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Applicant Responses to Deadline 7 Submissions

1 Introduction

111 The purpose of this report is to provide the response made by RWE Renewables
UK Solar and Storage Ltd (the Applicant) to the matters raised in the written
submissions made by Interested Parties, which were submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate at Examination Deadline 7 for the Development Consent Order
Application (the ‘Application’) for Tween Bridge Solar Farm (‘the Scheme’).

1.1.2. This report responds to submissions made at Deadline 7 by each of the following
Interested Parties (IPs) at Section 2:

e City of Doncaster Council [REP7-007] (refer to Table 1 below)
¢ North Lincolnshire Council [REP7-006] (refer to Table 2 below)
e Environment Agency [REP7-008] (refer to Table 3 below)

e Raymond Everatt Lindley [REP7-008] (refer to Table 4 below)
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Applicant’s Response to Deadline 7 Submissions

Table 1: Applicant’s response to City of Doncaster Council [REP7-007]

Ref

City of Doncaster’'s Comments

Comments on the Responses to Ex3

Applicant’s Response

13,4,
7,8,9,
10,11,
12,13

The City of Doncaster Council have confirmed that they have no comments on the
following topics:

¢ General and Cross-Topic Questions;
e Climate Change;

Considerations;

Flood Risk, Hydrology and Water Resources;
Landscape and Visual;

Land Use, Soil and Ground Conditions;
Network Connection;

Noise and Vibration;

Socio-Economics;

Transport and Access

Compulsory Acquisition, Temporary Possession and Other Land or Rights

The Applicant notes and welcomes these comments.

Cultural Heritage

Applicant’s Response to Q3.6.1

Strategy and notes that these are to provide a basis for discussion about the

applicability and suitability of specific mitigation measures in particular locations.

In relation to the Applicant’s response to Q3.6.1 CDC welcomes the submission of the
zoning plan comprising Figures 2-5 in Appendix 2 of the Outline Archaeological Mitigation

The Applicant notes and welcomes these comments.

Other Matters

3.1 CDC has one other matter to bring to the ExAs attention which it has only become aware | CDC advised the Applicant on 16 September 2026 that a representative of CDC
on the past two to three weeks, in the course of a public participation exercise being attended the Doncaster Sheffield Airport consultation event recently. The Applicant
understands that, at the event, the CDC representative asked persons associated
4
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Ref

City of Doncaster’'s Comments

Applicant’s Response

undertaken by the airport authority relating to the re-opening of the airport and with the Airport event if they were aware of the Tween Bridge Solar Farm DCO

specifically the potential flight paths associated with the airport. application, to which they responded saying no. The Applicant has confirmed with
CDC that Doncaster Sheffield Airport were consulted on 20 March 2025 as part of
the pre-submission statutory consultation. A copy of the consultation letter was sent
to CDC via email on 17 September 2026 as evidence. The Applicant has not heard
anything further fromm CDC on this matter or received any direct correspondence
from Doncaster Sheffield Airport.

3.2 At Issue Specific Hearing 3 (ISH3) Part 2 of the Examination, Mr Carr a resident living very | The Applicant addressed Mr Carr's submissions on this issue at Issue Specific Hearing
close to the proposed solar farm (but not an affected owner in terms of land 3, as set out in Written Summary of Oral Submissions at the Issue Specific Hearing
requirements) [Transcript of Issue Specific Hearing 3 (ISH3) - Part 2 - 24 June 2026 3.[REP3-048].

[EV5-005] (page 3, Speaker 5 at 9.47) expressed concern about large flocks of geese in
vicinity of where the solar panels are proposed to be located. His concern was one of
safety and the possibility of bird strike affecting aeroplanes on the flight path to the
nearby Doncaster Sheffield Airport.

3.3 The position regarding the airport is that it was closed by the then owner in 2022 but The Applicant notes these comments.
since then CDC in conjunction with the Mayoral Authority of South Yorkshire together
with other stakeholders, has been involved in complex negotiations to take over the
airport and to reopen it as an operational airport. Matters have progressed with funding,
as the reopened airport is at the heart of one of the most significant regeneration
projects in the North of England.

