 page 6) that it  

‘looked at approximately 19 substations’.   

Now (C1-087 page 3) we are told that:  

‘Once a substation was identified as having potential capacity, an application for a pre-

application call was made to NGET and the likelihood of success of a connection application’  

but also that  

‘Where the land team were confident that there were landowners near the substation 

interested in letting their land for a solar farm, a pre-application call was booked.’    

So which was it: land first? Substation first? Or a ‘look at’ 19 substations? 

Summary 

This Interested Party assesses that the Applicant’s evident confusion in C1-087 as it 

attempts to reconcile its new narrative with previously submitted information (such as in 

APP-042) has led it to try to convince the SoS of several different things, simultaneously.  It 

has failed to do so. 
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6b Cowley NGET substation: assessment of Applicant’s response 

By their own submission (see APP-063 Figure 5.6: Substation Locations), the Applicant did 

not apparently consider all the reasonable options available to it, and has not informed 

either the ExA or the SoS of this.   

With its focus on NGET’s Cowley - Seven Springs 400kV line (NGET designation 4TE) and its 

unavoidable Green Belt harms, the Applicant has not shown that it considered connections 

to the NGET’s Cowley to East Claydon 400kV line (NGET designation 4YH), with the East 

Claydon substation just over the Oxon/Buck border (see Map 1 below), either to the East 

Claydon substation itself, or via a new NGET substation on NGET’s 4YH line. 

 
Map 1 from  

Given the Applicant’s own timeline (C1-087 table on page 4) this omission is even more 

surprising since 3 years and 2 months (June 2020 to August 2023) before the Applicant had 

apparently secured land in what is now called the southern site, and 2 years and 5 months 

(June 2020 to November 2022) before it secured Blenheim owned land in the northern and 

central site, it was prepared to enter into detailed discussion with NGET about connection to 

Cowley, 15.4km from what is now field 2.112, the southernmost field in that central site. 

This omission is even more inexplicable given that the Applicant apparently did not also 

consider (as it is proposing now for NGET’s 4TE 400kV line) to secure land and a DCO 

boundary for a new NGET substation within it on the NGET 4YH 400kV line. 
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Had it done so, it could have examined a 400kV line connection on the 4YH line which, at its 

closest – near Boarstall and adjacent to the M40 motorway - is just 14.3km due East across 

open country (not Green belt) from Botley West fields 2.10-2.17 (nr Begbroke) in the central 

site, a shorter distance than the Applicant’s sole choice of 15.4km to Cowley. 

If it had done so the Applicant would have no need for a High Voltage cable crossing of the 

River Thames in EA Flood Risk Zone 2 and 3, as now proposed, and no need to build large 

permanent (not temporary) industrial infrastructure on the Oxford Green Belt. 

Why? 

This, like so much of the Applicant’s proposal smacks of opportunism born out of a desire to  

present the NSIP planning process with a plausible narrative of site alternatives and 

evidence led site selection back fitted to a decision already made based on Blenheim Estate 

land acquisition.   

Did that desire for a plausible narrative then also determine the Applicant’s apparent 

requirement to place panels and other infrastructure on north facing steeply sloping shaded 

and flood prone Green Belt farmland in Cumnor Parish?  

Did the Applicant judge that while the southern site would contribute a tiny fraction of 

Botley West’s revenue with a commensurate adverse return on investment, it would provide 

a plausible reason for cabling and other infrastructure to extend across and to the south of 

the River Thames in EA Flood Risk Zone 2 and 3 in the Oxford Green Belt?  

Summary 

This Interested party is minded to return to where this assessment started.  As the ExA 

commented in May 2025 ‘you're saying, we've got landowners, we've got land, and that's 

where we decided to build’ 

 

  



 

Page 7 of 105 
 

6c search radius: assessment of Applicant’s response 

In C1-087 (page 5) the Applicant references a 25km search radius from an NGET substation.   

However, the Applicant’s Figure 1 on page 6 of its C1-087 is of such poor resolution that it is 

impossible for it to be used to test the Applicant’s assertions. This Interested Party asks for it 

to be withdrawn or replaced with something legible.  

Instead this Interested Party has used higher resolution mapping for this response  - see 6b 

above and 6e below. 

This higher resolution mapping shows that while the nearest NGET 400kV line to the 

southern site is the much quoted Cowley - Seven Springs 4TE line, the nearest to the 

northern site and sections of the central site (all land to be leased to the Applicant by a 

single landowner: Blenheim) remains the studiously ignored Cowley to East Claydon 4YH 

line.  

The nearest extant substation to the southern site remains Cowley and the nearest to both 

the north and central sites remains East Claydon.  

Summary 

Given that the Applicant has repeatedly stated its intention in its proposed DCO to build its 

permanent main substation and the NGET substation on Green belt land within the 

southern site if NGET does not proceed, why has the Applicant has not informed either 

ExA or SoS as to whether it ever, if at all, considered connecting to NGET’s 4YH 400kV line, 

which at its closest lies 17.3km from Blenheim Palace, so well within the Applicant’s 25km 

search radius? 

This all the more curious – and unexplained – given that the Applicant has asserted (C1-

087 table page 4) that it only signed its first lease for land with Blenheim 1 year and 5 

months after it had accepted NGET’s Farmoor connection offer (June 2021 to November 

2022), having applied for that connection offer 1 year and 9 months (February 2021 to 

November 2022) before it secured the Blenheim lease. 
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6d: Cowley & Farmoor NGET comparisons: assessment of Applicant’s response 

This Interested Party assesses that the Applicant has provided contradictory, contrived and 

partial (in all senses of the word) information that does not align with the requirements of 

NPS-EN1 paragraphs 4.1.22 and 4.3.15 

 As of the date of this submission, and 5 years after the Applicant states that NGET made 

their connection offer at Farmoor (June 2021 to date, see C1-087 table page 4), NGET has 

not made a planning application for any such substation.    

The Applicant has then hedged its position with a DCO application that includes both its own 

main substation and an alternative site for the NGET substation in its proposed southern site 

DCO boundary. 

But again, rather than fitting the Applicant’s preferred narrative of careful site selection and 

the consideration of alternatives, this timeline indicates a different motive. 

It was 2 years and 6 months (February 2021 to August 2023) after it signed its agreement 

with NGET for a Farmoor grid connection before the Applicant signed its lease for land in 

Farmoor comprising what it now calls the southern site. 

Does it not seem more likely that the Applicant, having committed to Blenheim and NGET, 

realised that its deficient site selection strategy coupled with a dependence on NGET would 

be apparent to its funders and the ExA if it did not also secure its own land in or around 

Farmoor? 

Was that not the driving force behind securing land in Farmoor, rather than a requirement 

for an extra marginal (in all senses of the word) generating capability so far removed from 

the land leased from Blenheim? 

Also, is that only now why the Applicant, in C1-087 pages 11-12, has sought to show its 

supposed economic and other constraints in connecting the southern site to Cowley NGET vs 

the Farmoor NGET option? 

But if those Cowley constraints were apparent to the Applicant when it first ‘was introduced’ 

to the Blenheim estate in January 2020, why did the Applicant continue 5 months later to 

discuss a Cowley connection with NGET?   

Surely, the apparently insurmountable challenges now reported would have caused a re-

think in early 2020?  Apparently not. 

Or is it that the Cowley constraints have been ‘back fitted’ to a narrative in which all roads 

lead to the southern site and Farmoor and nowhere else? 
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Looking at the comparative Farmoor vs Cowley assessment with the benefit of local 

knowledge this Interested Party is struck just by how contrived the choice is.   

Page 15 of C1-087 informs us that the ‘Cowley’ route would pass:  

‘directly through the Oxford Historic Core Conservation Area on High Street, Magdalen 

Bridge, Queen Street, and Park End Street.’ passing ‘Magdalen College (GI), The Queen’s 

College, All Souls College, University College, and Magdalen Bridge itself (GII*).’ 

This Interested Party assesses that the Applicant has deliberately chosen as its sole worked 

example a bizarre choice, reading more like a Baedekers’ Guide to Oxford than a rational 

planning option.   It seems as if the Applicant ‘doth protesteth too much’ 

But in doing so it undermines its own decisions made about other sections of their proposed 

cable route: including between the central and southern sites. 

In attempting to explain the insurmountable environmental factors preventing the cable 

route to Cowley from the Southern site, the Applicant notes on C1-087 page 16  

• Ecology and nature Conservation 

o Local Nature Reserves are present along the route corridor. 

o Ancient woodland blocks are present in the Wytham / Cumnor Hill area through 

which the western Green Belt sections of the route pass. Route alignment must 

maintain appropriate clearance from ancient woodland root protection zones. 

 

• Hydrology and Flood Risk 

o  River Cherwell / Magdalen Bridge crossing (~km 7.8): Flood Zones 2 and 3 are 

present at this crossing Environment Agency consent required. 

o Additional Flood Zone 2 / 3 sections in the Botley / Hinksey areas (~km 2–5). 

o A detailed flood risk assessment is required for all affected sections. 

Unfortunately for the Applicant all these impediments are apparently surmountable for their 

proposed cable connection between the central and southern sites where there are: 

• Local Nature Reserves present along the route corridor. 

• Ancient woodland blocks (including Wytham woods SSSI) 

• River Thames crossing at Swinford: Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 are present at this crossing - 

Environment Agency consent required. 

• Additional Flood Zone 2 / 3 sections present including the B4044 SW of Swinford (see 

Map 2 - EA flood risk map - below) 
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Map 2 

EA flood risk zones 2 and 3 for proposed Botley West central site to southern site cable 
routing  

 

Surprisingly given the Applicant’s stated unwillingness to address these impediments for a 

contrived cable route to Cowley, it is apparently content to cope with them for its central 

site to southern site cable route.   

Except of course it hasn’t addressed them in this case either, the prime example being the 

absence of a ‘detailed flood risk assessment’ that satisfies this Interested Party or the OHA 

for the southern site and the central to southern site cable routing.  
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Also unexplained is why, if the Applicant is unwilling to bear a cost of c. £10m/km for cabling 

to Cowley (the Applicant quotes a cost of £150m for 15km to Cowley from the southern site 

C1-087 pages 9 and 10), it is willing to bear that same £10m/km cost, with a total of at least 

£70m for the c. 7km cable route between the central and southern sites traversing the River 

Thames near to Swinford Toll bridge in a EA Flood Zone 3 area? 

There seems to be a breakdown of both consistency and financial logic here within the 

Applicant’s own figures which the SoS might ask the Applicant to explain, given that by 

contrast, the northern and central sites are separated by only c 1km of farmland, 

presumably bridged at a cost of £10m.   

There again, there are so many inconsistencies and logic bombs in the application that 

another one comes, unfortunately, as no surprise to this Interested Party. 

This is exemplified on pages 11 and 12 of C1-087 (Table 1 below) where the Applicant sets 

out a number of ‘key considerations’ for the earlier part of the ‘Cowley’ cable route which it 

claims renders the option ‘unachievable.’ 

 

 

Table 1 from C1-087 pages 11-12 

Unfortunately for the Applicant they are very much achievable. 

This has been demonstrated by the proposed Red House Farm solar power station (Vale of 

White Horse District Council - VWHDC - Planning application P24/V2489/FUL currently 

being considered as PINS appeal reference 6009163 with a 20th October 2026 public inquiry) 

that would be co-located with Botley West’s southern site in the Farmoor valley. 

This proposal at only 6% the size of Botley West (49MWe to Botley West’s 840MWe) and so, 

presumably only requiring c. 6% of the capital and generating c 6% of the revenue, has 

successfully applied for planning permission to Oxford City Council for this very cable route 
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to the SSEN substation on Ferry Hinksey Road (Oxford City Council planning application 

23/02816/FUL granted on 27th April 2026).  

This substation is only 50m from NGET’s Cowley - Seven Springs 4TE 400kV line, both 

situated on an underutilised brown field site (see Map 3 and Image 1 below). 

 
Map 3  

South Oxfordshire NGET infrastructure with detail of west of Oxford 
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Image 1 centred on w3w location ///hits.logic.obey 

 
The NGET 400kV line ‘4TE’, the adjacent SSEN 132kV substation, Ferry Hinksey road and 

the Osney Mead Industrial Estate. 

Summary 

This Interested Party assesses that the Applicant has provided contradictory, contrived and 

partial (in all senses of the word) information that does not align with the requirements of 

NPS-EN1 paragraphs 4.1.22 and 4.3.15 

 As of the date of this submission, and 5 years after the Applicant states that NGET made 

their connection offer at Farmoor (June 2021 to date, see C1-087 table page 4), NGET has 

not made a planning application for any such substation.    

Why has the Applicant only now, in C1-087 pages 11-12, sought to show its supposed 

economic and other constraints in connecting the southern site to Cowley NGET vs the 

Farmoor NGET option? 

If those Cowley constraints were apparent to the Applicant when it first ‘was introduced’ 

to the Blenheim estate in January 2020, why did the Applicant continue 5 months later to 

discuss a Cowley connection with NGET?   

Surely, the apparently insurmountable challenges now reported would have caused a re-

think in early 2020?  Apparently not. 
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The Applicant sets out a number of ‘key considerations’ for the earlier part of its ‘Cowley’ 

cable route which it claims renders the option ‘unachievable.’ 

Unfortunately for the Applicant they are very much achievable as has been demonstrated 

by the proposed Red House Farm solar power station (VWHDC Planning application 

P24/V2489/FUL currently being considered under PINS appeal reference 6009163 with the 

public inquiry beginning 20th October 2026) that would be co-located with Botley West’s 

southern site in the Farmoor valley. 

At only 6% the size of Botley West (49MWe to Botley West’s 840MWe) and so, presumably 

only requiring c. 6% of the capital and generating c 6% of the revenue, Red House Farm has 

successfully applied for planning permission to Oxford City Council for this very cable 

route to the SSEN substation on Ferry Hinksey Road (Oxford City Council planning 

application 23/02816/FUL granted on 27th April 2026).  

This substation is only 50m from NGET’s Cowley - Seven Springs 4TE 400kV line, both 

situated on an underutilised brown field site (see Map 3 and Image 1 above). 
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6e: Site selection methodology for Applicant’s Farmoor substation: assessment of 

Applicant’s response 

It is instructive to note that some 12 months after the ExA asked, in effect, the same 

question (ExQ1 1.3.1 in PD-008), the SoS is still having to ask it. This is compounded by the 

ExA having also requested in July 2025 (ExQ2 2.1.8 in P-012) that the Applicant explain how 

the Horlock Rules (EN-5 para 2.9.18 and 2.9.19) had been applied.  As Interested Parties 

have previously recorded the Applicant’s answer (REP4-037) showed they hadn’t. 

It is surprising then that the Applicant, in addressing the SoS’s question over 5 pages (C1-087 

pages 21-25), repeats (on p24) its 12 month old REP2-025 (page 25) response to the EXA’s 

Q1.3.1 in PD-008: 

The site selected by PVDP for the NGET substation was within the NGET area of search which 
by that stage had narrowed to an area with approximately six alternative sites along a short 
stretch of the 400kV OHL corridor, and on land that was within the Applicants Order Limits. 
To the knowledge of the Applicant none of the shortlisted site areas lay outside of the 
Oxfordshire Green Belt. The Applicant did not look beyond this corridor as to do so would 
fetter NGET’s own site search criteria. 
 
So, in June 2026 - as in July 2025 - the Applicant is stating that its site selection criteria for 
the SoS’s ‘scenario 2’ was to take six alternates identified by NGET for them to build the 
substation, map them to the Applicant’s own order limits and find a site that ticked both 
boxes.    
 
The Applicant then makes the unevidenced and unlikely assertion that it didn’t want to look 
elsewhere as it didn’t want to ‘fetter’ NGET.   
 
How is not explained, and can’t be because the Applicant states NGET had already 
concluded its site search that arrived at the six alternatives the Applicant then chose one 
from. 
 
Twelve months on the Applicant’s sole answer to the SoS question is the clearly 
unsatisfactory one it gave a year ago to the ExA.   
 
Despite the Applicant’s claims, its assertions about NGET’s own selection criteria remain 
untested in planning terms as no planning application has come forward, and according to 
NGET won’t before Q1-Q2 2027 at the earliest (see C1-028). 
 
In addition the Applicant freely admits (C1-087 page 24) that 
 
NGET applied their own criteria to that site search, and so the Applicant is unaware of how 
Green Belt factored into their site search criteria. 
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So the Applicant is simultaneously asserting that: 
 

• Its site selection process meets the required planning policies,  
 
but that: 

• It relied on a prior process carried out by NGET alone, details of which the Applicant ‘is 
unaware of’ 

 

• It then applied a filter of which NGET options already sat within the Applicant’s own 
Order Limits – a purely commercial decision made at the Applicant’s own risk 

 

• It did not do anything else for fear it would ‘fetter’ an NGET process already completed 
and on which it had already relied to make its own decision  

 
This Interested Party assesses that this shows that no site selection process as required by 
the relevant planning policies ever took place. 
 
In spite of, or maybe because of:  
 

• Immediately adjacent PRoW, including the Oxford Green Belt Way, and Farmoor 
Reservoir – including its three Local Wildlife Sites - a nationally renowned amenity 
space open to walkers, ornithologists, fishing and sailing 
 

• Immediately adjacent ancient woodland (see this IP’s response to Q39-41) 
 

• Surface and ground water sources (see this IP’s responses to Q54-57 ) 
 

• No attempts to keep effects of terminal towers, equipment and buildings to a 
reasonably practical minimum 

 
the Applicant has not provided evidence of how it applied the required EN-5 Horlock Rules, 
if at all.  
 
This Interested Party requests the SoS to rule that the Applicant has not discharged its 
responsibilities to either you or the ExA in this case, relying as it does on: 

• its own uncorroborated account of what it claims was NGET’s process – that process 
being currently untested in planning terms - while simultaneously; 
  

• being ‘unaware’ of the details of NGET’s site selection process, with 
 

• further constraints it imposed on itself by its own prior choice of Order Limit, a purely 
commercial decision made at its own risk. 

 

• No evidence that the Applicant applied the Horlock rules for substation location choice 
(EN-5 para 2.9.18 and 2.9.19)  
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This Interested party therefore requests that the SoS removes Scenario 2 (see also SoS Q11 
below) from the DCO should he be minded to approve it, adding a Grampian requirement 
(the Grampian clause) as proposed by the ExA to prevent construction of Botley West until 
NGET’s substation gains planning permission, to prevent unnecessary land take for 
potentially orphan assets with all the harms and none of the benefits that would result.  

The SoS is also asked to note that the Applicant’s  REP1-019 (Applicant’s written summary of 

ISH1) page 4 dated June 2025 states  

 

Mr Phillips, on behalf of the Applicant, provided broader context regarding the ongoing 

engagement with National Grid. He explained that National Grid is actively preparing an 

application for a substation that would service both the Project and the wider network 

 

If the Applicant’s claim about the ‘wider network’ was true in June 2025 – although the 

NESO ‘Beyond 2030’ document from 2024 shows no such plans for any network 

reinforcements on the 400kV Cowley to Seven Springs 400kV line (NGET designation 4TE) - 

then NESO’s newly published July 2026 updated ‘Beyond 2030’ assessment: 

(https://www.neso.energy/publications/beyond-2030/web-map)  

confirms that no ‘wider network’ reinforcements (substations and/or circuits and upgrades) 

are recommended before 2045 on the 400kV line identified by the Applicant. 

