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Table 3: Applicant’s Response to Albanwise’s at Relevant Representation with Albanwise’s comments added in blue 

 

Albanwise Relevant Representation Applicant Response Albanwise comments 

Albanwise’s interests in the Order land 

Albanwise’s interests in the Order land are summarised in the table at 
Appendix 3a. The new plots that RWE seek to obtain temporary 
possession/compulsory acquisition powers over as part of the Change 
Request 9 Application and Proposed Provisions are detailed in the table 
in red text. These form part of land owned by Albanwise Limited under 
Land Registry Title Numbers HS130486 and YEA11195. This land was 
previously used for farming but part of this land (approximately 25% of 
Title HS130486 & 100% of YEA11195) is currently being developed as 
the Field House Solar Farm (please see Appendix 3a for more 
information.) 

The Applicant notes this response.  

No comment.  

Engagement between Albanwise and RWE 

Albanwise do not object to the Order in principle and have been in active 
negotiations with RWE for several months with a view to entering into a 
voluntary agreement and granting RWE easements over the plots of 
Order land listed in black in the table at Appendix 3a. 

The Applicant notes this response. 

No comment. 

The table at Appendix 3a identifies when RWE first contacted 
Albanwise regarding each of the plots of land that RWE wishes to 
acquire/acquire rights over from Albanwise. We wish to draw to the 
Examining Authority’s attention to the disparity between the dates of 
first contact relating to the plots of land included in the Change Request 
9 Application, and those relating to the plots of land which were 
previously included in the Order limits. Of particular note is the date of 
first contact from RWE regarding its proposal to seek temporary 
possession powers over Plot 2A-5, which is the plot of single most 

The Applicant refers to its Change Application Consultation Report 
[REP2-150] in which it sets out that, further to conversations with 
Albanwise’s land agent, it understood that Albanwise was potentially 
receptive to the use of parcel 2A-5. 

Albanwise first became aware of the Applicant’s proposal to use Plot 
2A-5 in the Applicant’s Change 9 consultation letter of 29th August 
2025. This proposal was not mentioned to Albanwise or its agents 
Cundalls prior to or within the Applicant’s consultation letters of 6th & 
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concern to Albanwise, and in respect of which first contact was made 
just five working days before the deadline for consultation on the 
Change, and eight working days before the Change Request 9 
Application was submitted. 

14th August 2025.  

Albanwise have not given the Applicant any indication that the use of 
Plot 2A-5 by the Applicant would be acceptable to Albanwise. 

For the avoidance of doubt, Albanwise’s position on each of the land 
plots in the table at Appendix 3a - for convenience grouped as ‘A’ (Plots 
included in the Order as originally submitted which are the subject of 
ongoing negotiations for a proposed voluntary agreement); ‘B’ 
(Albanwise are in principle open to entering into a voluntary agreement 
in respect of these plots, subject to design and terms); and ‘C’ 
(Albanwise wholly rejects RWE’s proposal to use this plot)- is as follows: 

A- Plots included in the Order as originally submitted which are the 
subject of ongoing negotiations for a proposed voluntary agreement- 
Albanwise have readily engaged in negotiations with RWE in relation to 
these plots and have been working towards agreeing heads of terms of 
a voluntary agreement. Based on the negotiations between the parties 
before the Examination commenced, Albanwise were confident that the 
impacts of the Order on these plots and their businesses could be 
addressed by such an agreement and, as such, did not consider it 
necessary to submit Relevant Representations or to participate in the 
Examination process prior to the Change Request 9 Application. 

B- Plots included in the Change Request 9 Application in respect of 
which Albanwise are in principle open to entering into a voluntary 
agreement, subject to design and terms- Albanwise may be prepared 
to enter into a voluntary agreement in respect of these plots, subject to 
RWE providing sufficient design detail (see below) and agreement on 
necessary protections and commercial terms. 