3.4 When the airport closed in 2022, it went from being an operational airport to being a The Applicant notes these comments but does not consider that they are relevant to
habitat. Specifically, regarding potential bird strike risk, CDC understands that the airport | the decision in respect of this Application. As CDC acknowledge, the need for, and
authority will be conducting their own survey and analysis based on a 13 km radius nature of, any safeguarding measures is currently unknown. The Examining Authority
around the airport, but that this will not be undertaken until nearer the date of the will also note that no concerns relating to aviation safety have been raised during the
opening of the airport, currently due understood to be 2027. Whilst it is understood that | course of the examination, with the exception of those raised by Mr Carr in the
some consultation has taken place between the Applicant and the airport authority this context of Issue Specific Hearing 3, to which the Applicant has responded.
was whilst the airport was non-operational, and circumstances are likely to have changed
whilst the airport has been in a condition as a habitat. CDC understands from the airport | The Examining Authority will note that the Applicant has already addressed
authority that additional safeguarding measures may need to be implemented which engagement with aviation stakeholders in Written Summary of Oral Submissions at
could impact on the solar farm proposals but that the precise nature of any safeguarding | the Issue Specific Hearing 3 [REP3-048], under Action 1l.
measures will not be known until the results of a 13km survey have been analysed nearer
to the time of reopening of the airport.
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Ref City of Doncaster’'s Comments Applicant’s Response
3.5 CDC highlight this issue so the ExA is aware of the matter. It has also alerted the The Applicant notes these comments.
Applicant to the issue, albeit CDC understands from the Applicant they have consulted
with the airport.
Annex | CDC's Reply to the Applicant’s response to ExA’s commentary on the Draft DCO [REP6- | The Applicant's responses to these comments are set out in Response to Annex 1 of

1

047]

CDC's Deadline 7 Submission [Document Reference X.XX Revision 1].

Table 2: Applicant’s response to North Lincolnshire Council [REP7-006]

Ref

North Lincolnshire’s Response

Applicant’s Response

North Lincolnshire Council Comments on the Applicant’s Response to ExQ3
21 Q3.6.1 Archaeology The Applicant confirms that Table 3-2 of the NLC SoCG [Document Reference 9.3
Revision 6] does outline NLC's, and the Applicant’s, positions regarding archaeology.
NLCs position in respect of archaeology is unchanged and is explained in its Statement of | The approach to ES Appendix 8.6 Outline Archaeological Mitigation Strategy
Common Ground with the Applicant (see Table 3-2 - Cultural Heritage and Archaeology [REP6-028] and Zoning Plan has now been ‘agreed’ between NLC and the Applicant.
Matters). Discussions have been ongoing between the Applicant and NLC/CDC regarding | This has been updated in the SoCG since the submission at Deadline 6, following the
the provision of a zoning plan (with the latest meeting taking place on the afternoon of collaborative meeting on 29.09.2026 between NLC and the Applicant.
29/9/2026) and it is anticipated that an agreed position in respect of the zoning plan will
be included in the final Statement of Common Ground between NLC and the Applicant.
2.2, North Lincolnshire Council’s have confirmed that they have no comments on the following | The Applicants notes and welcomes the comment.
2.3, questions:
24
¢ Q3.7.1Flood Plain Storage and Sequential/Exceptions Test;
e Q3.8.2 Landscape and Visual Mitigation Strategy;
e Q3.10.1 NLC References to Case Law;
NLC Comments on Document 8.27 - Applicant Responses to the ExXA Commentary on the dDCO
3.1 DCO.7.4 - Requirement 14 This is not correct. In relation to contaminated land, the Applicant's response to NLC's
response to DCO7.1 said:
In its response the Applicant has commented only on UXO and that the Outline CEMP
[REP3-035] provides for this. As set out in the Environment Agency response to the ExA’s | “The Applicant does not consider the inclusion of a separate contaminated land
questions on the draft Development Consent Order from the Applicant’s own ES requirement to be necessary.
identifies that there are several known and potential sources of contamination within the
6
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Ref North Lincolnshire’s Response Applicant’s Response

Order limits. NLC therefore considers that the wording set out in its response to the ExAs | As set out in previous submissions (including [REP4-065] and [REP5-041]),
Question DCO.7.4 should be included in any final DCO. contamination risks are already appropriately secured through Requirement 14
(Construction Environmental Management Plan) of the draft DCO [REP6-002] and the
Outline CEMP [REP6-032]. The draft DCO was amended at Deadline 4 [REP4-003] to
make clear that, for the purposes of Requirement 14, ‘commence” includes remedial
works in respect of contamination. This means that any such works may only be
undertaken pursuant to a CEMP approved by the relevant planning authority following
consultation with the Environment Agency insofar as matters relate to its functions.
The Outline CEMP [REP6-032] already contains extensive measures relating to
contamination management and implementation of those measures and these are
secured through Requirement 14.