Summary 
 
In July 2025 the Applicant stated that its site selection criteria for the SoS’s ‘scenario 2’ was 
to take six alternates identified by NGET for them to build the substation, map them to the 
Applicant’s own Order Limits and find a site that ticked both boxes.    
 
Twelve months on in June 2026 the Applicant’s sole answer to the SoS question is the 
clearly unsatisfactory one it gave a year ago to the ExA with the Applicant making the 
unevidenced and unlikely assertion that it didn’t want to look elsewhere as it didn’t want 
to ‘fetter’ NGET.   
 
This Interested Party therefore requests the SoS to rule that the Applicant has not 
discharged its responsibilities to either you or the ExA in this case, relying as it does on: 

• its own uncorroborated account of what it claims was NGET’s process – that process 
being currently untested in planning terms - while simultaneously; 
  

• being ‘unaware’ of the details of NGET’s site selection process, with 
 

• further constraints it imposed on itself by its own prior choice of Order Limit, a purely 
commercial decision made at its own risk. 

 

• No evidence that the Applicant applied the Horlock rules for substation location choice 
(EN-5 para 2.9.18 and 2.9.19)  



 

Page 18 of 105 
 

This Interested party additionally requests that the SoS removes Scenario 2 (see also SoS 
Q11 below) from the DCO should s/he be minded to approve it, adding a Grampian 
requirement (the Grampian clause) as proposed by the ExA to prevent construction of 
Botley West until NGET’s substation gains planning permission, to prevent unnecessary 
land take for potentially orphan assets with all the harms and none of the benefits that 
would result.  
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7 The Secretary of State notes that there is no substantive information in the 
Environmental Statement Chapter 5 Alternatives regarding how Best and Most 
Versatile Land (“BMVL”), mineral resources, Blenheim Palace World Heritage Site 
(“WHS”), London Oxford Airport, land within Flood Zones and the Green Belt 
influenced the site selection, nor whether these locational disadvantages were 
factored into the strategic equation. The Applicant is requested to provide evidence 
on how these locational factors were taken into account. In doing so, the Applicant is 
requested to have regard for NPS EN-1 paragraphs 4.3.9, 4.3.10 and 4.3.15.  

7. Site selection BMV, Green Belt and Flood Zone:  assessment of Applicant’s response 

On page 28 of C1-087 the Applicant states: 

The assessment of the three farm holdings that contain BMV where the solar infrastructure 
would be located are all large to substantial arable holdings and these holdings would 
remain as substantial or large arable holdings following the implementation of the Proposed 
Development. No commercial enterprises would be comprised by the Proposed Development 
and the structure of the landholding framework in the area would not be affected. 

 For Land Holding 3 – which lies entirely within Cumnor Parish – this statement is untrue. 

 

Given that DEFRA class a large arable farm as 250 to 500+ hectares and the totality of land 

holding 3 is c 160 hectares it is not ‘large to substantial’. 

 

Of its c 160 hectares c. 16ha are ancient woodland, leaving c. 144 hectares.   

 

Not all is arable, fields 3.2, 3.4, 3.12, 3.16 and 3.17 being regularly on rotation for livestock.  

 

With the landowner stating (in REP1-151)that he’s ‘allowed 200 acres (81ha) to go into this 

solar farm’, that leaves a maximum of just 80 hectares for arable and other farming uses.   

 

From this it is difficult to agree with the Applicant’s (misspelled) assertion that ‘No 

commercial enterprises would be comprised [sic] by the Proposed Development’   

 

This is further amplified by the Applicant continuing to write about Grade 3 land while, in 

the case of Land Holding 3, seeking to minimise the impact of the new ALCC classification 

which, despite the Applicant’s previous attempts to describe the soil as ‘poor’ now shows 

the presence of BMV land (defined as ALCC 1,2 and 3a) after all. 

 

In respect of flood risk the Applicant (page 34 of C1-087) states (this Interested Party’s 

emphasis added) 

‘The consideration of areas liable to flood had a direct influence over the detailed design and 

layout of the Project once the broad site location for the Project had initially been identified’ 
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In the case of the Southern Site, this Interested Party assesses, as in section 6 and 10-14, 

that a prior Landlord site agreements were the Applicant’s sole site selection criterion, since 

the Southern Site contains extensive tracts of EA Flood Risk Zone 2 and 3 land and at no 

point in the Examination has the Applicant been willing to engage with the flood risk issue, 

OHA concerns or Cumnor Parish’s Neighbourhood Plan Flood Risk policy (REP1-057 and 

REP1-060), responding that they merely ‘note’ this IP’s concerns (C1-087).   

This issue is addressed in more detail in this IP’s response to SoS Q53-57 

The Applicant states (page 34 of C1-087) in respect of Green Belt that: 

 

‘Green Belt was a factor that influenced the Applicants [sic] approach to design and layout, 

but not an overriding one’. 

 

This IP assesses that little credence can be given to this single line response to the SoS’s 

question and so to the following 2 pages of explanation.   

 

Why?  Because the whole of the Southern Site is in the Green Belt. 

 

Summary 

 

For Land Holding 3 – c. 160 hectares entirely within Cumnor Parish – the Applicant’s 

statement that ‘where the solar infrastructure would be located are all large to substantial 

arable holdings and these holdings would remain as substantial or large arable holdings 

following the implementation of the Proposed Development’ is untrue. 

 

From this it is difficult to agree with the Applicant’s assertion that ‘No commercial 

enterprises would be comprised [sic] by the Proposed Development’   

 

In respect of flood risk in the Southern Site, this Interested Party assesses, as in section 6 

and 10-14, that prior Landlord site agreements were the Applicant’s sole site selection 

criterion, since the Southern Site contains extensive tracts of EA Flood Risk Zone 2 and 3 

land and at no point in the Examination has the Applicant been willing to engage with the 

flood risk issue, OHA concerns or Cumnor Parish’s Neighbourhood Plan Flood Risk policy. 

 

Regarding Green Belt, little credence can be given to the Applicant’s single line response to 

the SoS’s question and so to the following 2 pages of explanation.  Why?  Because the 

whole of the Southern Site is in the Green Belt.  
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Infrastructure  

National Grid Energy Transmission Substation 

8. The draft DCO (“dDCO”) makes provision for NGET’s substation within the order limits 
(“Order Limits”), specifically in the western part of the southern section, as a fallback 
option, in the event that NGET is unable to secure its preferred site outside the Order 
Limits. The Secretary of State notes that there is uncertainty regarding the 
commencement timescales for the Proposed Development and the potential 
dependency on the construction of a new NGET substation.  

8. Timescale uncertainty & dependencies: assessment of Applicant’s response 

 

This Interested Party notes that the Applicant chooses to make no response to paragraph 8 

which sets out the SoS’s evident concerns, previously and repeatedly expressed by the 

Examining Authority, instead choosing to rely on partial answers to SoS Q9-14, many of 

which differ from its previous responses to the ExA.   

This continues the lack of engagement with this issue that has characterised the Applicant’s 

actions both before and during the Examination Phase. 

This contrasts with repeated and extensive contributions made by Interested Parties, 

including but not limited to: 

• Layla Moran MP (REP4-090, REP7-154 and C1-006),  

• Calum Miller MP (REP2-093 and REP7-067),  

• the Oxfordshire Host Authorities (REP2-050, REP3-072, REP4-041, REP4-074, REP5-125, 

REP6-117 and REP7-190) and  

• Cumnor Parish Council (REP2-048, REP3-078, REP4-045, REP4-046, REP5-077, REP6-084, 

REP7-076 and REP7-077) 

Summary 

The extensive, detailed and evidence led submissions by many Interested Parties stands in 
stark contrast to the lack of response from the Applicant; itself a direct cause of the need 
for repeated questions by the ExA and now the SoS. 
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9. The Secretary of State is aware that further to the screening request report prepared 
by WSP on behalf of NGET (ref. UK0028121.4284-003), the Vale of White Horse 
District Council (“VoWHDC”)1 and the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero 
(“DESNZ”)2 have issued screening opinions for the proposed 400 kV substation and 
other associated development under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 and the Electricity Works (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations (England and Wales) Regulations 2017 in respect of 
NGET’s preferred site. NGET is requested to provide an update on the status of the 
planning application for the new NGET substation and associated development, to be 
submitted to the VoWHDC under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 on its 
preferred site. The update should include, as a minimum, an updated timetable from 
the point of submission of any scoping request to the VoWHDC through to the 
completion of works and availability for connection for the proposed solar farm, 
including any public and statutory consultation proposed, and application milestones 
reached prior to submission of the screening request report to the VoWHDC.  

9. NGET substation planning application status: assessment of NGET’s response and the 

Applicant’s prior responses 

 

NGET’s response (C1-028) shows that its grid connection date is no longer Q4 2029 as 

reported in November 2025 (REP7-039), but is now Q4 2031, a slippage of 2 years in the 

past 7 months, placing doubt on the project’s entry into its quoted Contract for Difference 

(CfD) Scheme.   

 

All the dates now provided by NGET are caveated as being an ‘anticipated or ‘target’ dates’ 

with the programme described as being ‘at an early stage’ with dates ‘therefore 

indicative/subject to change’  

 

This Interested Party has constructed two timelines (below) showing how every time the ExA 

(Table 1), and now the SoS (Table 2), has asked these questions the Applicant and/or NGET 

has given a different answer. 

 

This ever extending timeline is compounded in the Applicant’s case by the fact that it has 

repeatedly failed to update its public facing website (www.botleywest.co.uk) with the most 

up to date grid connection date, so misleading members of the public, journalists and others 

who have been repeatedly told by the Applicant to find information there at the formal 

Consultation stages, the Examination Phase and now the Decision Phase. 

 

Nothing exemplifies this disconnect between reality and hype more than the fact that as of 

today, more than a month after NGET response C1-028 was published (and presumably 

several months since the Applicant was aware of its contents) the Applicant’s website 

continues to claim an ‘Autumn 2029 grid connection date’ (see Image 2 below), a date 2+ 

years earlier than NGET’s ‘target’ date of Q4 2031.  
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Image 2 

The Applicant’s www.botleywest.c.uk/Home-Botley_West.html at 08:00 on 15/07/2026 

 

The timeline for grid connection date claims made during the ExA’s Examination phase in 

2025 runs as follows (Table 2 below):  

Date Applicant/NGET  
statement 

Interested Party  
comment 

   

4th June 
2025 

REP1-019 Applicant’s written summary of ISH1 
 
Page 4: Mr Phillips, on behalf of the Applicant, 
provided broader context regarding the ongoing 
engagement with National Grid. He explained that 
National Grid is actively preparing an application for a 
substation that would service both the Project and the 
wider network 
 
And page 5: The Applicant also understands that 
National Grid intend to launch a public consultation on 
their plans shortly, with an intention of submitting 
TCPA application in Q4 2025. 

No such plan for 
the ‘wider 
network’ exists as 
claimed by the 
Applicant (see also 
this IP’s response 
to SoS Q6e ) 
 
 
Neither occurred 
and the 
Applicant’s dates 
were contradicted 
the same day by 
NGET – see REP1-
106 below 
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4th June 
2025  

 

REP1-106 NGET Written representation para 10 

This planning application for the NGET Farmoor 
Substation has not yet been made and NGET are 
targeting submission in 2026.                                         

 
 
NGET’s REP1-106 
contradicts 
Applicant’s REP 1-
019 

19th June 
2025  

 

NGET letter to Layla Moran MP quoted in Cumnor 
Parish Council’s REP2-048 

‘Construction completed’ late 2029 

 

1st July 
2025 

Applicant’s REP2-025 answer to ExQ 1.3.2 

‘October 2026’ 

 
 
 
Two different 
answers given by 
the Applicant in 
the same 
document 
 
 
 
 
and on the same 
day as NGET gives 
a 3rd - different 
again - answer 

1st July 
2025 

Applicant’s REP2-025 answer to ExQ 1.3.6 

‘October 2028’ 

1st July 
2025 

REP2-076 NGET’s responses re ExA Q 1.3.6 

Early 2024                     Potential site selection 
Autumn 2024 onwards  Site surveys 
Early 2026                     Public consultation (28 days) 
Late 2026                      Planning submission 
Summer 2027               Construction starts 
Late 2029                      Construction completed 
 

6th July 
2025 

REP3-053 PVDP’s Statement of Common Ground with 
NGET 

No statement on dates 

 

21st July 
2025 

Applicant’s REP3-065 response to comments on their 
answer to ExQ1.3.3 

‘October 2027’ 

 

9th October 
2025 

Applicant’s oral submissions to ISH2 (00:08:48:26 - 
00:09:14:14 in EN010147-001941- Transcript Part 1 
Final.pdf) 

‘We're waiting for an agreement to vary from National 
Grid in order to change that date from 2027 to 2029’ 

 

20th 
October 
2025 

REP6-110 NGET comments on information received at 
D5 

No statement on dates 
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10th 
November 
2025 

REP7-039 PVDP Final Statement of Common Ground 
with NGET 

NGET position: The grid connection date is to be 
amended to Q4 2029 

PVDP position: October 2027 is the current grid 
connection date.  The Environmental Statement 
assumes a connection assumes a connection date of 
October 2028 as this was the connection date 
discussed with NGET at the time of submission.  
Following recent discussions , the existing grid 
connection date is expected to be amended to 2029 as 
this is the construction programme NGET are working 
to.  This does not alter the Applicant’s EIA conclusions 

 

 

These two 
statements are 
shown by PVDP as 
‘Agreed’ despite 
their obvious 
differences. 

 

10th 
November 
2025 

REP7-179 NGET’s Closing statement 

No statement on dates 

 

Table 2  

NGET substation dates provided during the 2025 Examination Phase 

  

So the Examination phase concluded in November 2025 with the Applicant and NGET both 

apparently standing by a grid connection date of ‘Q4 2029’  

 

Now, some 7 months later, we discover thanks to the SoS’s questions that the timeline has 

already slipped by a further 2 years to ‘Q4 2031’ (see Table 3 below) 

 

This raises the question of when, or maybe whether, the Applicant would have informed the 

ExA and the SoS that the date had slipped by two years if it was not for the SoS’s April 2026 

questions?  

 

When did the Applicant become aware of the new date?  If it was before April 2026 and the 

SoS’s questions, why didn’t the Applicant make this public knowledge? 
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11th June 2026 C1-028 NGET response to the SoS page 2 

NGET wishes to emphasise that this programme is at an early stage and is therefore 
indicative/subject to change. The dates below should all be read as anticipated or 
‘target’ dates. 

Activity Date Interested Party 
comment 

VOWHDC screening request 
submission 

August 2025  

VOWHDC screening request 
decision 

September 2025  

Oxfordshire County Council 
Highways Pre-application 
submission 

November 2025  

Oxfordshire County Council 
Highways Pre-application decision 

December 2025  

Secretary of State Screening 
Direction Request 

March 2026  

Secretary of State Screening 
Direction Decision 

Q2 2026 Not in Q2  
08/06/2026 decision 
of EIA required 

VOWHDC pre-application 
submission 

Q2 2026 Not received in Q2 

Submission of scoping request to 
VOWHDC (if required) 

Q3 2026 This will be required 
following the SoS 
direction on the 
screening request 

Public consultation and 
engagement 

Q4 2026  

Submission of planning application 
to VOWHDC 

Q1-2 2027  

Submission of S37 application to 
DESNZ 

Q1-2 2027  

Planning Application Determination Q3-4 2027  

S37 determination Q4 2027  

Discharge of pre-commencement 
planning conditions 

Q4 2027 – Q1 2028  

Discharge of pre-commencement 
S37 conditions (if applicable) 

Q1 2028  

Mobilisation for commencement of 
construction works 

Q1-Q2 2028  

Completion of the works and 
availability for connection for solar 
farm 

Q4 2031  

Table 3 

NGET substation dates provided during the 2026 Decision Phase 
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Adding the components of this assessment together this IP finds that: 

• Prior to the Examination phase the Applicant’s website was the only source of 

information on a grid connection date, and it remains the source the Applicant continues 

to direct members of the public and their elected representatives to.   

On 10th November 2024, at the time of the Applicant’s NSIP application to PINS, the 

Applicant’s website showed a connection date of Autumn 2027, despite the Applicant 

stating in its  REP2-025 answer to ExA Q 1.3.2 that they had reached agreement with 

NGET 3 years before (in 2021) for a connection date of 2026, a position the Applicant 

continues to maintain (table on page 4 of C1-087) 

• During the ExA’s Examination phase (May to November 2025) the Applicant variously 

stated the grid connection date to be  

o October 2026 

o October 2027 

o October 2028 

o Autumn 2028 

 

• During the ExA’s examination phase, NGET stated the grid connection date to be  

o Late 2029 (construction completed) 

o Q4 2029 

 

• Now, in June/July 2026, NGET is stating an ‘indicative/subject to change’ / ‘anticipated or 

‘target’ dates’  of Q4 2031 

It is patently clear therefore that given the 2 year slippage between NGET’s November 2025 

evidence to the ExA and its June 2026 evidence to SoS, plus the further slippage already 

apparent in the NGET programme only just published in June 2026, that a grid connection 

date of Q4 2031 is the very earliest achievable, with a more likely date of sometime in 2032. 

Furthermore, with the Applicant’s ‘Scenario 2’ (see this IP’s response to SoS question 10 

below) - in which it provides its own grid connection - so lacking in any detail and so with 

even higher uncertainty, it cannot reasonably be expected to be before 2032-2035 at the 

earliest. 

Under these circumstances this Interested Party requests the SoS to return to the ExA’s very 

sensible proposal of requiring 6 ‘Grampian’ conditions for this NSIP application  including 

one prohibiting the start of construction for this project until NGET gain planning permission 

for their substation. 
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Summary 

During the ExA’s Examination phase (May to November 2025) the Applicant variously 

stated the grid connection date to be  

o October 2026 

o October 2027 

o October 2028 

o Autumn 2028 

 

While publicising different dates on its public facing website throughout. 

In the same Examination Phase period NGET stated the grid connection date to be  

o Late 2029 (construction completed) 

o Q4 2029 

 

NGET’s latest response shows that its grid connection date is no longer Q4 2029 as it last 

reported in November 2025, but is now Q4 2031, a slippage of 2 years in the past 7 months 

placing doubt on the project’s entry into its quoted Contract for Difference (CfD) Scheme.   

 

All the dates now provided by NGET are caveated as being an ‘anticipated or ‘target’ 

dates’ with the programme described as being ‘at an early stage’ with dates ‘therefore 

indicative/subject to change’  

It is patently clear therefore that a grid connection date of Q4 2031 is the very earliest 

achievable, with a more likely date of sometime in 2032 or later. 