C- Plot 2A-5, which Albanwise categorically cannot agree to the use of 
by RWE- The land comprising Plot 2A-5 is critical to the construction of 
Field House Solar Farm and Albanwise cannot accept any interference 
with it. This point has been clearly and repeatedly made to RWE at 

The Applicant notes these comments but would emphasise that it 
continues to engage with Albanwise to seek to agree a solution which 
is acceptable to both parties, including in relation to Plot 2A-5. The 
Applicant does not agree that there are no circumstances in which an 
appropriate use of Plot 2A-5 could be agreed by the parties; the 
Examining Authority has itself observed, in the context of its Written 
Questions 3 [PD-019], that “… it appears that there would be 
sufficient space through the plot for a construction access route which 
would avoid the substation location so as not to affect its construction 
or purpose of delivering electricity to the grid from the wider [Field 
House Solar Farm]”. The Applicant agrees and continues to engage 
with Albanwise accordingly. 

Albanwise have been placed in a most unsatisfactory position as a 
result of an extremely late change request which is not properly 
justified.  

Nonetheless, Albanwise is prepared to discuss matters with the 
Applicant and seek to come to a commercial agreement if that is 
possible.  

On that basis Albanwise are willing to work with the Applicant to try to 
come to a mutually acceptable solution which may potentially involve 
the Applicant’s use of part of Plot 2A-5 for a temporary construction 
access, provided that  would not affect the Field House Solar Farm 
infrastructure, but this would inevitably require a change to the 
(detailed) consented scheme for Field House Solar.  

The risk of any such a change not being granted would have to be at 
the Applicant’s  risk and the position as it stands is that the proposals 
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every consultation point since the 29th of August 2025. No indication 
has ever been given by Albanwise to RWE that modifications to the 
design of Field House Solar Farm could be accommodated because the 
location of the infrastructure has been set out in the detailed planning 
permission (the Field House Solar Farm Planning Permission) and there 
can be no delay to the construction programme if the September 2027 
connection deadline is to be met. The connection date of September 
2027 is a hard date set by the DNO, Northern Powergrid, which 
Albanwise have to meet. Albanwise’s Technical Limits Offer (Appendix 
3) confirms that if the Field House Solar Farm development does not hit 
the progression milestones to make its September 2027 connection 
date, then the project’s grid connection would be put back to May 2033. 
That would scupper the investment case for proceeding to deliver the 
scheme now (see below) – at a time when it is a national strategic 
priority to provide more renewable energy to the grid. Albanwise would 
not be given accommodations because of programme slippage caused 
by the Change Request 9 Application/Proposed Provisions. If the 
Proposed Provisions are accepted, Albanwise would struggle to meet 
its delivery programme and, in essence, be at the mercy of negotiations 
with the DNO to see when they could next be connected, potentially six 
years later. The only ‘accommodation’ that has been proposed by 
Albanwise is to allow RWE’s construction vehicles to take access over 
an alternative scheme (see below). 

(in so far as they have been explained with regards Plot 2A-5) risk the 
delivery of an important solar farm and they do so on an unnecessary 
basis given Plot 2A-5 is not required at all, given there are alternative 
accesses with lesser effects.  

There is no proper basis for compulsory acquisition. As such, 
Albanwise’s position as regards Change 9 remains unchanged i.e. the 
Applicant seeking temporary possession powers over the whole of 
Plot 2A-5 is not acceptable for the reasons set out in Albanwise’s 
Relevant Representation [RR-054] and Written Representation 
[REP4A-006] and is wholly unjustified. Further, any lesser land take 
is also unjustified in that there are alternatives. 

The Applicant, in order to provide further comfort to Albanwise, will 
amend Requirement 16, Schedule 2 of the draft DCO to incorporate a 
commitment to ensure that the route of a relevant access to and from 
the authorised development, within plot 2A-5, does not require the 
removal of any above ground infrastructure constructed pursuant to 
the Field House Solar Farm planning permission. The wording of this 
requirement has been shared with Albanwise (on 18 November 2025) 
and will be included in the next iteration of the draft DCO which will be 
submitted at Deadline 5. 

Albanwise’s position on proposed Requirement 16 is set out in its 
response to ExA Q3 3.2.5 [REP5-103]. 

Negotiations between RWE and Albanwise have been ongoing since 
September 2023 and have principally been conducted by Albanwise’s 
agent, Cundalls, on Albanwise’s behalf, and have related to heads of 
terms for an agreement relating to the plots of land in group ‘A’ in the 
table at Appendix 3a (in black text). Since Cundalls were first made 
aware of RWE’s request to utilise plots 2A-4 and 6-73,Cundalls have 
been attempting to gain necessary information from RWE to enable 
Albanwise to fully consider the impacts of the proposal on its land and 
businesses. However, this information has not been forthcoming. 