The Applicant has reviewed the wording proposed by NLC and notes that it would
introduce a standalone contamination consenting regime requiring contamination
investigations, risk assessments, remediation strategies and verification reports to
be separately approved before development could proceed. In the Applicant’s view,
those matters are already capable of being secured through the CEMP and the
proposed requirement would therefore duplicate controls that are already secured
elsewhere in the Draft DCO."

The Applicant's position on this matter is therefore clear.

3.2 DCO.9.2 — Protective Provisions (Local Highways Authorities) The Applicant’'s update on the protective provisions for local highway authorities is
set out in the Statutory Undertakers Position Statement [Document Reference 7.12
Discussions regarding the Protective Provisions for NLC are continuing between the Revision 5].

Applicant and representatives of the local highway authority. It is anticipated that agreed
wording will be submitted by Deadline 8.

Comments on any further information requested by the ExA and received by deadline 6

5.1 NLC considers that all Requirements and other elements of the DCO requiring approval,
should include the wording “..have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
relevant planning authority... in line with good practice.

Additional drafting considered unnecessary given DCO article 50(1)(a) and Schedule
2, Part 2 (Procedure for discharge of Requirements), para. 1.

However, for avoidance of doubt, the Applicant has inserted “in writing” at Schedule
2, Part 2 (Procedure for discharge of Requirements), para. 1(1) so that it now states:
“Where an application has been made to the relevant planning authority for any
consent, agreement or approval required by a requirement (including consent,
agreement or approval in respect of part of a requirement included in this Order),
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Ref North Lincolnshire’s Response Applicant’s Response

the relevant planning authority must give notice in writing to the undertaker of its
decision on the application”.

NLC Comments on Document 8.7 - Schedule of Changes to the draft DCO

6.1, R16(1) Construction Traffic Management Plan Requirement 16 does not provide for consultation with NH. Instead, it says (emphasis
6.2 added):
The Applicant has changed the wording to include reference to National Highways (NH),
explaining that this is to add NH as a consultee. However the wording as proposed "No phase of the authorised development may commence until a construction traffic
requires the Construction traffic management plan to be approved by the highway management plan for that phase has been submitted to and approved by the highway
authority, including NH where matters relate to the strategic road network. authority including National Highways in respect of matters which relate to the

strategic network".
It is not clear why this Requirement has been worded in this way. NLC considers that this

requirement should be for the approval of the relevant local planning authority (rather This requires the Applicant to obtain approval for the CTMP for a particular phase
than the highway authority), as per the format of other requirements in the draft DCO, from each of the highway authorities for the roads affected by that phase: CDC for
and NH where the matter relates to the strategic road network. CDC roads; NLC for NLC roads; NH for the SRN.

NH has confirmed that it welcomes this approach (see Statement of Common
Ground with National Highways [Document Reference 9.10 Revision 6]).

The Applicant considers that the CTMP is a transport related document and that the
relevant highway authority or authorities affected are therefore best placed to
understand the impact of the measures proposed in the CTMP on the highway
network for which they are responsible. Neither CDC nor NH have raised concerns
with this approach
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Table 3: Applicant’s response to the Environment Agency [XXX]

11

Environment Agency’s Response

Draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) [REP6-002]

We note that the dDCO has been updated. We wish to highlight that the Provisions for
the Protection of the Environment Agency, contained in Schedule 14, Part 5, include
incorrect paragraph references. We request that the paragraph references are revised to
ensure that cross-references within the body of the provisions are accurate. For example,
the reference to paragraph 57 (Disputes) in Paragraph 49(2) should be updated to 58
(Disputes) etc.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant has undertaken a thorough cross-referencing exercise and updated
the protective provisions in Schedule 14 to the draft DCO [Document Reference 3.1
Revision 10] to ensure that these are accurate.