Furthermore, with the Applicant’s ‘Scenario 2’ (see this IP’s response to SoS question 10 

below) - in which it provides its own grid connection - so lacking in any detail and so with 

even higher uncertainty, it cannot reasonably be expected to be before 2032-2035 at the 

earliest. 

Under these circumstances this Interested Party requests the SoS to return to the ExA’s 

very sensible proposal of requiring 6 ‘Grampian’ conditions for this NSIP application 

including one prohibiting the start of construction for this project until NGET gain planning 

permission for their substation.   

 

This Interested party notes the Applicant has repeatedly attempted to ignore this ExA 

proposal and continues to do so in its latest C1-087, instead seeking to water down the 

ExA’s proposal and push it beyond DCO approval.     
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10. The Secretary of State notes that the Applicant, and NGET have signed a Connection 
Agreement [APP-019] which specifies the date of connection to be October 2027, 
although discussions were taking place for this to be amended to the beginning of Q4 
2028. [REP2-025] confirms that the Applicant and NGET have signed a bilateral 
connection agreement which commits to connect the solar farm to the National 
Electricity Transmission System in October 2028. However, in [REP2-076] NGET 
indicate that construction would be completed in late 2029, and in [REP7-039], 
NGET’s Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”), there is text confirming a 
connection date of Q4 2029.  
 

11. The Secretary of State therefore requests that NGET and the Applicant provide an 
update on the NGET substation delivery programme, including timescales for its 
construction, completion, and availability for connection. The update should make 
clear whether the delivery programme applies to both scenarios, (1) NGET’s preferred 
site outside of the Order Limits, and (2) the fallback position within the Order Limits. If 
the programme delivery and connection dates differ between the two scenarios, both 
should be clearly set out. 

10-11 NGET & Applicant update on two scenarios for NGET substation delivery:  

assessment of Applicant’s response to 10 and NGET’s and Applicant’s ‘joint’ response 

submitted by the Applicant to 11 

 

This Interested Party notes that in this response (C1-087) the only dates offered by the 

Applicant are for the SoS’s ‘scenario 1’ and they are a repetition of the dates submitted by 

NGET in answer to SoS’s question 9. 

 

By contrast neither the Applicant nor NGET offer any dates for SoS’s scenario 2.  Instead the 

Applicant repeats previously offered statements based on their perception of their need for 

deliverability and certainty.   

 

So, the Applicant is in essence telling the SoS that ‘scenario 2’ is both so important for 

deliverability and certainty that it must be allowed to have the fallback of constructing a 

NGET substation within its DCO redline, but that ‘scenario 2’ is simultaneously so  

unimportant that after 4+ years of preparing planning documentation it cannot share with 

the SoS any details of any time bounded delivery programme. 

 

This raises the question of whether the Applicant has a time bounded delivery programme 

for scenario 2 at all, and if it does, why is it not prepared to share it with the SoS and 

Interested Parties? 

This is as illogical as it is unacceptable, and further throws into doubt the Applicant’s claimed 

ability to plan, let alone deliver, SoS’s scenario 2. 

Finally, in seeking to bolster its case, the Applicant (C1-087 page 38) states 
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In January 2026 Botley West Solar Farm was confirmed by NESO as a Gate 2 Phase 1 
protected connection. Therefore, ensuring timely delivery is essential to meeting the targets 
of this process. 
 
When this Interested Party checked this, using NESO’s own ‘transmission entry capacity 
(TEC) register’ updated on July 14th 2026, it found no ‘2’ status listed for Botley West (line 
242, Column ‘O’ of the TEC register spreadsheet).  Given that NESO state 
(https://www.neso.energy/data-portal/transmission-entry-capacity-tec-register) 

NOTE: Following updates to CUSC paragraphs 6.30.3.2 and 6.35.2, the Transmission Entry 

Capacity (TEC) Registers will include an additional column called “Gate” from 21st 

November,2025 indicating whether agreements are classified as Gate 1 or Gate 2. This 

column will be populated once agreements have been countersigned. Until that point, the 

field will remain blank. 

this Interested Party concludes that as of today’s date the Applicant does not have a 

countersigned agreement with NESO for Gate 2 status. 

Summary 

This Interested Party notes that in this response (C1-082) the only dates offered by the 

Applicant are for the SoS’s ‘scenario 1’ and they are a repetition of the dates submitted by 

NGET in answer to SoS’s question 9. 

By contrast neither the Applicant nor NGET offer any dates for SoS’s scenario 2 

This raises the question of whether the Applicant has a time bounded delivery programme 

for scenario 2 at all, and if it does, why is it not prepared to share it with the SoS and 

Interested Parties? 

This is as illogical as it is unacceptable, and further throws into doubt the Applicant’s 

claimed ability to plan, let alone deliver, SoS’s scenario 2. 

In seeking to bolster its case, the Applicant states ‘In January 2026 Botley West Solar Farm 
was confirmed by NESO as a Gate 2 Phase 1 protected connection’ 
 
However, when this Interested Party checked this, using NESO’s own ‘transmission entry 
capacity (TEC) register’ updated on July 14th 2026, it found no ‘2’ status listed for Botley 
West (line 242, Column ‘O’ of the TEC register spreadsheet). 

As NESO advises that ‘This column will be populated once agreements have been 

countersigned. Until that point, the field will remain blank.’ this Interested Party concludes 

that the Applicant does not have a countersigned agreement with NESO for Gate 2 status. 
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12. The Guide to the Application (rev 11) [REP7-002] details that the area set aside for 
the NGET substation excludes connecting tower structures. The Outline Layout and 
Design Principles document (rev 6) [REP7-029] includes connection towers within the 
scope of the NGET substation. The Applicant is requested to confirm the scope of 
the “variety of other electrical infrastructure” none greater than approximately 15m 
(excluding cable connecting to 400kV overhead lines) included in Work No. 2 referred 
to in [REP7-029] under the heading Work No. 2, and to clarify the difference between 
the connecting towers referred to in [REP7-002] and [REP7-029], identifying which 
towers are included within the Works No. 2 and which ones are not. 

12. Applicant’s conflicting information regarding towers and other infrastructure: 
assessment of Applicant’s response 

In asking this perceptive question the SoS has revealed that in the Applicant’s view not all its 
documents presented to the ExA – and so to the SoS - should be treated equally, and that 
Interested Parties should somehow know that the conflicts between the Applicant’s 
statements in REP7-002 and REP7-029 should be adjudicated in the latter’s favour. 

And, failing all else, as the Applicant chooses not to answer the SoS’s specific question here, 
all Interested Parties should take comfort from the assertion in C1-087 that:  

The specific location(s) and other final design of the connecting towers, tower structures and 
other infrastructure will to be subject to the detailed design requirements in the DCO and 
ongoing engagement with NGET 

This Interested Party takes no such comfort as this is yet another example amongst many 
where the Applicant is asking the ExA, and now the SoS, to be able to work out significant 
details after planning permission is granted, rather than going through the chore of working 
them out as part of the evidence base for its application. 

Maybe the Applicant’s desire to attempt ‘detailed design requirements in the DCO’ helps 
explain its inability, and/or unwillingness, to provide the dates required by the SoS in 
Question 10, scenario 2? 

Given the above the Applicant’s assurances about infrastructure height being 
‘approximately 15m’ could cover a multitude of sins.   

Previous questioning by the OHA and Cumnor Parish Council elicited that the Applicant 
didn’t consider the 3m difference between the 12m height assumed in its LVIA (including 
ZTV analysis) to be materially different from 15m, some 3m more.    
 
So, little confidence that ‘approximately 15m’ might not in reality be 15m + 3m = 18m can be 
gained, and with it little comfort from LVIAs and ZTVs conducted assuming 12m. 
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Summary 

The Applicant chooses not to answer the SoS’s specific question here, instead inviting all 
Interested Parties to take comfort from its assertion that ‘The specific location(s) and 
other final design of the connecting towers, tower structures and other infrastructure will 
to be subject to the detailed design requirements in the DCO and ongoing engagement 
with NGET’ 

This Interested Party takes no such comfort, as this is yet another example amongst many 
where the Applicant is asking the ExA, and now the SoS, to be able to work out significant 
details after planning permission is granted, rather than going through the chore of 
working them out as part of the evidence base for its application. 
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13. The Secretary of State notes that the screening request report (referred to in 
paragraph 9 above) details works to replace one existing tower with two towers of a 
height between 60-80 metres. The Applicant and NGET are requested to confirm, (1) 
whether works to tower structures will be necessary, should the NGET substation be 
delivered within the Order Limits (the fallback position), noting the clarification sought 
in paragraph 10 of this letter, (2) whether the towers referred to in the screening 
request report are those referred to in [REP7-029], and (3) whether the works to tower 
structures would fall within the Order Limits. The Applicant is requested to provide an 
updated Works Plans (sheet 13a of 13) showing the location of the respective tower(s) 
to be replaced, and any replacement towers. If the works to tower structures would fall 
outside of the Order Limits, the Applicant is requested to provide details of the 
consenting regime under which the works to tower structures would be secured 
together with delivery timescales and a location plan identifying the existing and 
proposed tower structures.  

13.Tower structures and Order Limits: assessment NGET’s and Applicant’s ‘joint’ response 
submitted by the Applicant  

Given the Applicant’s current Order Limits (Image 3 below) its definitive answer of ‘yes’ to 
the question of whether works to tower structures would fall within the Order Limits and 
that ‘No extension to the Order Limits would be required’ is impossible to reconcile with the 
redline boundary for NGET’s own proposed substation. 

 
Image 3 

Botley West Southern site: from Land Plans C1-037 
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As can be seen from the Screening application to VWHDC (P25/V1685/SCR) from NGET, if 
they were to be consented to build the substation then their redline would extend beyond 
the Applicant’s order limits (Image 4 below). 

 
Image 4 

National Grid (NGET): Extract from VWHDC Screening Opinion P25/V1685/SCR 
This can be found on the VWHDC’s planning portal at 

https://valeofwhitehorse.planning-
register.co.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=P25/V1685/SCR 

The NGET screening application redline not only extends beyond the Botley West DCO 
redline but also extends within the redline for the proposed immediately adjacent Red 
House Farm power station (see Image 5 below), previously refused by VWHDC and now 
subject to an appeal (PINS reference 6009163 to be heard by PINS at a public inquiry on 20th 
October 2026). 
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Image 5 

Red House Farm: Extract from VWHDC application P24/V2489/FUL   
This can be found on the VWHDC planning portal at 

https://valeofwhitehorse.planning-
register.co.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=P24%2FV2489%2FFUL 

Setting aside for a moment the obvious cumulative issues these three applications raise (see 
also this Interested Party’s responses to Q33-36 and Q54-57), the fact that the proposed 
NGET substation redline extends within the Botley West DCO boundary raises a set of 
concerns neither the Applicant nor NGET has yet addressed. 

To compound those concerns, this Applicant is asking the SoS to believe the opposite is true, 
that if they were to build the substation within the DCO boundary they would not need to 
work outside the Order Limits, unlike NGET.  
 
If the Applicant’s assertion to the SoS is however untrue, this raises yet other issues as it 
would require the Applicant to carry out works not just outside its Order Limits but also 
within the redline of an immediately adjacent and entirely separate solar power station. 
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Summary 
 

Given the Applicant’s current Order Limits (Image 3 above) its definitive answer of ‘yes’ to 
the question of whether works to tower structures would fall within the Order Limits and 
that ‘No extension to the Order Limits would be required’ is impossible to reconcile with 
the redline boundary for NGET’s own proposed substation (Image 4 above). 

The NGET screening application redline not only extends beyond the Botley West DCO 
redline but also extends within the redline for the proposed immediately adjacent Red 
House Farm power station (see Image 5 above), previously refused by VWHDC and now 
subject to an appeal (PINS reference 6009163 to be heard by PINS at a public inquiry on 
20th October 2026) 

However, this Applicant is asking the SoS to believe the opposite is true, that if they were 
to build the substation within the DCO boundary they would not need to work outside the 
Order Limits, unlike NGET.  

If the Applicant’s assertion to the SoS is however untrue, this raises yet other issues as it 
would require the Applicant to carry out works not just outside its Order Limits but also 
within the redline of an immediately adjacent and entirely separate solar power station. 
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14. The Applicant is also requested to provide an updated Grid Connection Statement, 
Guide to the Application document and Outline Layout and Design Principles 
document to align with the responses to the above questions.  

14. Applicant to provide updated documents: assessment of Applicant’s response  

Summary 

The Applicant has not provided an updated Grid Connection statement, instead seeking to 
rely on its November 2024 APP-019. The reason? As in so much else (see 12 above)  

‘it has not yet been finalised’    

That this is the Applicant’s stated position in June 2026, 2 months after the SoS requested 
the information, 7 months since the end of the Examination phase and 19 months after 
APP-019 was submitted, speaks volumes about the Applicant’s disregard for the 
application and Examination processes and its attitude to scrutiny by both the ExA and the 
SoS. 
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Cultural Heritage  

Setting 

19 The Secretary of State notes that the International Council on Monuments and 
Sites (“ICOMOS”) submitted three technical reviews (“TR”) via Historic England 
(as adviser to the State Party) during Examination [RR-0398, REP4-052 and 
REP7-117]. The Secretary of State notes the Applicant did not provide a response 
to specific concerns in these TR and therefore requests the Applicant to consider 
and provide a response to all three ICOMOS technical reviews.  

19 ICOMOS reviews and lack of Applicant’s response: assessment NGET’s and Applicant’s 
‘joint’ response submitted by the Applicant  

Summary 
 
This Interested Party notes that in its reply to SoS Q 15 in C1-087 the Applicant makes no 
response to ICOMOS submissions RR-0413 and REP1-103 about the proposed southern 
site: 
 
3. South Solar Farm SE of Farmoor Reservoir: (1 plan) (2km E-W; 0.7 km maximum width; 
substation with access to overhead power line which crosses this site.) At least half of this 
proposal is on exposed north facing arable slopes which would be highly visible almost 
certainly also being obvious from Farmoor Reservoir recreation area. All the area is in an 
important part of Oxford’s Green Belt related to Oxford City and University visible from 
footpaths above or below useful to the population of the nearby city being accessible by 
bus. This South site is a totally unsuitable place for a solar farm and should be omitted 
from the proposal. Care will need to be taken over the siting of and screen planting around 
the substation connecting to the overhead line. 
 
See also the ICOMOS map ‘Areas Unsuitable for Solar Panels - South Omissions’ (REP2-074) 
and its most recent submission to the SoS confirming this position (C1-021 assessment of 
SoS Q66) 
 
The ICOMOS position on the removal of the southern site is endorsed by the OHA and by 
Cumnor Parish Council 
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Landscape  

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (“LVIA”) 

23 The Secretary of State notes that during Examination there were concerns from 
Historic England, OHA, Cassington Parish Council, Cumnor Parish Council, 
ICOMOS, ICOMOS-UK and other Interested Parties, regarding how the Applicant 
had applied the mitigation hierarchy. With reference to NPS EN-1 paragraphs 
4.2.11, 5.9.9, 5.10.6 and 5.10.37, the Applicant is requested to explain how the 
mitigation hierarchy has been applied in regard to landscape and visual, and 
cultural heritage impacts when developing the scheme. 

23. Mitigation hierarchy: assessment NGET’s and Applicant’s ‘joint’ response submitted by 
the Applicant  

Summary 

The Applicant’s 2 page response to SoS Q23 in C1-87 provides no new information, merely 
reiterating its previous position.  Since that position was the one that, as the SoS notes, 
caused; 
  
‘concerns from Historic England, OHA, Cassington Parish Council, Cumnor Parish Council, 
ICOMOS, ICOMOS-UK and other Interested Parties’ 
 
those concerns remain and are amplified, since even after the Examination and despite 
another opportunity to do so, the Applicant still chooses to do nothing other than to 
repeat its previous assertions.  

In assessing the Applicant’s engagement with the mitigation hierarchy, this Interested 

Party observes that this must surely start with accurate ‘baseline’ information and data 

about aspects of the application; be it noise, landscape, ecology, PRoW, land quality, flood 

risk etc. etc. 

 

As sections 24b and 24c below show, this isn’t the case. 

  



 

Page 40 of 105 
 

 

Landscape  

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (“LVIA”) 

24 The Secretary of State notes the conclusions of the LVIA presented in Environmental 
Statement Chapter 8, and the concerns from Interested Parties regarding the 
application of guidance, the determination of significance, and the extent to which 
landscape and visual considerations informed the siting, scale and design of the 
Proposed Development. The Applicant is requested to consider whether an updated 
LVIA assessment of the landscape and visual impacts of the Proposed Development 
is required. In doing so, the Applicant is requested to have regard to the requirements 
of NPS EN-1 paragraphs 5.10.6, 5.10.16, 5.10.19, 5.10.22 and 5.10.24. As part of 
this, the Applicant is requested to:  
a. Consider and respond to the concerns highlighted by the OHA in section 2.3 of 

their closing statement [REP7-191], in addition to their response to the ExA’s Rule 
17 Letter including their comments on documents submitted at Deadline 6 [REP7-
190]; 

b. Consider and respond to Interested Parties comments received at Deadline 7;  

c. Confirm whether the visualisations submitted in the Examination are representative 
and verified in accordance with recognised good practice, including details of 
viewpoint selection, verification methodology, and any acknowledged limitations;  

d. With reference to NPS EN-1 paragraphs 5.10.6 and 5.10.19, explain how landscape 
and visual considerations informed the siting, scale and design of the Proposed 
Development at the early stages of scheme development, including how the mitigation 
hierarchy has been applied to avoid, reduce or offset adverse effects. The Applicant 
should identify specific examples of how their findings influenced the layout, design or 
configuration of the scheme; and  

  

25. If the Applicant decides to update the assessment, the Applicant is encouraged to 
consult with OHA when producing this updated assessment.  

24a OHA concerns: assessment of Applicant’s response  

In its response (page 62 of C1-087) the Applicant states 

‘The Project does not include any permanent lighting during operation’ 

This IP assumes this statement is limited to lights emitting in the human visible wavelength 
spectrum only, since unless the site’s proposed CCTV cameras are to be rendered ‘blind’ 
during the hours of darkness they will rely on illumination by Infra-Red light to ‘see’ in the 
dark, as any other industrial/domestic CCTV system does in the absence of lights operating 
in the visible part of the spectrum. 

Infra-red light is known to cause severe adverse impacts particularly for nocturnal animals, 
birds and bats and their insect prey so the Applicant’s assertion that lighting ‘does not 
contribute to impacts’ cannot be allowed to stand. 
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In its response (page 62 of C1-087) the Applicant states 

The assessment of cumulative effects has been covered within section 8.10 / 8.11 of the 
submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment [REP6-012] and brought together in a 
concluding summary ES Chapter (Chapter 20). The cumulative schemes have all been 
identified in the longlist and shortlist of cumulative schemes [REP5-034] and have been 
considered within the LVIA for relevance on whether cumulative effects could occur. 