The Applicant does not accept that relevant information has not been 
forthcoming. First, a draft interface agreement was provided to 
Albanwise on 27 October 2025. Further details on the practical 
management of the interface were provided on 30 October 2025, 4 
November 2025 and 12 November 2025 with a meeting between the 
Applicant and Albanwise’s transport advisors on 7 November 2025. 

The further details that were provided include: 
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- Detail on operation of existing farm access on worst case 
assumption that Peartree Hill Solar Farm, Field House Solar 
Farm and Carr Fam Solar are constructed concurrently 

- Complete tracking drawings from internal track to A1035 

- Details of proposed use of bankspeople to manage traffic flows 

- Junction capacity review 

- Copies of notes/minutes between the Applicant and EYRC 
Highways in relation to the proposed use of the junction 

- Layby details south of Field House Farm 

- Abnormal Indivisible Load (AIL) 
specifications 

- AIL swept path along all tracks 

- Plans updating passing places 

Albanwise acknowledge receipt of the initial draft Interface Agreement 
which Albanwise provided comments on, on the 20th of November 2025. 
However, this is not the information referred to in Albanwise’s Relevant 
Representation [RR-054] as having been requested from the Applicant.   

Albanwise’s Relevant Representation [RR-054] was submitted on the 
29th of October 2025. All of the technical information listed above was 
supplied after that submission. It was not, therefore, possible to reflect 
this information in the Relevant Representation. However, once 
provided, Albanwise had considered it and this is reflected in the 
Written Representation [REP4A-006]. 
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It is the requests for information from RWE that were first made in the 
Mills & Reeve letter of 5 September (in response to RWE’s consultation 
letters of 6, 14 and 29 August 2025) however, which Albanwise require 
as a matter of urgency, in order to enable Albanwise to fully understand 
the impacts of the Change Request 9 Application and to commence 
meaningful discussions with RWE with a view to coming to a mutually 
acceptable resolution. This information request was subsequently 
discussed at meetings held on 10 September and 16 October 2025 
(both at Albanwise’s request). A commentary on the detail which has 
been provided to date is given in the table at Appendix 3b, but 
Albanwise’s key concerns can be summarised as follows: 

1. Failure by RWE to provide site specific details as to what works are 
actually required on the land included in the Change Request 9 
Application; 

2. Incomplete technical assessments, such as EIA chapters referred 
to in the table at Appendix 3b which only consider the Proposed 
Project’s construction traffic impacts on the public highway/A1035 and 
do not consider impacts on traffic using or intending to use the existing 
access track; 

3. Key technical documents have not been updated to represent the 
latest design changes e.g. the flood risk and drainage works highlighted 
in point 11 of the table at Appendix 3b. 

The Applicant has been engaging with Albanwise to provide all 
information requested in order to manage the potential interface 
between Field House Solar Farm and the Proposed Development. To 
the extent that is able to at this stage of design, the Applicant considers 
it has provided sufficient detail in order to progress discussions over a 
land agreement. 

As Albanwise (and the Applicant) has highlighted above, the detailed 
information  requested was only forthcoming after Albanwise 
submitted its relevant representations [RR-054], seven weeks after 
Albanwise’s first meeting with RWE in which the information was 
requested, and in a piecemeal fashion following repeated requests for 
the same by Albanwise.  

The Applicant may not deem such information as necessary at this 
stage of development. However, given that the Applicant’s proposals 
represent a serious safety concern and threat to life of road users and 
banksman, and have potentially catastrophic effects on the 
development of a consented multimillion pound infrastructure 
investment, Albanwise is of the opinion that that warrants the carrying 
out of detailed assessments and design work sooner (as detailed in 
the Pell Frischmann technical report comprising Appendix 2 to 
Albanwise’s Written Representations [REP4A-006]). It is only by a 
detailed assessment that a considered evaluation on the impacts of 
Albanwise’s interests can be made. 

With specific regard to concern 3, there would be no change in the flood 
risk profile of the Proposed Development as a result of the proposal 
to take access from the A1035 in this location and, as such, the relevant 
document has not needed to be updated. 