21

Applicant Written Responses to ExQ3 [REP6-050]

In the Applicant’s response to Q3.14.], reference is made to the environmental permitting
regime (EPR), in respect of piling. The Applicant suggests that the Environment Agency
will be afforded ‘an additional layer of control beyond the CEMP’ under EPR. We wish to
highlight to the Examining Authority that this is not correct. Piling is not a permitted
activity and therefore the control over this activity, to ensure that there is no
unacceptable environmental impacts, relies on the DCO and adequate consultation on
any relevant risk assessments/method statements.

The Applicant notes the EA’s point regarding the environmental permitting regime.
Notwithstanding this, the Applicant maintains its position that the Outline
Construction Environmental Management Plan [Document Reference 7.1 Revision
7] is the appropriate document for securing the implementation of the Piling Risk
Assessment and Method Statement, as outlined in the Applicant’s response to
ExQ3.14.1 [REP6-050].

22

We note that in answering this question the Applicant outlines that the DCO does not
seek to disapply the Environmental Permitting Regulations. For clarity, the Environment
Agency has agreed to the disapplication of EPR in respect of flood risk activities only. This
is noted throughout documentation submitted for the DCO.

The Applicant notes this comment. The Applicant is not seeking to disapply any other
provisions of the Environmental Permitting Regulations, only those relating to flood
risk activities (see article 9(1)(g) of the draft DCO [Document Reference 3.1 Revision
10]).

23

In addition, we acknowledge that the revised outline Construction Environmental
Management Plan [REP6-032] includes updates in respect of piling on Page 56. For the
avoidance of doubt, we do not consider that these amendments address the concerns
previously raised by the Environment Agency. We therefore maintain our request for an
additional requirement in respect of piling, as outlined in our response to Q3.14.1 of ExQ3
[REP6-092].

The Applicant notes this response. The Applicant has made further amendments to
the Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) [Document
Reference 7.1 Revision 7] at Deadline 8 to seek to address the substance of the EA's
comments. — specifically, the commitment secured within the Outline CEMP now
requires the Piling Risk Assessment and Method Statement to be informed by
available contamination and hydrogeological information and to provide appropriate
evidence that potential effects on groundwater or other controlled waters have been
considered and will be suitably managed. In addition, the Outline CEMP explicitly
requires any piling and penetrative foundation works to be carried out in accordance
with the approved Piling Risk Assessment and Method Statement. The Applicant does
not consider that a separate DCO Requirement is necessary, as set out in the
Applicant's response to ExQ3.14.1 [REP6-050].
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Ref

3.1

Environment Agency’s Response

Applicant Responses to the ExXA Commentary on the dDCO [REP6-047] In respect of the
Applicant’s response to question DCO.4.1, we do not agree that our request to remove
Article 20(10) would introduce an additional consent that runs contrary to the intention of
the Planning Act 2008 in creating a one-stop shop. Whilst we support the streamlining of
consents where appropriate, we do not agree with the dismissal of land-owner consent.
Land owner consent is not a duplication of regulatory approval - as set out in our answer
to DCO.4.1 [REP6-084], the Environment Agency’s regulatory and landowner functions are
separate and distinct and cannot be collapsed into a single approval process.
Furthermore, the absence of an equivalent provision in other made solar DCOs
undermines the Applicant’s assertion that the removal of Article 20(10) would frustrate
the intention of the Planning Act 2008.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant refers to its Responses to the ExXA Commentary on the dDCO [REP6-
047] in relation to this matter.

The Applicant does not agree that, where the EA has granted a permit under
regulation 12(1)(b) of the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016, it would be
appropriate for an additional consent to be required pursuant to article 20 of the
draft DCO [Document Reference 3.1 Revision 10]. That would be the effect of article
20(10) being removed from the DCO.

The EA also references the distinction between its regulatory and landowner
functions. This appears to imply that the EA considers that it could grant an
environmental permit as an exercise of its regulatory function and yet refuse consent
under article 20 in its capacity as landowner. The Applicant does not consider that
would be a reasonable position for the EA to adopt

Table 8: Applicant’s response to Raymond Everatt Lindley [REP7-009]

Ref

Mr Raymond Lindley Comment

Route Selection and Engagement

Applicant’s Response

2.