In the case of the immediately adjacent Red House Farm power station application (VWHDC 
Planning application P24/V2489/FUL currently being considered under PINS appeal 
reference 6009163 with the public inquiry beginning 20th October 2026) this is untrue. 

The Applicant claims they have chosen to rely on a ‘tier’ process (PINS Planning Advice Note 
Seventeen: Cumulative Effects Assessment) which it has not properly applied.  

In this case the Applicant has repeatedly ignored the actual status of the proposed Red 
House Farm power station immediately adjacent to the Southern site (see also this IP’s 
responses to the Applicant’s assertions in answering SoS Q6 and 10-14) and the voluminous 
planning application and appeal documentation associated with it, as set out in this IP’s 
REP7-076 and other submissions. 

In pointing the SoS to its sections 8.10/8.11 of its submitted Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (REP6-012) the Applicant has failed to inform the SoS that it lists everything 
about Red House Farm power station as ‘unknown’ including its ‘overlap’ with the 
Applicant’s own project. 

Since the ‘overlap’ as been previously identified and assessed by Cumnor Parish Council 
without the resources available to the Applicant, and is here again (see section 6), it should 
concern the SoS that the Applicant continues to rely on statements that cannot be true. 

Even more concerning for the SoS is the Applicant’s ‘tiering’ of this project’s associated 
NGET provided substation.  The Applicant’s REP5-034 omits this cumulative proposed 
development entirely. 

Summary 

This IP assumes that the Applicant’s statement that ‘The Project does not include any 
permanent lighting during operation’ is limited to lights emitting in the human visible 
wavelength spectrum only.  Unless the site’s proposed CCTV cameras are to be rendered 
‘blind’ during the hours of darkness they will rely on illumination by Infra-Red light to ‘see’ 
in the dark, as any other industrial/domestic CCTV system, where Infra-red light is known 
to cause severe adverse impacts, particularly for nocturnal mammals , rodents, birds and 
especially bats and their insect prey.  

So the Applicant’s unqualified assertion that lighting ‘does not contribute to impacts’ 
cannot be allowed to stand. 
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In the case of the immediately adjacent Red House Farm power station application 
(VWHDC Planning application P24/V2489/FUL currently being considered under PINS 
appeal reference 6009163 with the public inquiry beginning 20th October 2026) the 
applicant’s statement on page 62 of C1-087 that ‘The cumulative schemes have all been 
identified in the longlist and shortlist of cumulative schemes [REP5-034] and have been 
considered within the LVIA for relevance on whether cumulative effects could occur’ is 
untrue.   

The Applicant has failed to inform the SoS that it incorrectly lists everything about the Red 
House Farm power station as ‘unknown’ including its ‘overlap’ with the Applicant’s own 
project. 

Even more concerning for the SoS is the Applicant’s ‘tiering’ of this project’s associated 
NGET provided substation.  The Applicant’s REP5-034 omits this cumulative proposed 
development entirely. 
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24b. Applicant’s response to IP comments at Deadline 7: assessment of Applicant’s 
response 

This Applicant’s response is essentially a repeat of its previous deficient assertions during 
the Examination phase.  Examples include the Applicant’s 

consideration of both fixed visual experiences and sequential experiences such as along 
public rights of way or roads  

Except that it hasn’t in any of its discussion of the southern site, most notably in its 
treatment of Cumnor’s made Neighbourhood Plan Important Views (REP1-062), which by 
definition must be on publicly accessible land such as PRoW. 

For the purposes of the LVIA assessment the Project is considered to be fully reversible 

Except that it isn’t with permanent aspects including, but not limited to, cabling and 
substations. 

this increased buffer to 100 m 

Except that it isn’t an increase since the previous ‘without prejudice offer’ was 250m and is 
now all subject to processes the Applicant would rather occur after it’s been granted 
planning permission – such as its proposed Residential Visual Amenity Plan RVAP - and in 
turn dependent on any ‘agreements’ it claims it has already reached with property owners. 

The Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) [REP7-042] is based on the ‘four step’ 
process, as set out in the LI industry standard guidance (LI TGN 02/2019). 

Except that it isn’t with the Applicant’s REP7-042 building on its Deadline 6 RVAA 
submissions REP6-064 and REP6-065 that were hastily constructed after adverse comments 
by the ExA at the October Issue Specific hearings (ISH2 transcript part 4 EV7-010) with 
photographs only being taken on 14th October 2025 and with all the maps dated ‘OCT 2025’ 

As this Interested Party shows in its REP7-077 section 8, the Applicant’s laggardly attempt at 
an RVAA is woeful: replete with evidential inconsistencies, omissions and errors. 

As the ExA stated in para 10 of its PD-017 

The ExA find it extraordinary that you have just repeated your approach and methodology, 
when this has been questioned on numerous occasions both in writing and in the previous 
hearings. Many of the IP’s as well as the host authorities and Historic England have made 
valid professional judgements that should be considered as such. Please could you explain 
why you still consider your approach to be correct and everyone else’s approach to simply be 
subjective opinions that would not materially affect your assessments?  
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Summary 

This Applicant’s response is essentially a repeat of its previous deficient Examination 
phase assertions.   

Examples include:  

• its treatment of Cumnor’s made Neighbourhood Plan Important Views which, by 
definition, must be on publicly accessible land such as PRoW; 
 

• its claim that the project is ‘fully reversible’, except that it isn’t with permanent 
aspects including, but not limited to, cabling and substations. 

 

• Its claim of an ‘increased buffer to 100 m’ which is actually a decrease from the 
previous ‘without prejudice offer’ of 250m and is now all subject to processes the 
Applicant would rather occur after its been granted planning permission 

  

• Its claim of a ‘four step’ process, as set out in the LI industry standard guidance (LI TGN 
02/2019)’ for its RVAA not submitted by June 9th 2026, with its prior attempt in 
October 2025 only coming  after adverse comments by the ExA at the October Issue 
Specific hearings  

As the ExA states in its PD-017 ‘The ExA find it extraordinary that you have just repeated 
your approach and methodology, when this has been questioned on numerous occasions 
both in writing and in the previous hearings. Many of the IP’s as well as the host 
authorities and Historic England have made valid professional judgements that should be 
considered as such.’  
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24c Visualisations and viewpoint selection & verification: assessment of Applicant’s 
response 

On page 66 of C1-087 the Applicant lists six representative viewpoints it has chosen in 
Cumnor Parish and what it claims are the corresponding Important Views in Cumnor’s made 
Neighbourhood Plan (see REP1-057 and REP1-062).   

This list ignores the representation Cumnor Parish Council made at REP2-048 in its 
commentary on ExA Q 1.14.6, and representations by the OHA, for additional and more 
accurate viewpoints, photomontages and visualisations.   

So it contains the same errors and omissions as it did when first presented in 2025, such as 
Representative Viewpoint 55 which is several hundred metres from the ZTV and which 
presumably remains in the Applicant’s submission to bolster its case of ‘nothing to see 
here’. 

The Applicant’s page 66 in C1-087 also continues to ignore the Hill End Outdoor Education 
Centre as a representative viewpoint (it not even appearing on their submitted maps), 
something Cumnor Parish Council provided in para 8.5 of its REP7-077 and which the ExA 
saw for themselves when they visited Hill End in their ASI in October 2025. 

 
Image 6  

From para 8.5 of REP7-077 

These errors are compounded on page 65 of C1-087 where the Applicant states that:  

Where Important Views are orientated towards the Botley West site, equivalent or nearest 
publicly accessible locations have been adopted as Representative Viewpoints within the 
LVIA. 

Why the Applicant has chosen this circumlocution when by definition Important Views must 
be on publicly accessible land such as PRoW becomes clear upon examining the 
photographs and visualisations. 

Take the representational viewpoint 53 adopted by the Applicant as ‘corresponding’ to 
made Neighbourhood Plan View 3.  Except it doesn’t correspond. 

As previously shown in this Interested party’s REP6-063, the Applicant’s image of Viewpoint 
53 in its REP5-029 (and repeated as a cropped image in the Change Request documentation 
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at CR2-032) provides one example amongst many where inaccurate information provided to 
the ExA and now to SoS negates any subsequent assessment of harm and thence mitigation. 

 
Image 7 

Figure 8.239 on page 239 of REP5-029 
Cropped version is also Figure 8.367 on page 367 of CR2-032 

This Interested Party notes that the Applicant has used this photograph to assert the 
invisibility of the DCO site from Viewpoint 53 and so any need for mitigation. 

Elsewhere in REP5-029 (Figure 8.236 on page 236) the Applicant uses the same 
methodology for Viewpoint 52 on Tumbledown hill:  this time with a photograph evidently 
taken under a hedge on the edge of the carriageway of the B4017.  

For Viewpoint 53, taking the photograph 1.5m from the ground from a position behind a 
field of fully grown maize does not accurately represent the kinetic viewpoints at and 
between Cumnor Neighbourhood Plan Important Views 3 and 16 (REP1-057 and REP1-062). 

As REP1-062 (a document both approved and positively commented on by the 
Neighbourhood Plan Examiner) shows on page 9 and page 23 (Images 8 & 9 below), the 
Important Views do show the DCO site to both the west and east of the B4017 as it 
descends Tumbledown northwards towards Filchampstead. 
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Image 8 

Page 9 of REP1-062 
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Image 9 

Page 23 of REP1-062 
Summary 

In repeating its 2025 evidence to the ExA in C1-087 listing six viewpoints it has chosen in 
Cumnor Parish and claiming they correspond to Important Views in Cumnor’s made 
Neighbourhood Plan, the Applicant again ignores the representation this Interested Party 
and the OHA made in the Examination Phase for additional and more accurate viewpoints, 
photomontages and visualisations.   

Unsurprisingly it contains the same errors and omissions as it did when first presented in 
2025. 

So, for example the Applicant continues to ignore the Hill End Outdoor Education Centre 
as a representative viewpoint (it not even appearing on their submitted maps), despite 
the ExA’s visit their in their ASI in October 2025. 

As shown above there are many examples for the Southern site where inaccurate 
information provided to the ExA and now to SoS negates any subsequent assessment by 
the Applicant of harm and thence mitigation. 
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24d. Early stage scheme development and mitigation hierarchy: assessment of Applicant’s 
response 

The Applicant’s response to SoS Q 24d is essentially a more discursive cut and paste of its 
answer to Q23. 

Where the Applicant begins to approach the specificity required by the SoS in the table at 
the bottom of page 79 of C1-087, the accuracy is found wanting. 

in respect of the southern site, the Applicant: 

• Has not avoided development in flood risk affected areas (see Q6d above and Q53-57 
below) 
 

• Has not mitigated impacts on bat habitats because, as it has chosen to ignore cumulative 
impacts of the immediately adjacent Red House Farm power station, for example the 
Applicant’s so-called called ‘bat corridors’ point directly north and north east from fields 
designated 3.13-3.15 towards the field the Red House Farm applicant has chosen to call 
‘Mousefield’. (see map4 below) 

  

 
Map 4 

Extract from map on page 156 of C1-087  

‘Mousefield’ 



 

Page 50 of 105 
 

• Has not reduced residential visual amenity impact by increasing separation from 
residential receptors as the image above shows no panel push back from Denmans 
Farm.  

While there is some panel push back from Jumpers Farm their proposed Residential 
Visual Amenity Impact remains dominated by a 15m high x 75m long building in field 
3.1/3.3 at a distance of c 50m for the Applicant’s proposed NGET ‘scenario 2’ substation.  

Summary 

The Applicant’s response combines a more discursive cut and paste of its answer to Q23 
with an attempt at the specificity required by the SoS where the accuracy is found 
wanting. 

For the southern site, the Applicant: 

• Has not avoided development in flood risk affected areas (see Q6d above and 
Q53-57 below) 

• Has not mitigated impacts on bat habitats and has chosen to ignore cumulative 
impacts of the immediately adjacent Red House Farm power station 

• Has not reduced residential visual amenity impact by increasing separation from 
residential receptors with no panel push back from Denmans Farm and a 15m high 
x 75m long NGET substation building in field 3.1/3.3 at a distance of c 50m from 
Jumpers Farm.  
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Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (“RVAA”)  

26  The Secretary of State notes that the Applicant submitted a RVAA [REP6-064, REP6-
065] late in the Examination and revised this further at Deadline 7 [REP7-042]. This late 
submission did not provide Interested Parties with the opportunity to comment on the 
updated assessment. The Secretary of State also notes the Applicant did not respond to 
Interested Parties’ comments on the RVAA (submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 6) in 
their closing statements at Deadline 8. Therefore, the Secretary of State requests the 
Applicant to consider whether an updated RVAA is required to consider the relevant 
comments from Interested Parties provided at Deadline 7, in particular the OHA’s 
response which highlighted that not all properties that have views available had been 
identified [REP7-191], for example Upper Whitley Farm, in addition to Cumnor Parish 
Council’s response [REP7-077] which details the omission of Filchampstead, and 
additional residential properties from the RVAA. If the Applicant decides to update the 
assessment, the Applicant is encouraged to consult with the OHA in preparing this 
updated RVAA.  

Q26. Updated RVAA: assessment of Applicant’s response 

This Interested Party notes the attempt by the Applicant (C1-087 page 84) to place blame 
for its inability to provide an updated RVAA on the ‘absence of additional time’ 

That the Applicant even applied to the SoS for ‘additional time’ its itself extraordinary given 
that the ExA made repeated requests for an RVAA over more than two years:  

• from July 2023 (APP-126 6.5 ES – Appendix 4.2 Scoping Opinion in ID3.2.3, table 7.3)  

• to June 2025 (PD-008 Q1.14.4 Residential Visual Amenity Assessment RVAA), 

• again in July 2025 (PD-012 ExQ2.13.15)  

• and on 9th October 2025 (EV7-010 ISH2 transcript part 4 at 00:10:11:26 - 
00:10:42:09). 

Despite claiming as late as July 2025 that 

“Due to the low level of the Project and proposed mitigation, it is anticipated that there is no 
potential for any private views to be adversely affected to an extent that would result in a 
level of effect, which would trigger the requirement for RVAA.” 

only after the 9th October ISH2 hearing (EV7-010 ISH2 transcript part 4 at 00:10:11:26 - 
00:10:42:09) did the Applicant attempt a rushed, incomplete and inaccurate attempt at a 
RVAA on 20th October 2025 (REP6-064 and REP6-065). 

Within three days (PD-018 23rd October 2025) the ExA had pointed out 10 errors and 
omissions and questioned the Applicant’s methodology. 

These concerns were amplified by this Interested Party (REP7-077) and the OHA (REP7-191) 
who identified further errors, omissions and methodological flaws. 

Aware that Interested Parties would not have the opportunity to comment further, the 
Applicant attempted another RVAA (REP7-042), which subsequent assessment has shown 
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repeats the errors, omissions and methodological flaws of its predecessors with, for 
example, pictures taken towards properties, in the case of southern site often from several 
hundred metres away from the property curtilage.  

With the chutzpah this Interested Party has come to associate with this Applicant, and 
ignoring the deficiencies listed above, the Applicant again concluded, to no one’s surprise, 
that: 

“Based on the assessment and professional judgement, it is considered that there are no 
residential properties that are to be considered for Step 4 of the RVAA”. 

The Applicant then failed to submit any further update of the RVAA to the SoS on 9 June 
2026, with the SoS refusing its request for an extension until September 2026.  

This timeline provides evidence that the absence of a complete and accurate RVAA, 
between July 2023 and October 2025 for the ExA, and now in June 2026 for the SoS, lies 
entirely at the Applicant’s door.  

Notwithstanding the fact that we understand that the Applicant is preparing another 
submission for July 16th, presumably as another ‘out of time’ attempt to answer the 
questions posed since 2023, this Interested Party considers the Applicant has failed to meet 
both the ExA’s requirements and those of the SoS, and so the DCO should not be granted on 
these grounds alone, with the Applicant required to re-submit, given the unmitigated and 
unassessed harms. 

Summary 

The June 2026 attempt by the Applicant to place blame for its inability to provide an 
updated RVAA on the ‘absence of additional time’ is extraordinary, not least because the 
ExA made repeated requests for an RVAA over more than two years. 

Despite claiming in July 2025 that there ‘is no potential for any private views to be 
adversely affected to an extent that would result in a level of effect, which would trigger 
the requirement for RVAA’  the Applicant attempted a rushed, incomplete and inaccurate 
RVAA on 20th October 2025, an attempt so woeful that just 3 days later the ExA pointed 
out 10 errors and omissions and questioned the Applicant’s methodology. 

The Applicant then failed to submit any further update of the RVAA to the SoS on 9 June 
2026, with the SoS refusing its request for an extension until September 2026.  

The Applicant is now preparing another submission for July 16th, presumably as another 
‘out of time’ attempt to answer the questions posed since 2023,  

This Interested Party considers the Applicant has failed to meet both the ExA’s 
requirements and those of the SoS, and so the DCO should not be granted on these 
grounds alone, with the Applicant required to re-submit, given the unmitigated and 
unassessed harms. 
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27.The Secretary of State notes that at Deadline 7, the ExA suggested [PD-018] a new 
Requirement to be included in the dDCO. This Requirement was for a 250m buffer to be 
implemented between the edge of any part of the proposed operational solar array and 
any residential dwellinghouse (as measured from the curtilage of any private residential 
property or address), unless otherwise demonstrated to be acceptable in writing to the 
satisfaction of the relevant local authority. The Applicant is requested to confirm whether it 
would be feasible to undertake a property-by-property assessment of residential visual 
amenity for dwellings within 250m of the edge of any part of the proposed operational 
solar array. If so, the Applicant should: 

a.Provide such assessment, identifying the dwellings considered and the criteria used to 
select them; 

b.Explain the likely visual effects of the development on each property; and 

c.Identify any mitigation measures (including buffer distances or layout changes) that 
could reduce those effects. 

28.If the Applicant considers that a property-by-property assessment would not be viable 
or proportionate, the Secretary of State requests that the Applicant provides a clear and 
evidenced justification of that position with reference to the relevant guidance and 
evidence already submitted. This should also explain the implications for scheme viability 
or operational constraints, how these have been assessed, and why they would prevent 
such an approach being undertaken 

Q27a-c& Q 28. Provide property-by-property assessment of residential visual amenity for 
dwellings within 250m of the edge of any part of the proposed operational solar array and 
proposed mitigations: assessment of Applicant’s response 

While the SoS question (from PD-018) is about a new DCO requirement for  

‘a 250m buffer to be implemented between the edge of any part of the proposed operational 
solar array and any residential dwellinghouse (as measured from the curtilage of any private 
residential property or address)’ 
 
The Applicant chooses to answer a different question, saying (emphasis added) 
 
‘it could accept an increased buffer of between 100 m-250m from residential properties’  
 
and then further qualifies that offer of a maximum of 250m, and a minimum of 100m (so a 
decrease of 150m from that proposed by the ExA in in PD-018), by saying  
 
‘The precise buffer distance to be determined by the submission of an updated residential 
and visual amenity plan’ 
 
such a RVAP only being produced after the DCO has been approved.   
 
It is unacceptable to this Interested Party to seek to defer a matter unresolved at the end of 
2025 Examination phase and still unresolved after SoS’s questions and the SoS’s refusal of 
an extension.  
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RVAA is central to the planning balance and so this Interested Party’s assessment is that it 
must be assessed before the planning balance is struck.  OHA make the same point (C1-024 
para 6 on page 5): 
 
“the OHA do not believe that the issue of impacts on Residential Visual Amenity can be left 
until after the scheme has been consented and instead need to form part of the SoS’s 
weighing and balancing when determining the application.”  
 
But, extraordinarily,  the Applicant seeks to retreat further from the ExA’s PD-018 with its 
proposed RVAP ‘watered down’ with  
 
‘the exception to the application of this buffer is where the Applicant may have already 
agreed a different buffer distance with owners of relevant residential properties.’ 
 
Where no details of how or when such ‘agreements’ have been reached or by whom, even 
though such buffers are known to be in the 0m-60m range (C1-087 page 156 shows a 0m 
buffer for Denman’s Farm in the southern site) so well below the 100m minimum in the 
Applicant’s proposed own RVAP. 
 
None of this inspires any kind of confidence in this Interested Party, nor in the residents of 
this Parish. 
 
Despite its protestations, and statements about what it will do post DCO consent: 
 

• the Applicant had not visited any property for an RVAA assessment prior to its 9th June 
submission, 

 

• still has not visited any property for an RVAA/RVAP assessment as of the date of this 
submission 

 

• None of its photographs were taken from within curtilages, looking away from the 
property as required.  

 

• Several properties less than 50m-100m from the site were ignored altogether, not even 
listed. 

 

• The Applicant erroneously states (again) on page 72 of C1-087 (in its response to SoS 
Q24 when it should be in its answer to Q26) that  

 
‘The Hill End Outdoor Education Centre (Hill End Charitable Trust) is not a residential 
property and is therefore not included within the RVAA.’ 
 
As both Hill End (see REP7-229 for example) and this Interested Party (see REP7-077 
section 8.5 for example) have repeatedly stated this is untrue for 3 reasons: 
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• Hill End was omitted entirely by the Applicant in its RVAA assessment, not even 
featuring in the large-scale maps in Figures 1.29 to 1.33 and 1.62 to 1.66 in REP6-064 
on which the subsequent RVAA assessment was purportedly based. 

 

• Hill End, which for a century has provided residential accommodation to students, had 
6,525 residential stays in 2025-26 

 

• Hill End is home to a number of members of staff. 
 
In stark contrast to this ineptitude and undertaking a task that seems beyond the Applicant, 
Stop Botley West and this Interested Party have actually visited and talked with residents.   
 
Stop Botley West’s survey of impacted properties in Cumnor Parish shows what can be 
achieved, and what the Applicant has failed to achieve over more than 4 years. 
 
As an example for 4 of the properties adversely impacted (there are many more), Stop 
Botley West as compiled the following data (Table 3 below) for the Southern site: 
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Impacted Properties 
Survey - South 

Lake 
View 

House  

Heiders
- bach 

Upper 
Whitely 

Farm 

Jumpe
rs 

Farm 

Village Cumnor 
Parish 

   

Did PVDP visit for an 
RVAA?  

No No No No 

Did SBW visit for an 
RVAA?  

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Distance to panels from  
property 

150 160 200 50 

Was your property 
considered for 
assessment (table 2 
RVAA) 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Was your property 
assessed (table 4 of 
RVAA) 

Yes Yes No No 

If a photograph was taken 
did it look out from/ in to 
the house 

In In None None 

Do you have existing 
screening above 1.5m  

No Partial Partial Partial 

Does the assessment 
claim screening exists 
now 

Partial Partial Not 
assessed 

Yes 

Are there other factual 
inaccuracies 

Yes Yes Not 
assessed 

Yes 

Is future mitigation 
proposed 

No No Not 
assessed 

No 

Do issues remain 
unresolved. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Table 3 
Impacted Properties survey – courtesy of Stop Botley West 

 
If this wasn’t enough to sink the Applicant’s last ditch RVAP proposal then its inability to 
even accurately map its own proposals further erodes any remaining confidence in the 
veracity of its statements. 
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As but one example the map on page 156 of C1-087 purports to show the southern site with 
‘indicative 250m buffer’ shown as █ .  It doesn’t. 
 
Compare the Applicant’s map (Map 5 below): 
 

 
Map 5 

page 156 of C1-087 
 
with a map produced by this Interested party that depicts the reality for 250m buffers (Map 
6 below): 
 

 
Map 6 

Applicant’s southern site with DCO redline and 250m buffers drawn in █ as calculated by 
this Interested Party 
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The reality shows that if the Applicant were serious about addressing the ExA’s PD-018 and 
the SoS’s question Q27 then there would be very little, if any requirement for its southern 
site, with panels and other infrastructure removed in all of fields 3.1 – 3.17. 
 
This is further evidence supporting the OHA’s and this Interested Party’s position on the 
removal of the southern site from the DCO. 
 
The juxtaposition of the Applicant’s map (page 156 of C1-087) and this Interested Party’s 
map also shows the illogical position of the Applicant only proposing PV panel push back of 
250m from Jumpers Farm in Field 3.1 while still proposing the even more visually intrusive 
15m high x 75 m long substation in the same field.   This is clearly not logical. 
 
Therefore, it is this Interested Party’s contention that the ExA/SoS (PD-018 and SoS Q27) 
phrase of ‘ the edge of any part of the proposed operational solar array’ has been 
erroneously interpreted by the Applicant as referring to PV panels alone and not the other 
infrastructure – such as substations and Power Converter Stations (PCS) - that form part of 
the overall ‘solar array’. 
 
This Interested Party therefore asks the SOS to rule that ‘push back’ on the grounds of RVAA 
– as the Applicant is currently proposing for PV panels alone - should indeed apply to  
‘the edge of any part of the proposed operational solar array’ as originally intended, so also 
addressing other visually intrusive elements within the DCO boundary such as substations 
and PCS. 
 
Summary 

While the SoS question is about a new DCO requirement for ‘a 250m buffer’, the Applicant 
chooses to answer a different question, saying ‘it could accept an increased buffer of 
between 100 m-250m from residential properties’  before qualifying even that by saying 
‘The precise buffer distance to be determined by the submission of an updated residential 
and visual amenity plan’, 

But such a RVAP would only be produced after the DCO has been approved and would be 
further  ‘watered down’ with yet another exception where the Applicant may have 
already agreed a different buffer distance with owners of relevant residential properties.’ 

Where no details of how or when such ‘agreements’ have been reached or by whom, even 
though such buffers are known to be in the 0m-60m range  

It is unacceptable to this Interested Party to seek to defer a matter unresolved at the end 
of 2025 Examination phase and still unresolved after SoS’s questions and the SoS’s refusal 
of an extension.  
 
The Applicant has again erroneously stated that ‘The Hill End Outdoor Education Centre 
(Hill End Charitable Trust) is not a residential property and is therefore not included within 
the RVAA.’, the centre being home to some staff and which for a century has provided 
residential accommodation to students, with 6,525 residential stays in 2025-26. 
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The inaccurate information provided to first the ExA and now the SoS is a function of the 
fact that.  

 

• the Applicant had not visited any property for an RVAA assessment before June 9th 
2026, 

 

• still has not visited any property for an RVAA/RVAP assessment  
 

• No photographs were taken from within curtilages, looking out from the property as 
required.  

 

• Several properties less than 50m-100m from the site were ignored altogether, not 
even listed 

 
In stark contrast to this ineptitude, and undertaking a task that seems beyond the 
Applicant, Stop Botley West and this Interested Party have actually visited and talked with 
residents.   
 
A number of them are making their own submissions for the July 16th deadline, as is Layla 
Moran MP, to whom they have also written. 
 
If this wasn’t enough to sink the Applicant’s last ditch RVAP proposal then its inability to 
even accurately map its own proposals further erodes any remaining confidence. 
 
The applicant’s maps shows its illogical position in proposing PV panel push back of 250m 
from Jumpers Farm in Field 3.1 while still proposing the even more visually intrusive 15m 
high x 75 m long substation in the same field. 
 
It is this Interested Party’s contention that the ExA/SoS phrase of ‘ the edge of any part of 
the proposed operational solar array’ has been erroneously interpreted by the Applicant 
as referring to PV panels alone and not the other infrastructure – such as substations and 
Power Converter Stations (PCS) - that form part of the overall ‘solar array’. 
 
This Interested Party therefore asks the SoS to rule that ‘push back’ on the grounds of 
RVAA – as the Applicant is currently proposing for PV panels alone - should indeed apply 
to ‘the edge of any part of the proposed operational solar array’ as originally intended, so 
also addressing other visually intrusive elements within the DCO boundary such as 
substations and PCS. 
 
The reality shows that if the Applicant were serious about addressing the ExA’s and SoS’s 
questions then there would be very little, if any requirement for its southern site, with 
panels and other infrastructure removed in all of fields 3.1 – 3.17. 
 
This is further evidence supporting the OHA’s and this Interested Party’s position on the 
removal of the southern site from the DCO. 
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Ecology and Biodiversity 

Skylark 

33.The OHA and the Berks Bucks Oxon Wildlife Trust have raised the issue of habitat 
loss for breeding skylark throughout examination [REP5-125, RR-0098 REP7-191]. The 
Secretary of State observes that the Skylark Technical Note [REP4-037] indicates that the 
Proposed Development site could potentially support 33.19 skylark territories. The 2024 
surveys (APP-159) record 228 territories. If impacts to breeding skylark cannot be 
mitigated on site, the Applicant is requested to provide a Skylark Compensation Strategy 
providing off-site habitat to compensate for the net loss of breeding skylark. The strategy 
should be developed in collaboration with the OHA, and include details of long-term 
management, monitoring, reporting, and data-sharing. Compensation should not 
incorporate areas within the array, or areas owned by third parties unaffiliated with the 
Project. The Applicant is requested to provide drafting to secure this Strategy within the 
dDCO and relevant control documents. 

34.The Secretary of State requests that the Applicant provides further information 
regarding the wintering and breeding bird monitoring protocol proposed in the Outline 
Landscape Ecological Management Plan (“oLEMP”). The Secretary of State requests that 
the oLEMP be updated to include the wintering and breeding bird survey methods, survey 
programmes, timescales for the monitoring/monitoring reports to be delivered, and 
relevant parties to whom the reports will be provided. 

Q33 Skylarks and Q34 breeding and overwintering birds: assessment of Applicant’s 
response 

Against a background of steep population drops in all farmland birds, as described by DEFRA 
in September 2025 (see: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/wild-bird-populations-
in-the-uk/wild-bird-populations-in-the-uk-and-england-1970-to-2024#breeding-farmland-
bird-populations-in-the-uk-and-england), skylark numbers have declined significantly.  

The impact of solar power stations on skylarks is only now starting to be studied, with a 
2024 publication showing no skylark nests were identified in 28 solar power stations across 
the U.K.  

Within this context this Interested Party reiterates its previous objections to the Applicant’s 
deficient proposed skylark compensation strategy for the following reasons: 

• The Applicant has chosen to baseline its strategy by taking the mean of three years data.  
Given the national decline in skylarks a more precautionary approach would have been 
to either use the maximum number or a median number over a longer period. 
 

• As identified in OHA submissions during the 2025 Examination phase (e.g. REP5-125), 
the Applicant has chosen to overestimate the capacity of the DCO site (‘onsite 
provision’) to provide uplift by choosing criteria more favourable to its case than the 
HMG guidance (AHW4: Skylark Plots https://www.gov.uk/find-funding-for-land-or-
farms/ahw4-skylark-plots ) that plots should be more than 5ha in size if they have an 
open aspect or more than 10ha if bounded by trees to avoid predator attack (OHAs, 
2025).  
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For example the Applicant’s Compensation Strategy fails to include the very common 
case where its ‘compensation areas’ are bounded by trees, so requiring an area of 
grassland of >10ha.  

• The Applicant has not addressed the OHA point from 2025 (REP6-117 page 5) that: 
 
‘skylarks will not be able to nest within the project site as they do not use solar farms. 
Any enhancement of habitat onsite will only serve to provide for foraging skylarks, which 
might give neighbouring pairs a boost in terms of breeding success. But there would still 
be a loss of suitable habitat for breeding, which would result in a reduction in breeding 
and therefore a decline in the local population.’ 
 

• As of June 2026 the OHAs are still awaiting further information from the Applicant (para 
18 of C1-024) 
 

• The Applicant also assumes a high density of territories as a result of management 
measures to enhance skylarks.   
 

Whilst skylark plots or strips are a tried and tested method of maintaining skylark 
breeding territories within arable fields their use in solar power stations is untested and 
wider experience shows that predators will utilise the structures present (such as a 15m 
high substation, PCS, fences, CCTV towers etc) to increase their skylark predation. 

 

• It would be generous to describe the Applicant’s approach to estimating the numbers of 
skylark territories in offsite land as ‘approximate’.  
 
By choosing not to conduct surveys and with details of management measures to be left 
(as with so much else) to after DCO approval, the SoS cannot rely on the Applicant’s 
assertion that it “can double the skylark territory density”. 

Finally, and contrary to the OHA’s position during the Examination phase that a 
comprehensive farmland bird strategy should be developed (e.g. REP5-125), not just 
including skylarks but also the other declining species, the Applicant has chosen not to 
submit compensation measures for other farmland birds which are in decline.  

IUCN Red List birds recorded in the Southern site by the Applicant, such as starling, linnet 
and yellow hammer require the existing mosaic of habitats within the Farmoor valley’s 
farmland and the adjacent Local Wildlife sites.   These and overwintering birds and 
waterfowl, including migratory species, that graze these fields next to the Farmoor reservoir 
rely on cropping as a food source. These forms of connectivity between species and habitats 
have not been addressed by the Applicant. 

In considering the impacts of this proposed power station on breeding and wintering bird 
populations this Interested Party notes with regret that yet again the Applicant is proposing 
to only provide an Outline Landscape and Environmental Management Plan (oLEMP) for 
consideration by the SoS, with details of the Landscape and Environmental Management 
Plan (LEMP) only forthcoming after the DCO is granted. 
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This, despite Natural England in their response to EXQ1 (Natural England’s REP2-057 Q1.8.7) 
stating that in respect of wintering bird assemblage and the proposed 40 year life of the 
power station: 

Natural England agree that for the purposes of impact assessment this should not be 
considered a temporary impact 

As with so much else in this application, work that the Applicant should have been done 
before the end of the Examination phase, at the latest, it now proposes to do only after DCO 
consent.  
 
The limits placed by this approach on public scrutiny are clear and with it a challenge to the 
SoS’s position (EN010147-002472 8th June 2026) that recognises ‘the importance of ensuring 
that robust information is available to inform the decision-making process’ 
 
Summary 

Against a background of steep population drops in all farmland birds, as described by 
DEFRA in September 2025, skylark numbers have declined significantly.  

Yet: 

• The Applicant has chosen to baseline its strategy by choosing a low number for its 
estimate of skylark population, well below the maximum observed. 
 

• the Applicant has then chosen to overestimate the capacity of the DCO site (‘onsite 
provision’) to provide uplift by choosing criteria more favourable to its case than the 
HMG guidance  
 

• The Applicant has not addressed the OHA’s 2025 point that ‘skylarks will not be able to 
nest within the project site as they do not use solar farms’ with the OHAs still awaiting 
further information from the Applicant a year later. 
 

• The Applicant assumes a high density of territories as a result of its management 
measures to enhance skylarks and it would be generous to describe the Applicant’s 
approach to estimating the numbers of skylark territories in offsite land as 
‘approximate’.  

Contrary to the OHA’s position during the Examination phase that a comprehensive 
farmland bird strategy should be developed, not just including skylarks but also the other 
declining species, the Applicant has chosen not to submit compensation measures for 
other farmland birds which are in decline.  

This, despite Natural England in their response to EXQ1 stated that in respect of wintering 
bird assemblage and the proposed 40 year life of the power station ‘Natural England 
agree that for the purposes of impact assessment this should not be considered a 
temporary impact’ 
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In considering the impacts of this proposed power station on breeding and wintering bird 
populations, including migratory species, yet again the Applicant is proposing to only 
provide an Outline Landscape and Environmental Management Plan (oLEMP) for 
consideration by the SoS, with details of the Landscape and Environmental Management 
Plan (LEMP) only forthcoming after the DCO is granted. 

As with so much else in this application, work that the Applicant should have been done 
before the end of the Examination phase, at the latest, it now proposes to do only after 
DCO consent.  
 
The limits placed by this approach on public scrutiny are clear and with it a challenge to 
the SoS’s position that recognises ‘the importance of ensuring that robust information is 
available to inform the decision-making process’ 
 
  



 

Page 64 of 105 
 

35.The Secretary of State requests that the Applicant updates Section 17 of oLEMP to 
ensure that any remedial actions considered necessary will be agreed with the local 
planning authority. Furthermore, due to the bespoke mitigation developed for bats, the 
oLEMP should be updated to include Natural England (“NE”) as a consultee in the event 
that remedial action may be required. 

 

Q.35 Bats and required remedial measures: assessment of Applicant’s response 

This Interested Party notes that in its answer to SoS Q.35 the Applicant does not provide any 
details of what the ‘remedial measures’ might be, nor any constraints on them the Applicant 
may decide to impose.    
 
For example, if remedial measures required the removal of PV panels or other 
infrastructure, what would be the Applicant’s position, given that it now maintains it has 
reached its minimum viable size for the project? 
 
This question is even more pertinent when set against the conflicts within the Applicant’s 
own submissions. 
 
For example, the Applicant still stands by its unevidenced assertion (APP-153 updated as 

REP5-039 para 5.1.3) that: 

 ‘the area to be developed comprises species-poor fields, which are of much lower value for 

bats.’ 

while in its APP-153 updated as REP5-039, and in its REP5-009 and REP6-044 the Applicant 
has confirmed this Interested Party’s prior submissions and those of Cassington Parish 
Council (REP1-051 to REP7-068) that:  
 

• Solar power stations cause a negative and severe impact on the occurrence of bats. 

 

• The mechanism driving this impact is not understood 

 

• The Project site is important to a high diversity of UK bat species (14 out of 18), including 

some of the rarest threatened species such as barbastelle 

 

• A number of bat species move and forage over fields. 

 

• Bats in the area are using a mosaic of habitats as part of their daily foraging activities and 

annual patterns of migration and roosting associated with reproduction and the autumn 

dispersal. 

The Applicant chooses not to explain the evident contradiction. 
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In the case of the southern site the Applicant has based its assessment on just two static bat 
location sites comprising just one paired static location (REP5-009). 

This lack of research is doubly concerning when set against the more extensive surveys 
conducted by for the immediately adjacent Red House Farm solar power station (VWHDC 
application P24/V2489/FUL at https://valeofwhitehorse.planning-
register.co.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=P24%2FV2489%2FFUL) – see 
adjacencies map (Map 7) below. 
 