Notwithstanding the Applicant’'s comments regarding the route selection, my position
remains that it has not satisfactorily addressed the consultation concerns (or lack of
consultation) given the omission of providing details of the A-B route to those
representing me. As such, there was a clear failure to communicate the final iteration of
the project with those representing me to allow time for full and proper consideration of
the A-B route ahead of the Order being submitted for Examination.

The Applicant notes this comment substantively repeats that made at Deadline 6, to
which the Applicant responded at Deadline 7 in 8.31 Applicant Responses to
Deadline 6 Submissions [REP7-009] by referring to its detailed response in Written
Summary of Oral Submissions made at Compulsory Acquisition Hearing [REP4-
060].

Accordingly, | was denied the opportunity to put forward concerns regarding the route
chosen. Had | been given this opportunity it may have impacted the Applicant’s route
selection or indeed may have resulted in consideration of a variation of Route A-B, which
would have a lesser impact on my land and agricultural operations. To suggest this is
now all too late and or would cost the Applicant more money is completely
unsatisfactory. Commmercial cost-saving for a private developer does not justify
stripping a private landowner of property rights. As | have previously noted the

See response to ref. 2.
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Applicant is simply shifting engineering difficulties away from public highways and
placing the disruption and impact onto my land, which as detailed in this representation,
is in no way limited impact.

Further, there is no consideration to the location of my subterranean electricity cable,
which runs through route A-B, and will therefore be impacted. The Applicant has not
sought to address the concerns | have raised in this regard.

The Applicant has indicated that appropriate protections for the existing cable can
be addressed through suitable terms in the voluntary agreement being discussed,
building on Heads of Terms previously issued and discussed. The Lindleys recently
appointed solicitors to act on their behalf and the Applicant is confident that those
negotiations can progress to a mutually satisfactory conclusion.

Land Referencing Faliure

Deadline 8. It will be interesting to see if the issues around the telecommunications mast

are addressed in this, notwithstanding the Applicant’s inability to confirm during the
Examination that an error has been made.

5. The Applicant continues to deny any deficiency within the Book of Reference. However, | The Applicant refers to the detailed response it provided in Written Summary of Oral
as | have previously set out, the telecommunications mast on my land is not owned or Submissions made at Compulsory Acquisition Hearing [REP4-060].
operated by BT, as the Applicant has set out to date.
6. Therefore, the approach the Applicant has taken in assuming that a lack of engagement | The Applicant refers to its detailed response to this point in Applicant Responses to
from BT is because they are adequately protected is a complete fallacy. As | have Deadline 5 Submissions [REP6-048].
previously detailed BT has not engaged simply because they do not own the asset and
are therefore not affected. Yet, as the actual freeholder, | have been ignored in this
regard. Due to this failure of diligent inquiry | have been entirely denied my statutory
right to be consulted on the structural, physical and operational risks to my private
structure.
7. It is noted that an updated Book of Reference is to be submitted by the Applicant at See response to ref. 6.

Ongoing Negotiations and Human Rights Implications

negotiate upon, these attempts to negotiate are being made very late in the
Examination process. No attempts to acquire the rights, sought under the Order, by

voluntary agreement were made prior to the submission of the Order for Examination.

8. The Applicant comments several times that they would prefer to reach a voluntary The Applicant considers that the Lindley’s concerns can be addressed through
agreement and that negotiations are ongoing to resolve specific issues of concern. suitable terms in the voluntary agreement being discussed with them, building on
However, as previously noted in my Deadline 6 submission, the terms for a voluntary Heads of Terms previously issued and discussed. The Lindleys recently appointed
easement that are being put forward by the Applicant remain such that they would solicitors to act on their behalf and the Applicant is confident that those negotiations
result in a significant detriment to myself and my ability to develop the family can progress to a mutually satisfactory conclusion.
agricultural business in the future, that is, if they can even be satisfied in the first place,
given the terms upon which the Applicant has proposed.

9. Notwithstanding my concerns of the terms of which the Applicant is offering to The Applicant refers to its detailed response to this point in Applicant Responses to

Deadline 6 Submissions [REP6-003].
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10.

Overall, this very limited meaningful engagement is contrary to guidance in the use of
compulsory purchase powers.

See response to ref. 9.

1.

Furthermore, the powers sought in the Order are excessive and are therefore not

reasonable or proportionate, as such the Order is not fully compliant with legislation on
Human Rights.

See response to ref. 9.
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