 
Map 7 

Solar power stations and associated infrastructure currently proposed in Cumnor Parish 
 
The Red House Farm bat survey in contrast to the Botley West survey found 9 species of bats 
present, including barbastelle, an Annex II species – see annotated map (Map 8) below.   
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Map 8 

VWHDC application P24/V2489/FUL at https://valeofwhitehorse.planning-
register.co.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=P24%2FV2489%2FFUL 

 
The Red House Farm survey also noted that 14 species of bat had been identified in the last 
decade within a range of 4km, so encompassing this Applicant’s DCO boundary for the 
southern site. 
 
Given the detail provided by the Red House Farm bat survey, in contrast to the lack of detail 
in the survey conducted by this Applicant, this Interested Party concludes that: 
  

• The Applicant’s bat study cannot be relied upon for the southern site.  
 
Had this Applicant done a commensurate amount of onsite studies for the power 
station’s southern site its assessment of bat activity would have been more credible. 
 

• Given that the redlines for the Red House Farm power station and Botley West’s 
southern site are co-located for much of their East – West alignment in this Parish, the 
SoS should assume that bats present in the Red House Farm survey will also be present 
within the Botley West southern site redline. 
 
Unless this Applicant is claiming that bats in this parish do not cross planning application 
redlines, it would be perverse to insist that bat species recorded within the Red House 
Farm redline, given those recordings include bats crossing the redline to the south into 
the area within the Botley West redline, somehow are not present within the Botley 
West redline, and vice versa. 
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• That being so, this Applicant’s oLEMP describing the southern site is deficient, needs to 
be withdrawn and resubmitted after it has conducted a more comprehensive – and so 
representative - bat survey. 

 

• This Applicant should be required to present to the SoS a cumulative impact assessment 
for bats for its southern site, taking into account both the Red House Farm proposals and 
the associated NGET substation proposal (including SoS scenario 1 where NGET builds 
the substation), both of which it has chosen to ignore in its sparse statements on 
cumulative impacts. 

 
Without such a cumulative impact assessment the current situation where Botley West is 
proposing ‘bat corridors’ that point directly north into fields within the Red House Farm 
redline will become a reality (see also this Interested Party’s response to the Applicant’s 
answer to SoS Q24.d mitigation hierarchy) with the inevitable severe adverse impacts on 
bat populations.   
 
See for example the map below (Map 9) with bat corridors in Fields 3.13, 3.14 and 3.15 
pointing directly to the Red House Farm field that application has chosen to call 
‘Mousefield’.   

 

 
Map 9 

Extract from map on page 156 of C1-087  

‘Mousefield’ 
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To this Interested Party it’s as if the Red House Farm Applicant wishes to claim all will 
be fine because bats can and do use fields to the south of their red line – but which 
lies within the Botley West redline – and in any case they will provide a few bat 
boxes as mitigation.  
 
Simultaneously, the Botley West Applicant claims the converse: that there really 
aren’t any bats to worry about not least because they can and will continue to be 
able to forage and roost within the Red House Farm redline thanks to Botley West’s 
‘bat corridors’.    
 
To this Interested Party this is cumulatively arrant nonsense.  
 
If it comes to pass, the severe adverse impacts on bat populations will then be self-
evident, but too late to do anything about it. 
 

Summary 

In its answer to SoS Q.35 the Applicant does not provide any details of what the ‘remedial 
measures’ might be, nor any constraints on them the Applicant may decide to impose.    
 
The Applicant still stands by its unevidenced that ‘the area to be developed comprises 

species-poor fields, which are of much lower value for bats.’ while simultaneously  

confirming this Interested Party’s  and Cassington Parish Council’s prior submissions that:  

• Solar power stations cause a negative and severe impact on the occurrence of bats. 

 

• The Project site is important to a high diversity of UK bat species (14 out of 18), 

including some of the rarest threatened species such as barbastelle 

 

• A number of bat species move and forage over fields. 

 

• Bats in the area are using a mosaic of habitats as part of their daily foraging activities 

and annual patterns of migration and roosting associated with reproduction and the 

autumn dispersal. 

The Applicant chooses not to explain the evident contradiction. 

In the case of the southern site the Applicant has based its assessment on just two static 
bat location sites comprising just one paired static location, a lack of research doubly 
concerning when set against the more extensive surveys conducted for the immediately 
adjacent Red House Farm solar power station that found 9 species of bats present, 
including barbastelle, an Annex II species (see annotated Map 8 above).   
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The Red House Farm survey also noted that 14 species of bat had been identified in the 
last decade within a range of 4km, so encompassing this Applicant’s DCO boundary for the 
southern site. 
 
Given the detail provided by the Red House Farm bat survey, in contrast to the lack of 
detail in the survey conducted by this Applicant, this Interested Party concludes that: 
  

• The Applicant’s bat study cannot be relied upon for the southern site.  
 

• Given the redlines for the Red House Farm power station and Botley West’s southern 
site are co-located for much of their East – West alignment, the SoS should assume 
that bats present in the Red House Farm survey will also be present within the Botley 
West southern site redline. 

 

• That being so, this Applicant’s oLEMP describing the southern site is deficient, needs to 
be withdrawn and resubmitted after it has conducted a more comprehensive – and so 
representative - bat survey. 

 

• This Applicant should be required to present to the SoS a cumulative impact 
assessment for bats for its southern site, taking into account both the Red House Farm 
proposals and its own associated NGET substation proposal (including SoS scenario 1 
where NGET builds the substation), both of which it has chosen to ignore in its sparse 
statements on cumulative impacts. 

 
To this Interested Party it’s as if the Red House Farm Applicant wishes to claim all will be 
fine because bats can and do use fields to the south of their red line – but which lies 
within the Botley West redline – and in any case they will provide a few bat boxes as 
mitigation.  

 
Simultaneously, the Botley West Applicant claims the converse: that there really aren’t 
any bats to worry about not least because they can and will continue to be able to forage 
and roost within the Red House Farm redline thanks to Botley West’s ‘bat corridors’.    

 
To this Interested Party this is cumulatively arrant nonsense.  

 
If it comes to pass, the severe adverse impacts on bat populations will then be self-
evident, but too late to do anything about. 
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Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees 

39.The Secretary of State notes that the Strategic Arboricultural Impact Assessment & 
Method Statement [REP6-014 to REP6-018] intends to use NE’s buffer zone 
recommendations for ancient woodland. The Woodland Trust’s Ancient Tree Inventory, 
and the Applicant’s Appendix 9.15: Veteran Tree Survey Report [APP-164], record the 
presence of multiple veteran trees along the southern perimeter of Worton Heath. The 
Secretary of State requests that the Applicant update the Strategic Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment & Method Statement to clearly identify individual veteran trees along the 
boundary of Ancient Woodland which will require additional buffering in line with NE’s 
guidance. The Applicant is requested to use the Woodland Trust’s Ancient Tree 
Inventory [RR-1057] to inform this assessment. 

Q39  Ancient Woodland and Veteran trees: assessment of Applicant’s response 

In this question the SoS notes that the Applicant’s  

‘Strategic Arboricultural Impact Assessment & Method Statement [REP6-014 to REP6-018] 
intends to use NE’s buffer zone recommendations for ancient woodland’ 

The Applicant confirms this on page 101 of their C1-087 noting that:  

‘Ancient woodlands are shown on the figures within Appendix 8.3 Strategic Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment & Method Statement (Rev 1) [REP6-014 to REP6-018]’ 

This statement by the Applicant is not true for their proposed southern site.  

There are significant omissions of ancient woodland in the Applicant’s REP6-017 and REP6-
018.  

Instead of ancient woodland labelled as  

 
we find instead only ‘Category A’ woodland 
labelled as  

This may account for the Applicant’s new June 2026 claim (C1-069) that it only need 
consider 11 veteran trees for its entire southern site and the cable route to it from the 
central site, with apparently no veteran trees in any of the designated ancient woodland 
(see also section 41 below). 

The Applicant has failed to inform first the ExA and now the SoS of 4 areas of ancient 
woodland immediately adjacent to their Order Limits with trees growing to the redline 
boundary with their foliage overhanging it: 

• Shadwell Copse (surrounded on 3 sides: north, west and east) by the DCO redline 
 

• Denman’s Copse (surrounded on 3 sides: north, west and east) by the DCO redline 
 

• Smith Hill Copse (surrounded on 3 sides: north, west and east) by the DCO redline 
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• Stroud Copse – mislabelled as ‘Strond’ on the Natural England ancient woodland map 
(DCO red line following B4044 for underground cable works lies on Copse western 
boundary)   

One further area ignored by the Applicant is immediately adjacent to the proposed NGET 
substation: 

• Bushy Leaze Copse (NGET substation redline lies on the  Eastern boundary of this copse) 

The Applicant also ignores ancient woodland immediately adjacent to its proposed crossing 
of the River Thames; 

• The internationally renowned Wytham Woods SSSI incorporating Hither Hill, Further 
Clay Hill and Hither Clay Hill 

For details see the Natural England open source map below: 

 
Map 10 

From Natural England website https://naturalengland-
defra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/Defra::ancient-woodland-

england/explore?location=51.758609%2C-1.305828%2C14 
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and the relevant OS map below showing location names (Map 11 below) 

 
Map 11 

OS map extract showing Saddle Copse, Denman’s Copse, Smith Hill Copse, Bushy Leaze 
Copse, Stroud Copse, and Wytham Woods incorporating Hither Hill and Hither Clay Hill 
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Summary 

In confirming the SoS’s point that the ‘Strategic Arboricultural Impact Assessment & 
Method Statement [REP6-014 to REP6-018] intends to use NE’s buffer zone 
recommendations for ancient woodland’ the Applicant notes that ‘Ancient woodlands are 
shown on the figures within Appendix 8.3 Strategic Arboricultural Impact Assessment & 
Method Statement (Rev 1)’ 

This statement by the Applicant is not true for their proposed southern site.  

The Applicant has failed to inform first the ExA and now the SoS of 4 areas of ancient 
woodland immediately adjacent to their Order Limits plus a further immediately adjacent 
to the proposed NGET substation and ancient woodland immediately adjacent to its 
proposed crossing of the River Thames: the internationally renowned Wytham Woods 
SSSI incorporating Hither Hill, Further Clay Hill and Hither Clay Hill. 

This may account for the Applicant’s new June 2026 claim that it only need consider 11 
veteran trees for its entire southern site and the cable route to it from the central site, 
with apparently no veteran trees in any of the designated ancient woodland. 
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Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees 

40.The Secretary of State notes that Part 5 of the Strategic Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment & Method Statement provides a methodology for trenching within Root 
Protection Areas. The Applicant is requested to update the Strategic Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment & Method Statement to state that there will be no trenching in 
veteran tree Root Protection Areas. Furthermore, the Applicant is requested to provide 
further information as to how the potential impacts of Horizontal Directional Drilling on 
ancient woodland will be managed, given that there are proposed works in close 
proximity to ancient woodland, in particular crossing points 3 and 11  

Q40 Horizontal Directional Drilling impacts on ancient woodland: assessment of 
Applicant’s response 

Summary 

Since the Applicant has failed after 4+ years to identify the world renowned Wytham 
Woods SSSI as ancient woodland, and given it is immediately adjacent to the Applicant’s 
proposed crossing of the River Thames north of Swinford, no credence can be given to any 
statements made by the Applicant in its response to Q40. 
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Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees 

41.The OHA and Forestry Commission are invited to comment on the Strategic 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment & Method Statement submitted at Deadline 6.11. 

Q41. Commentary on Applicant’s Strategic Arboricultural Impact Assessment & Method 
Statement submitted at Deadline 6.11: assessment of Applicant’s response 

In assessing the Applicant’s updated veteran tree survey (C1-066) this Interested Party 
draws the SoS’s attention to the following: 

• The Applicant’s first attempt at a survey was a mere 12 days during the winter of 2023-
2024 (29th January – 9th February) when there would have been no visible leaf canopy, 
requiring identification by other factors such as shape, structure and bark 
characteristics.  
 

• The Applicant’s second attempt, completed during May 2026, bears all the hallmarks of 
its attempted RVAA in October 2025: hasty, inaccurate and incomplete. 

  

• The Applicant lists trees based on the measurement of stem diameter only at 1.3m 
height above ground level.  This is not compliant with the stated method of measuring 
circumference (girth) at 1.5m height above ground level.   

 

• The Applicant has not followed the stated methodology and as a result the survey will 
likely be incomplete and inaccurate or misleading. 

The above leads this Interested Party to assess that it endorses the position taken by the 
OHA in their response to the SoS (C1-024 Points 19 to 38) and in particular the OHA’s 
position (C1-024 OHA response para 41, point 19) that: 

‘there are flaws in the Applicant’s methodology for identifying ancient and veteran trees and 
as a result, there is potential for ancient and veteran trees to have been missed from the 
assessment’. 

The OHA’s point about ‘flaws in the Applicant’s methodology’ can be readily illustrated with 
this Interested Party’s observation of the western side of Denman’s Copse from PRoW 
84/15/30 (also named the Oxford Greenbelt Way), this being the only ancient woodland in 
the southern site accessible from an adjacent PRoW. 

In addition to showing deep shade cast 30m-40m into fields 3.8 and 3.9 at 0730 on 6th July 
2026 (Image 10 below) with the sun at an inclination of 37° (elementary trigonometry 
showing the oak and ash trees on the western edge of Denman’s Copse have a height of 
22m-30m), the photographs below (Images 11-13) demonstrate just how easy it should 
have been for the Applicant to conduct both their claimed tree surveys. 
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Image 10 

Looking NNE to Denman’s Copse and PRoW 84/15/30 between Cumnor Neighbourhood 
Plan Important Views 3 and 16 (see also Q24c above) showing deep shade cast even in 

mid-summer by the ancient woodland 

 

  
Image 11 
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Image 12 

  
Image 13 

Overall, this Interested Party assesses that it is not credible for the Applicant to claim that 
such a huge site covering in excess of 1,400 hectares of rural Oxfordshire contains so few 
important trees. 
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Summary 

The Applicant’s first attempt at a survey was a mere 12 days during the winter of 2023-
2024 (29th January – 9th February) when there would have been no visible leaf canopy, 
requiring identification by other factors such as shape, structure and bark characteristics.  

 
Its second attempt, completed during May 2026, bears all the hallmarks of its attempted 
RVAA in October 2025: hasty, inaccurate and incomplete.  
 
The Applicant has not followed the stated methodology and as a result the survey will 
likely be incomplete and inaccurate or misleading. 

This assessment endorses the position taken by the OHA in their response to the SoS that 
‘there are flaws in the Applicant’s methodology for identifying ancient and veteran trees 
and as a result, there is potential for ancient and veteran trees to have been missed from 
the assessment’. 

Overall, this Interested Party assesses that it is not credible for the Applicant to claim that 
such a huge site covering in excess of 1,400 hectares of rural Oxfordshire contains so few 
important trees. 
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Hydrology and Flood Risk 

54.In relation to the Flood Risk Assessment (“FRA”) [REP6-024], the Secretary of State 
requests that the Environment Agency provides written confirmation whether the 
sequential and exception tests within NPS EN-1 regarding fluvial flooding have been met 
by the Applicant. 

Q.54 EA to confirm NPS EN-1 sequential and exception tests have been met by the 
Applicant: assessment of the EA’s response 

In its C1-019 the Environment Agency (EA) explicitly states that: 

‘With respect to the sequential approach: The Applicant has taken a sequential approach to 
the proposed development layout by ensuring solar PV modules and more sensitive 
infrastructure such as transformers are located within Flood Zone 1.’ 

Unfortunately in respect of the proposed southern site this is incorrect if the EA considers 
‘sensitive infrastructure’ to include high voltage (HV) underground cabling, as the EA’s own 
flood risk map shows (Map 12 below): 
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Map 12 

EA flood risk zones 2 and 3 for proposed Botley West central site to southern site cable 
routing  

 

It would also be untrue if the EA considers the power converter stations (PCS) housing the 

inverters and medium-voltage 1kV/33kV transformers to be ‘sensitive infrastructure’ since 

the Applicant proposes to place them within the solar PV panel fields. (Map 13 below) 
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Map 13 

EA Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 within the DCO boundary for the southern site 
    

That being so, and without any details from the Applicant to the contrary, the precautionary 

principle would state that PCS and other panel array infrastructure should be removed from 

fields 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11 that are in EA flood zones 2 and 3 – see map 13 above.   

Further evidence for this is offered by the Applicant itself in acting on a digital artefact of EA 

Zone 3 apparently ending in a due N-S line at exactly longitude 446200. This artefact, 

identified by the ExA in ISH 2, has led the Applicant to remove panels from field 3.11 to the 

west of longitude 446200. 

Cumnor Parish Council has raised this artefact with the EA and awaits a response. 

But in the meantime, given the Applicant’s readiness to remove infrastructure from Zone 2/3 

Flood Risk areas, this Interested Party refers the SoS to its REP6-048 (pages 7 and 8) where it 

demonstrates that, for example EA data confirmed flood risk (and consequential flood 

warnings) in field 3.11 on two occasions in November and December 2024 when the area in 

question flooded, as it has again the 2025-2026 winter. 

Given these repeated flood events The SoS is asked to note that the Applicant has also not 

addressed this issue when raised by the OHA, such as in the OHA response to Change 

Request 2 (REP6-119 page 7)  

5. Refinement of Project layout and design to remove solar installation areas overlapping 

with Flood Zones 2 and 3.  As established through discussion at the Issues Specific Hearing 2, 

held 8 October, further clarification is required for those additional panels proposed for the 

southern site area, as it appears from figure 1.1 Appendix 2: Hydrology and Flood Risk 

Technical Note 2 [CR2-071] these additional panels will be located within flood zone 2 
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Given this analysis it is of even greater concern to this Interested Party that the EA  is unable 

to provide the reassurance the SoS requests:  

‘whether the sequential and exception tests within NPS EN-1 regarding fluvial flooding have 

been met by the Applicant’ 

with the EA responding that (C1-091) 

The Environment Agency is not the decision maker with respect to whether the Sequential 

Test or Exception Test has been passed. 

In its discussion of NPS EN-1 in C1-019 the EA states  

‘The development is in Flood Zone 1 for the operation phase.’  
 
This is incorrect as shown above with parts of the central and southern site in EA zones 2 
and 3 
 
 
Summary 
 
In its discussion of NPS EN-1 in its June 2026 response to the SoS the EA statement that 

‘The development is in Flood Zone 1 for the operation phase.’  is incorrect as shown above 

in Maps 12 and 13 with parts of the central and southern site in EA zones 2 and 3 

If the EA considers for the proposed southern site ‘sensitive infrastructure’ to include high 
voltage (HV) underground cabling or power converter stations (PCS) housing the inverters 
and medium-voltage 1kV/33kV transformers then its June 2026 statement that ‘The 
Applicant has taken a sequential approach to the proposed development layout by 
ensuring solar PV modules and more sensitive infrastructure such as transformers are 
located within Flood Zone 1.’ is incorrect as its own Flood Risk maps show Zones 2 and 3 
within the DCO redline crossing fields containing panels, PCS and other panel array 
infrastructure. 

Given repeated flood events in this locale the SoS is asked to note that the Applicant has 

also not addressed this issue when raised by the OHA, such as in the OHA response to 

Change Request 2 

This analysis is of even greater concern to this Interested party as the EA is unable to 

provide the reassurance the SoS requests ‘whether the sequential and exception tests 

within NPS EN-1 regarding fluvial flooding have been met by the Applicant’ with the EA 

responding that ‘The Environment Agency is not the decision maker with respect to 

whether the Sequential Test or Exception Test has been passed.’ 
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Hydrology and Flood Risk 

57. Noting the concern raised by both Cassington and Cumnor Parish Councils [REP7-
068 and REP7-076], and the ExA’s second written questions [PD-012, Q 2.10.3] and 
paragraph 5.8.36 of NPS EN-1, the Applicant is requested to provide further data to 
evidence the efficacy of the mitigation measures suggested within the Conceptual 
Drainage Strategy [REP4-018], in particular for the central and southern areas of the 
Proposed Development. The Applicant is requested to share the results with the 
Environment Agency for review and comment. 

Q.57 Applicant to share data with the EA on efficacy of mitigation measures suggested in 
Conceptual Drainage Strategy (REP4-018): assessment of the Applicant’s response 

The EA’s response (C1-019) is instructive and repeats a comment so often made about the 
Applicant: 
 
‘Whilst we have engaged with the Applicant, we have not received this information to date 
and would not be able to review prior to the closing date of this consultation.’ 
 
Given the above, this Interested Party believes the SoS would be better informed about 
flood risk in the southern site if the Applicant had chosen to engage with this Interested 
Party since it first raised the issue in the Consultation phase and then throughout the 
Examination phase (see for example RR-0205, its made Neighbourhood Plan’s flood risk 
policy RNE2 in REP1-057 and its commissioned flood risk assessment REP1-060, through to 
its closing submission REP7-076). 
 
Instead, as during the Examination phase and after 2+ years the Applicant has only been 
prepared to go as far to say it (C1-087 page 118) 
 
‘notes the response submitted by Cumnor Parish Council regarding flood risk’ 
 
Repeatedly ‘noting’ this IP’s response is not acceptable.  This is an issue crucial to this Parish 
and its 7000 residents. 
 
Before this Interested Party commissioned its 2019 Flood Risk Assessment (REP1-060) the 
parish had no information beyond the EA’s then current flood risk map to explain its 
continuing and regular challenges to property, transport and livelihoods caused by flooding 
events. 
 
That 2019 Flood Risk Assessment contained extra and higher resolution data than then 
available from the EA and reflected parish wide issues with flooding (fluvial, pluvial and 
groundwater) that were not addressed in planning applications relying on EA data alone. 
 
As noted in RR-0205 and elsewhere this enhanced flood risk extends beyond the previous 
EA’s designated areas referred to by the Applicant in their application; reflecting the ±30m 
EA spatial resolution of the SRTM data then in use (particularly significant given the 65m 
AOD contour), the greater accuracy from the additional LIDAR data commissioned by this 



 

Page 84 of 105 
 

Interested Party, and the cumulative impacts from the immediately adjacent Red House 
Farm power station and NGET substation proposals.   
 
This proposed power station’s southern site sits on higher ground to the south of the Red 
House Farm and NGET applications redlines within the same catchment, developments 
which this Applicant has continued to ignore when asked to address cumulative impacts. 
 
Since 2019 the parish’s experience of flooding has worsened, both in frequency and extent.    

So, as part of its current refresh of its made Neighbourhood Plan, this Interested Party 
commissioned an updated Flood Risk assessment – see separate submission to the SoS for 
the July 16th deadline (2026 Cumnor Parish Flood Risk Assessment.pdf  - this can also be 
found on the Cumnor Parish Council website at https://cumnorparishcouncil.org.uk/cms-
data/depot/filedepot/CUMNORFR-Updated-Flood-Risk-Assessment-for-Cumnor-Parish-
LR.pdf)  

The objective of the updated parish wide Flood Risk Assessment is to provide an even more 
detailed evidence base, reflecting both real world experience across the parish and the 
December 2024 updated EA national flood risk assessment. 

It shows – as real world experience has illustrated – that flood risk within and surrounding 
the Applicant’s red line boundary has increased even beyond that recorded in the 2019 
assessment. 
 
Within the 2026 Flood Risk Assessment the conclusions for the Filchampstead Area of 
Interest - AOI 3 - (see map 14 below) which spans all of the Botley West, Red House Farm 
and National Grid redlines are clear: 
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Map 14 

EA pluvial and fluvial flood risk within the redlines for Botley West, the NGET 
substation and the Red House Farm power station 

 

Area of Interest (AOI) Fluvial Flood Risk Pluvial Flood Risk 

AOI 3- Filchampstead High Medium to High 

Extract from table 1 section 3.5 page 5 of 2026 Cumnor Parish Flood Risk Assessment 
 

• New development should not be permitted in those parts of the AOI that fall 
within high‑risk pluvial flood areas, where recurrent surface‑water flooding has 
been identified. 

 

• In the northern extent of the AOI, where significant areas lie within Flood Zone 3, 
the flat topography makes “like‑for‑like” floodplain storage compensation difficult 
to achieve, and the EA is therefore likely to object to development due to the high 
probability of flooding and the limited scope for mitigation. 

 

• Development proposals must protect existing floodplain functionality and avoid 
land‑use changes that would increase runoff or displace floodwater into adjacent 
areas. 

Extract from section 4.4.3 page 10 of 2026 Flood Risk Assessment 
 
This degree of risk, and the mitigations required, but not considered by this Applicant, is 
further illustrated by the area’s hydrological run off routing which shows pronounced and 
extensive south to north, north to south and east to west routings (see Map 15 below) 
spanning all of the Botley West, Red House Farm and National Grid redlines. 
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Map 15 

Hydrological run off routings – extract from CUMNORFR2603-8 
 
In addition, this Interested Party draws the SoS’s attention to the EA’s Reservoirs Flood Risk 
map (CUMNORFR2603-9 in the 2026 Cumnor Parish Flood Risk Assessment) which even for 
the EA’s ‘dry day’ scenario shows flooding extending across land within all of the Botley 
West, Red House Farm and National Grid redlines (see Map 16 below). 
 

 
Map 16 

EA’s Reservoirs flood risk map (extract from CUMNORFR2603-9) 
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In the light of such evidence the Applicant’s reluctant and piecemeal engagement with the 
ExA’s questions on this, and now their similar behaviour in respect of the SoS, does not 
inspire confidence. 
 
As examples this Interested Party draws the SoS’s attention to the Applicant’s statement on 
page 118 of C1-087 that 
 
‘A meeting with the Environment Agency was held on Monday 1st June 2026, regarding the 
proposed approach in relation to infiltration tests undertaken’ 
 
But the Applicant reports just one infiltration test in C1-087, only undertaken on 19th and 
20th May 2026, in fields 3.1 and 3.3 in the southern site, slated for:  
 

• the Applicant’s NGET substation (SoS scenario 2) – Work No 2, 4 and 6 - denoted by a 
blue hatched area,  

• an additional substation – Work no 3a, 3b, 4 and 6 - denoted grey and black,  

• PCS and PV panels  
 
see Applicant’s map (Map 17 below) and corresponding OHA map (Map 18 below) showing 
PRoW, watercourses etc. 
 

 
Map 17 

Appendix E (starting on page 160 of C1-087) showing Applicant’s proposed NGET 
(Scenario 2) and other substations + infiltration test sites 
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Map 18 

Oxfordshire County Council map showing Jumpers Farm, PRoW and watercourses in and 
surrounding fields 3.1. and 3.3 

 
As Appendix E (starting on page 160 of C1-087) shows, water level falls in the test pits of 
only 1-4mm were recorded in 24 hours.  In only one case could an infiltration rate even be 
estimated – an infinitesimal 2 ten thousandths of a millimetre per second (1.84x10-7 m/s) – 
that’s 1/500th the width of a human hair.  
 
This prompted the Applicants’ consultants to acknowledge that infiltration:  
 
‘cannot be considered sufficient for the effective use of soakaways for the disposal of surface 
water’ 
 
This comes as no surprise to this Interested Party, as it shouldn’t have to the Applicant, if 
they had examined EA’s pluvial and fluvial flood risk maps which show (see Map 19 below) 
that fields 3.1 and 3.3 are in the pluvial flood risk zone. 
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Map 19 

EA Hydrological run off routing (yellow dots denote locations of photographs of flooding) 
 

 
Map 20 

EA Pluvial flooding map (yellow dots denote locations of photographs of flooding) 
 
Add to that photos taken by this IP as evidence for the 2026 Parish Flood Risk Assessment, 
taken from Bushy Leaze Lane (PRoW 184/30/40) which marks the northern boundary of 
fields 3.1 and 3.3 (see Map 20 above) and you’ll see why the Applicant’s lack of engagement 
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in flood risk is so worrying – in this case especially to the residents of Jumpers Farm who live 
just the other side of the B4017 from the eastern edge of field 3.3 
 
So, what can we conclude from this one example (and there are many others) about the 
Applicant’s flood risk assessments and their flood risk strategy? 
 

• After signing a connection agreement in June 2021 (C1-087 Q6e page 23) the Applicant 
identified two fields (3.1 and 3.3) within the DCO boundary of the southern site as their 
location for their NGET + other substations (SoS scenario 2) despite the location being 
5m from the Oxford Green Belt Way (PRoWs 184/50/20 and 184/30/30 ) and at the 
intersection of PRoWs 184/29/10 and 184/30/40. 

 

• 5 years later In May 2026, and only after repeated requests by the ExA and OHA, the 
Applicant undertook infiltration testing in fields 3.1 and 3.3 which showed that there is 
no infiltration. 

 

• EA data shows hydrological run off routes (from the higher ground to the south) running 
through and along the boundaries of Fields 3.1 and 3.3. 

 

• EA data and this Interested Party’s photos combined with two commissioned Parish 
wide flood risk assessments show fields 3.1 and 3.3 are already subject to repeated 
pluvial flooding, extending into the immediately adjacent Jumpers Farm. 

 

• This information and more has been readily available to the Applicant in the ExA’s 
document library for more than a year and on the VWHDC website since 2019.  The 
Applicant has repeatedly said it ‘notes’ it, most recently in C1-087 (page 118). 

 

• Notwithstanding the above the Applicant continues to assert that its proposals will not 
alter run off or exacerbate flooding (fluvial and pluvial) in the Farmoor valley.   

 
In doing so the Applicant has again chosen to ignore not just this Interested Party but also 
the OHA, who stated in the Examination phase (for example REP6-117 page 9) 

‘Applicant substation and NGET substation are proposed to drain via gravel bases to an 

attenuation basin, whilst these are acceptable methods, they will need to either drain to 

infiltration or to a surface water outfall which has not been confirmed at this point in time. If 

infiltration is not possible or there is no appropriate outfall it is not clear how this will drain. 

We have requested infiltration rates to confirm that this proposal would be viable and not 

increase runoff. Where a conservative approach to attenuate all flows on site with no 

infiltration a suitable outfall must be identified and provided’ 

And what is true for fields 3.1 and 3.3 applies to all the fields in the southern site, with the 
exception of the tiny land parcel formed by 3.12 and 3.17: 
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• all the southern site fields are subject to hydrological run off (EA data) from higher 
ground to the south, this being especially pronounced in fields 3.5 to 3.9 inclusive, 3.11, 
and 3.13 to 3.15 inclusive. 
  

• all the southern site fields are subject to fluvial and/or pluvial flooding (EA data), this 
again being especially pronounced in fields 3.5 to 3.9 inclusive, 3.11, and 3.13 to 3.15 
inclusive. 
 

• The EA’s Reservoir flood risk map shows inundation for fields 3.1 to 3.11 inclusive with 
the exception of 3.2, 3.4, 3.6 and 3.8  

  
It is not acceptable to this Interested Party that the Applicant (C1-087 page 115) proposes - 

as in all other issues it has failed to address – that ‘detailed drainage design’ plus ‘discharge 

location and method of surface water flows across the Site’ will only be confirmed after DCO 

approval.   

This Interested Party asks instead that the SoS consider the Applicant’s answers thus far – 

including its scant additional work after the Examination Phase and before June 9th 2026 – 

when judging the planning balance. 

This Interested Party assesses that even taken in isolation, the Applicant’s flood risk 

assessment for its southern site is deficient and should be withdrawn.  It follows that its 

proposed mitigations for the southern site are also deficient and should also be withdrawn. 

 

But even a competent and complete flood risk assessment of this application in isolation is 

not acceptable to this Interested Party given that cumulatively three solar power station 

proposals are currently planned for immediately adjacent land in the same catchment, 

namely: 

 

• This Botley West NSIP proposal (PINS reference EN010147) 

• The Red House farm application (VWHDC reference P24/V2489/FUL and PINS appeal 
6009163)  

• The National Grid substation proposal (VWHDC screening reference P25/V1685/SCR) 
 

where: 
  

• the Red House Farm and Botley West (southern site) redlines are immediately adjacent; 
and that 

• the National Grid redline spans both the Red House Farm and Botley West redlines 
 

No analysis of cumulative impacts has been presented by any of the three Applicants. 

Why? 
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While it may not surprise the ExA or the SoS, this Interested Party is surprised and 
disappointed that this Applicant’s claims of ignorance about the Red House Farm proposal is 
mirrored by that Applicant’s equally untenable claims of ignorance about the Botley West 
application, while both are silent on the NGET’s substation proposal. 
 
It is beyond this Parish Council’s knowledge and resources to find further ways of drawing 
out this self-evident nonsensical stand-off where cumulative impacts (incidentally, not just 
those due to flood risk) are ignored.    
 
Our 7000+ residents, and impacted businesses such as the 100 year old Hill End Outdoor 
Education Centre understand the issue, are profoundly concerned about the potential 
cumulative impacts and, frankly, find it inexplicable why no one, so far, has grasped this 
issue. 
 
We ask the SoS to do so. 
 
 
Summary 
 
The EA’s June 2026 response to the SoS repeats a comment so often made about the 
Applicant: 
 
‘Whilst we have engaged with the Applicant, we have not received this information to 
date and would not be able to review prior to the closing date of this consultation.’ 
 
Given the above, this Interested Party believes the SoS would be better informed about 
flood risk in the southern site if the Applicant had chosen to engage with this Interested 
Party since it first raised the issue in the Consultation phase and then throughout the 
Examination phase. 
 
Instead, after 2+ years the Applicant has only been prepared to say it ‘notes the response 
submitted by Cumnor Parish Council regarding flood risk’ 
 
Repeatedly ‘noting’ this IP’s response is not acceptable.  This is a crucial issue to this 
Parish and its 7000 residents as this proposed power station’s southern site sits on higher 
ground to the south of the Red House Farm and NGET applications redlines within the 
same catchment, both of which this Applicant has continued to ignore when asked to 
address cumulative impacts. 
 
Before this Interested Party commissioned its 2019 Flood Risk Assessment the parish had 
no information beyond the EA’s then current flood risk map to explain its continuing and 
regular challenges to property, transport and livelihoods caused by flooding events. 
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Since 2019 the parish’s experience of flooding has worsened, both in frequency, those 
adverse events exacerbated by planning applications relying on EA data alone. 

So, as part of its current refresh of its made Neighbourhood Plan, this Interested Party 
commissioned an updated 2026 Flood Risk Assessment with the objective of providing an 
even more detailed evidence base, reflecting both real world experience across the parish 
and the December 2024 updated EA national flood risk assessment. 

It shows – as real world experience has illustrated – that flood risk within and surrounding 

the Applicant’s red line boundary has increased even beyond that recorded in the 2019 

assessment with a high fluvial flood risk and a medium to high pluvial flood risk across the 

Filchampstead Area of Interest - AOI 3 - (see map 14 above) which spans all of the Botley 

West, Red House Farm and National Grid redlines.   

This degree of risk, and the mitigations required, but not considered by this Applicant, is 
further illustrated by the area’s hydrological run off routing which shows pronounced and 
extensive south to north, north to south and east to west routings (see Map 15 above) 
spanning all of the Botley West, Red House Farm and National Grid redlines. 
 
In addition the EA’s Reservoirs Flood Risk map which shows flooding extending across 
land within all of the Botley West, Red House Farm and National Grid redlines (see Map 16 
above) even for the its ‘dry day’ scenario. 
 
In the light of such evidence the Applicant’s reluctant and piecemeal engagement with the 
ExA’s questions, and now repeated with the SoS, does not inspire confidence. 
 
In response the Applicant reports just one infiltration test, only undertaken on 19th and 
20th May 2026, in fields 3.1 and 3.3 in the southern site, slated for the Applicant’s NGET 
substation (SoS scenario 2), an additional substation, and PCS and PV panels.  
 
In only one case could an infiltration rate even be estimated – an infinitesimal 2 ten 
thousandths of a millimetre per second - prompting the Applicants’ consultants to 
acknowledge that infiltration ‘cannot be considered sufficient for the effective use of 
soakaways for the disposal of surface water’ 
 
Notwithstanding the above the Applicant continues to assert that its proposals will not 
alter run off or exacerbate flooding (fluvial and pluvial) in the Farmoor valley and that - as 
in all other issues it has failed to address – ‘detailed drainage design’ plus ‘discharge 
location and method of surface water flows across the Site’ will only be confirmed after 
DCO approval 
 

But even a competent and complete flood risk assessment of this application in isolation is 

not acceptable to this Interested Party given that cumulatively three solar power station 

proposals are currently planned for immediately adjacent land in the same catchment.  

 
No analysis of cumulative impacts has yet been presented by any of the three Applicants.   
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Without Prejudice Offer 

66.The Secretary of State notes that towards the end of the Examination, the Applicant 
made a Without Prejudice Offer [REP6-052] which included the removal of panels from 
higher slopes in the central and southern areas, and to enhance the buffers for four 
residential properties from 25, to 75m. In addition, the offer includes two areas in the 
northern section to be removed in order to provide additional protection to Samson’s 
Platt. The Applicant has stated the total reduction in generating capacity of this offer to 
be 54MW. 

67.The Secretary of State notes that Interested Parties, in particular the OHA, do not 
consider the Without Prejudice Offer goes far enough to reduce landscape and visual 
impacts on residential and cultural heritage assets [REP7-190]. The OHA suggested 
panel removal on a field-by-field [REP4-075] basis during the Examination to further 
reduce the identified impacts [REP6-118]. 

68.Without prejudice to his final decision, the Secretary of State requests the Applicant 
to consider where further reductions to the array layout can be made to address the 
impacts of the Proposed Development by maximising solar panel removal whilst 
maintaining a viable development. In providing this information, the Secretary of State 
encourages the Applicant to consult with the OHA. 

69.The Secretary of State notes that during the Examination, the Applicant discounted 
the OHA’s proposals to reduce the size of the Proposed Development citing viability 
issues, however, no direct evidence of these viability constraints was provided [REP6-
052]. If the Applicant is to proceed with a Without Prejudice Offer, then the Applicant is 
requested to evidence the viability considerations and constraints of any changes to the 
design of the Proposed Development. 

Q66-69 Without prejudice offer and project viability:  assessment of Applicant’s response 

This Interested Party assesses that the Applicant’s new without prejudice offer (C1-087 page 
141) meets neither  

• the minimum requirement of a uniform project wide 250m buffer as proposed by the 
ExA at Deadline 7 in PD-018, being hedged with caveats and exceptions as described in 
this Interested Party’s response to SoS Q27a-c and Q28; nor 
 

• the reductions proposed by the OHA in REP6-118 and REP7-190 

The Applicant’s stated reason for the limit on its new without prejudice offer is its claim of 
lack of financial viability for the project below a stated output of ‘935MWp’. 

However, it is instructive that the Applicant now chooses to address viability in terms of 
MWp, whereas in all previous submissions it has majored on MWe – often abbreviated to 
MW - as in its website statement that ‘Botley West could deliver 840 megawatts (MW) of 
clean, affordable power to the National Grid’ (see Image 14  below).   



 

Page 95 of 105 
 

 
Image 14 

The Applicant’s public facing website https://botleywest.co.uk/Home-Botley-West.html 
accessed at 1630 on 09/07/26 

But MWp and MWe are two different measures of solar power station performance: 

• MWp (Megawatts Peak) is the total theoretical maximum direct current (DC) capacity of 
the solar panels under ideal, standardized test conditions; while 
 

• MWe (Megawatts Electric) is the actual, continuous alternating current (AC) power limit 
that the inverters (devices that convert DC to AC) can export to the National Grid and for 
which the power station earns income 
 

• Note that solar power stations are paid according to their MWe output to the National 
Grid (the number of MWh – megawatt hours per year c.f. consumers are charged by the 
kilowatt hour - kWh - where 1000kWh = 1MWh) and not their MWp output 

The conversion factor between MWp and MWe – known as the Inverter Loading Ratio (ILR) - 
is typically between 1.10 to 1.3 for a UK solar power station.    

Thus to achieve 100MWe, enough panels to produce between 110-130MWp (100 multiplied 
by 1.1 or 1.3) would need to be installed. 

And this is where it gets curious as the Applicant’s figures for both MWp and MWe – and 
the their ratio - have changed both before and during the NSIP Examination process and 
again now in the SoS decision phase. 
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Chronologically: 

December 2023:  

Source:  PEIR Chapter 0 ‘non-technical summary 
para 5.1.21 

Installed capacity  1307 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.46 12% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 

November 2024 as submitted in November 2024 

Source  APP-004 para 1.1.2 

Installed capacity  1307 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.46 12% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 
Vs. 
 

November 2024 as submitted in June 2026 

Source C1-087 (on page 143 and in the Change 
Process table on page following 157) 

Installed capacity  1422 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.6 23% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 

February 2025 S51 response as reported in June 2026 

Source C1-087 (Change Process table on page 
following 157) 

Installed capacity  1421 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.6 23% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 

September 2025 Change Request 2 as reported in June 2026 

Source C1-087 (Change Process table on page 
following 157) 

Installed capacity  1270 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.43 10% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 

 
1 the Preliminary Environmental Information Report can be found on the Botley West website at 

https://botleywest.co.uk/files/cto_layout/img/documents/Preliminary%20Environmental%20Information%20Report/Chapter%20
0%20-%20Non-Technical%20Summary/12426_Botley_NTS%20Final%20Print_30%20Nov.pdf) 
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November 2025 Deadline 7 as reported in June 2026 

Source C1-087 (Change Process table on page 
following 157) 

Installed capacity  1260 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.42 10% above maximum used by other 
NSIPs 

 

June 2026 New without prejudice offer 

Source C1-087 (Change Process table on page 
following 157) 

Installed capacity  935 MWp 

AC output 840MWe 

ILR 1.05 so at NSIP norm 

Summarising the table above the Applicant now asks the SoS to accept that in the 30 
months between December 2023 – June 2026 it: 

• either did or didn’t raise its installed capacity from 1307MWp to 1442MWp at the start 
of the Examination Phase, depending on whether its actual November 2024 figures or its 
June 2026 reporting of its November 2024 figures is correct;  

and then  

• successively reduced its installed capacity from 1422MWp to its current figure of 
935MWp, while not altering its AC output figure of 840MW at all. 

But this contradicts many submissions the Applicant made to the ExA from November 2024 
to November 2025 in which successive revisions of its ‘The Guide to the Application’ all state 
that the installed capacity (sometimes inaccurately called the delivered power) is 
approximately 1307MW (APP-004 November 2024; AS-002 – Rev.1, January 2025; CR1-001 – 
Rev.2,  March 2025; PDB-002 – Rev.3, May 2025; REP1-002 – Rev.4, June 2025; REP2-002 – 
Rev.5, July 2025; REP3-002 – Rev.6, July 2025; REP4-002 – Rev.7, August 2025; REP5-002 – 
Rev.8, September 2025; CR-002 – Rev.9, September 2025; REP6-002 – Rev.10, October 2025; 
and REP7-002 – Rev.11, November 2025), 

So which version is the SoS, the OHA and all the Interested Parties being asked to accept?  

Is it the 1307MWp installed capacity relied on throughout the Examination, or the new 
figures of 1422, 1421, 1270 and 1260MWp?  

It follows that this raises the question of whether the new figure of 935MWp is either 
accurate or the actual minimally viable installed capacity, given the Applicant still claims it 
will deliver an AC output to the grid of 840MW just as it did in November 2023? 

To answer this question this Interested Party refers the SoS to the Applicant’s table on page 
144 of its C1-087. 
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In this table (see extract below) the Applicant attempts to demonstrate that 935MWp is 
‘marginally viable’.  However, the crucial row in the table (in green) is clearly arithmetical 
rubbish. 

   

A CAPEX of ‘01’ £M – really?  A Fixed cost share of 2.7% - mmm. A LCOE of £9.3/MWh – 
don’t think so. 

That the Applicant can’t even present meaningful numbers to underpin its marginal viability 
claim says it all. 

This Interested Party further assesses that the Applicant’s claim of minimum viability based 
on proposed reductions in the project’s MWp obscures the fact that even at 935MWp its 
income could be still be similar, and maybe exactly the same, given it has assured the SoS 
that it has maintained its PEIR and DCO and Examination phase figure for AC output of 
840MWe. 

In other words, in response to the ExA and SoS, the Applicant apparently has given no 
ground at all (literally as the DCO redline is essentially unchanged too) by simply changing its 
chosen ILR – its choice for the ratio of DC output from PV panels to AC output to the grid. 

Finally in this assessment this Interested Party notes that on page 145 of C1-087 the 
Applicant states that if it agreed to the OHAs proposal - which it claims would produce 
685MWp – then 

‘the Proposed Development would no longer be economically viable; second, the Proposed 
Development would fail to meet the contractual connection capacity of 840 MWp.’ 

Unpacking the 2nd part of that statement this IP notes that the Applicant now chooses to 
describe its oft quoted figure of ‘840MW’ as ‘840MWp’ not 840MWe as it has always 
previously done, see for example APP-004 para 1.1.2. 

This is odd for two reasons: 

• National Grid (and the National Energy System Operator – NESO) assesses NSIP solar 
farms using MWe to specify the export capacity (AC) to the grid, not MWp; and 
 

• NESO’s answer to a FOI enquiry on Botley West dated 23rd December 2024, 
(https://www.neso.energy/document/350586/download and REP3-115) is instructive 
Image 15 below): 
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Image 15 

NESO’s 23rd December 2024 FOI response extract with paragraph highlighted by this 
Interested Party.  Downloaded at 1600 on 090726 from 
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According to NESO, what the Applicant calls a  
 

‘contractual connection capacity’ that it would ‘fail to meet’ 
  
is in fact  
 
‘a right rather than an obligation’ 
   
and that  
 
‘A developer can apply to change the amount and there are provisions within the CUSC for 
cancellation etc.’ 
 
(Where the CUSC is the Connection and Use of System Code). 

This assessment is supported by the fact that the Grid Connection Statement the Applicant 
chooses to rely on (APP-019 dated November 2024) and agreed by the Applicant and NGET, 
contains no mention in either section 4 (Contractual Agreements) or in Section 5.1 
(Responsibilities of National Grid) of a ‘contractual connection capacity’ 

There is no reference to 840MW or 840MWe or 840MWp anywhere in APP-019.  

In conclusion: 

Unless the Applicant can show otherwise, this Interested Party assesses that it hasn’t 
demonstrated that it has met either the ExA proposal in PD-018 or the OHA proposals REP6-
118 and REP7-190. 

In claiming that, for viability reasons, it can’t meet the panel and other infrastructure 
reductions proposed by the ExA and OHA, the Applicant has relied on an explanation of 
power station output and contractual obligations that cannot be reconciled with the open 
source information currently available to this Interested Party. 

This Interested Party urges the SoS to make his/her own assessment and draw conclusions 
accordingly.   

For reference, the SoS is invited to note that DESNZ has an NSIP pipeline their Applicants 
regard as economically viable, ranging from a few tens of megawatts upwards to Botley 
West’s claimed figure, which is the largest.   
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For example, the top 13 NSIPS by MW includes: 
 
• Botley West Solar Farm (Oxfordshire): 840 MW (Decision stage / In planning) 
• Springwell Solar Farm (Lincolnshire): 800 MW (Development consent granted) 
• The Tween Bridge Solar Farm (South Yorkshire): 800 MW (In planning) 
• Great North Road Solar Park (Nottinghamshire): 800 MW (In planning) 
• One Earth Solar Farm (Lincolnshire/Nottinghamshire): 740 MW (DCO application 

accepted/in examination) 
• Cottam Solar Project (Lincolnshire/Nottinghamshire): 600 MW (Development consent 

granted) 
• Green Hill Solar Farm (Northamptonshire): 600 MW (In planning) 
• Sunnica Energy Farm (Suffolk/Cambridgeshire): 500 MW (Development consent 

granted) 
• Longfield Solar Farm (Essex): 500 MW (Development consent granted) 
• Lime Down Solar Project (Wiltshire): 500 MW (In planning) 
• Mallard Pass Solar Project (Lincolnshire/Rutland): 350 MW (Development consent 

granted) 
• Cleve Hill Solar Park (Kent): 373 MW (Operational; currently the largest active solar 

farm in the UK) 
• Little Crow Solar Park (North Lincolnshire): 150 MW (Development consent granted)  
 
This Interested Party invites the SoS to consider why this Applicant believes its minimum 
viable project size is 935MWp when other NSIP projects DESNZ has approved can be viable 
at fractions of that size? 
 
The SoS is also invited to consider the impacts of the Applicant’s claims on agricultural land 
use and on the many tens of thousands of impacted residents and visitors to this area of 
rural Oxfordshire. 
 
Why, given that in its DCO application the Applicant required a redline area 1418ha to 
accommodate 843ha of installation (panels, PCS and substations), a ratio of 1.68:1, does it 
now need a redline area of 1328ha to accommodate 554ha of installation, a ratio of 2.40:1? 
 
If it’s for its own planning gain, panel creep, convenience in not requiring another 6 week 
consultation for a DCO boundary change as in August 2025, or for a subsequent BESS 
battery planning application within the redline, then the Applicant should say so, giving the 
SoS more information on which to judge the planning balance. 
 
Conversely, if the Applicant had maintained its initial DCO 1.68:1 ratio for redline area to 
installation area, then it would only now require 930ha in total, returning 488ha (the DCO 
redline application area of 1418-930) to its current, vital, agricultural and rural recreational 
uses – an area twice as large as the SSSI in Blenheim Palace’s Park. 
 
That reduction in redline area would then drive reductions in its fixed costs which, by its 
own data, are very high and a driver of the project size allegedly required to be minimally 
viable.  
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Mindful that the ExA’s  Question 2.5.4 (PD-012) asks:  
 
‘(1) Government’s ‘Guidance related to procedures for the compulsory acquisition of land’ 
advises that the SoS needs ‘to be satisfied that the land to be acquired is no more than is 
reasonably required for the purposes of the development’ (paragraph 11).’ 
 
and  
 
 ‘4) Would the land not be better served being kept in its current agricultural use?’ 
 
the Applicant’s own figures show that 488 hectares of farmland could be returned to 
productive use without impacting power generation. 
 
This Interested Party agrees with the ExA question above and urges the SoS should s/he still 
be minded to approve the DCO to remove significant areas of productive farmland such as 
those identified above and by the OHA in their request for field removal - including the 
whole of the southern site – from the DCO boundary.    

 

Summary 

The Applicant’s new June 2026 without prejudice offer meets neither the minimum 
requirement of a uniform project wide 250m buffer, as proposed by the ExA at Deadline 7 
in PD-018, being hedged with caveats and exceptions, nor the reductions proposed by the 
OHA in REP6-118 and REP7-190. 

The Applicant’s stated reason for the limit on its new without prejudice offer is its claim of 
lack of financial viability for the project below a stated output of ‘935MWp’ where MWp 
(Megawatts Peak) is the total theoretical maximum direct current (DC) capacity of the 
solar panels under ideal, standardized test conditions; while MWe (Megawatts Electric) is 
the actual, continuous alternating current (AC) power limit that the inverters (devices that 
convert DC to AC) can export to the National Grid and for which the power station earns 
income 

The conversion factor between MWp and MWe – known as the Inverter Loading Ratio 
(ILR) - is typically between 1.10 to 1.3 for a UK solar power station.    

Curiously the Applicant’s figures for both MWp and MWe – and the their ILR - have 
changed both before and during the NSIP Examination process and again now in the SoS 
decision phase. 

In the 30 months between December 2023 – June 2026 the Applicant asks the SoS to 

accept it: 
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• either did or didn’t raise its installed capacity from 1307MWp to 1442MWp at the start 
of the Examination Phase, depending on whether its actual November 2024 figures or 
its June 2026 reporting of its November 2024 figures is correct;  

and then  

• successively reduced its installed capacity from 1422MWp to its current figure of 
935MWp, while not altering its AC output figure of 840MW at all. 

But this contradicts many submissions the Applicant made to the ExA from November 
2024 to November 2025 in which successive revisions of its ‘The Guide to the Application’ 
all state that the installed capacity (sometimes inaccurately called the delivered power) is 
approximately 1307MW.  

So which version is the SoS, the OHA and all the Interested Parties being asked to accept?  

Is it the 1307MWp installed capacity relied on throughout the Examination, or the new 
figures of 1422, 1421, 1270 and 1260MWp?  

It follows that this raises the question of whether the new figure of 935MWp is either 
accurate or the actual minimally viable installed capacity, given the Applicant still claims it 
will deliver an AC output to the grid of 840MW just as it did in November 2023? 

To answer this question this Interested Party refers the SoS to the Applicant’s table on 
page 144 of its C1-087. However, the crucial row in the table (in green) is clearly 
arithmetical rubbish. 

   

That the Applicant can’t even present meaningful numbers to underpin its marginal 
viability claim says it all. 

This Interested Party further assesses that the Applicant’s claim of minimum viability 
based on proposed reductions in the project’s MWp obscures the fact that even at 
935MWp its income could be still be similar, and maybe exactly the same, given it has 
assured the SoS that it has maintained its PEIR and DCO and Examination phase figure for 
AC output of 840MWe. 

In other words, in response to the ExA and SoS, the Applicant apparently has given no 
ground at all (literally as the DCO redline is essentially unchanged too) by simply changing 
its chosen ILR – its choice for the ratio of DC output from PV panels to AC output to the 
grid. 

On page 145 of C1-087 the Applicant states that if it agreed to the OHAs panel reduction 
proposal - which it claims would produce 685MWp – then ‘the Proposed Development 
would no longer be economically viable; second, the Proposed Development would fail to 
meet the contractual connection capacity of 840 MWp.’ 
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This is odd for two reasons: 

• National Grid (and the National Energy System Operator – NESO) assesses NSIP solar 
farms using MWe to specify the export capacity (AC) to the grid, not MWp; and 

 

• NESO’s answer to a FOI enquiry on Botley West dated 23rd December 2024,  states that 
what the Applicant calls a ‘contractual connection capacity’ that it would ‘fail to meet’ 
is in fact ‘a right rather than an obligation’ and that ‘A developer can apply to change 
the amount and there are provisions within the CUSC for cancellation etc.’ 

This assessment is supported by the fact that the APP-019 (dated November 2024) Grid 
Connection Statement the Applicant still chooses to rely on, agreed by the Applicant and 
NGET, contains no mention in either section 4 (Contractual Agreements) or in Section 5.1 
(Responsibilities of National Grid) of a ‘contractual connection capacity’ and no reference 
to 840MW or 840MWe or 840MWp anywhere.  

So: 

• Unless the Applicant can show otherwise, this Interested Party assesses that it hasn’t 
demonstrated that it has met either the ExA proposal in PD-018 or the OHA proposals 
REP6-118 and REP7-190. 

• In claiming that, for viability reasons, it can’t meet the panel and other infrastructure 
reductions proposed by the ExA and OHA, the Applicant has relied on an explanation 
of power station output and contractual obligations that cannot be reconciled with the 
open source information currently available to this Interested Party. 

This Interested Party urges the SoS to make his/her own assessment and draw conclusions 
accordingly.   

The SoS is encouraged to consider why this Applicant believes its minimum viable project 
size is 935MWp when other NSIP projects DESNZ has approved can be viable at fractions 
of that size? 
 
The SoS is also invited to consider the impacts of the Applicant’s claims on agricultural 
land use and on the many tens of thousands of impacted residents and visitors to this area 
of rural Oxfordshire. 
 
Why, given that in its DCO application the Applicant required a redline area 1418ha to 
accommodate 843ha of installation (panels, PCS and substations), a ratio of 1.68:1, does it 
now need a redline area of 1328ha to accommodate 554ha of installation, a ratio of 
2.40:1? 
 
If it’s for its own planning gain, panel creep, convenience in not requiring another 6 week 
consultation for a DCO boundary change as in August 2025, or for a subsequent BESS 
battery planning application within the redline, then the Applicant should say so, giving 
the SoS more information on which to judge the planning balance. 
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Conversely, if the Applicant had maintained its initial DCO 1.68:1 ratio for redline area to 
installation area, then it would only now require 930ha in total, returning 488ha (the DCO 
redline application area of 1418-930) to its current, vital, agricultural and rural 
recreational uses – an area twice as large as the SSSI in Blenheim Palace’s Park. 
 
That reduction in redline area would then drive reductions in its fixed costs which, by its 
own data, are very high and a driver of the project size allegedly required to be minimally 
viable.  
 
This Interested Party urges the SoS, should s/he still be minded to approve the DCO, to 
remove significant areas of productive farmland such as those identified above and by the 
OHA in their request for field removal - including the whole of the southern site – from the 
DCO boundary.    

 

 

 

 

END 
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