The hydraulic modelling shows the proposed access would not be at 
risk of flooding during a design flood event or during the simulated 
breaches. It is anticipated that there will only be approximately four 
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permanent staff employed during the operational phase, who will be 
based on Site. Any operational staff would have free movement during 
design flood conditions, satisfying a key test of emergency planning in 
the Flood Risk and Coastal Change PPG. Consequently, the 
proposed access would not impact the conclusions of ES Volume 
4, Appendix 5.6: Flood Risk Assessment [REP1-048]. 
Regardless, the Flood Risk Assessment has been updated and will 
be submitted as part of the Deadline 5 submission to reflect the Order 
Limits alteration. 

The Applicant has misunderstood  the purpose of Albanwise requesting 
the hydrological information. From the outset Albanwise has requested 
details of what land would be required for the access. Commonly, 
swales or drainage ditches are included alongside access tracks to 
manage surface water flows therefore increasing the width of the land 
take. Associated with surface flows is the management of fine 
sediments that would be carried along and which have the potential to 
impact the great number of open drains and ditches present in this 
area. Albanwise asked for confirmation as to whether there would be 
drainage ditches alongside the tracks. 

Alternative access solution proposed by Albanwise 

When Albanwise met with RWE in their meeting of 10 September 2025, 
Albanwise proposed a compromise solution to RWE which would have 
addressed all three of Albanwise’s concerns (impact on Field House 
Solar Farm; impact on the residents of Field House Farm; and impact 
on Albanwise’s farming activities). 

The Applicant acknowledges that Albanwise provided details of an 
alternative route for the access track on 10 September 2025. 

The Applicant carefully considered the impacts of Albanwise’s 
compromise proposal (which utilises the same access point from the 
A1035, however turns west (instead of east) once within the boundary 
of Field House Solar Farm for approximately 200m before turning 
south for approximately 1.2km, running parallel with the route of the 
SSE Dogger Bank Wind Farm cable route and adjoining the east west 
running farm track). 

The Applicant, after careful consideration, concluded that its preferred 
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route, which would include the use of plot 2A-5, is a more appropriate 
option. 

The route proposed by Albanwise was not considered feasible for a 
number of reasons. In particular: 

• The alternative access route would require the laying of new 
access for a distance over 1km whereas a route through plot 
2A-5 would require the laying of an access of approximately 
100 metres. The amount of land required to be used is 
accordingly significantly less in the case of the Applicant’s 
proposal. 

• The alternative access route would require the disturbance of 
otherwise undeveloped land with potential impacts on 
ecological receptors, soils, agricultural land and watercourses 
with consequential negative effect on Biodiversity Net Gain. 

• The alternative access route does not remove the interface 
with construction traffic for Field House Solar Farm or Carr 
Farm Solar. Construction vehicles would still meet at the 
access to Field House Farm adjacent to the junction with the 
A1035. The alternative access route would also rejoin the 
existing access track at a location where construction vehicles 
for both the Proposed Development and Carr Farm Solar 
would be present and continue to interface. 

• The alternative access route has a significant interface with the 
SSE Dogger Bank Wind Farm cable corridor. The Applicant 
has reached out to SSE but has not received any feedback to 
date. Therefore, this would remain an unmitigated risk until 
such time that engagement could take place. 

The Applicant communicated its reasoning for not considering this 
option suitable to Albanwise in a meeting on 16 October 2025. 
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Albanwise’s view on the reasons given by the Applicant for 
discounting the alternative route are given in its Relevant 
Representations [RR-054].  

The text above implies that an alternative would only be considered 
where all potential issues are addressed. However,  the alternative 
route was proposed to make the best of the bad position Albanwise 
was put in and it is for the Applicant to explore and consider alternative 
options thoroughly.  

The alternative access routes the Peartree construction traffic to the 
periphery of the Field House Solar Farm project as much as possible 
so as to avoid the Field House Solar Farm infrastructure (solar panels 
and substation) and separates it from the other (agricultural, 
residential etc. traffic of various nature) using the existing access track 
and junction with the A1035. A bidirectional access track for Peartree 
construction traffic could be created in the same location as the haul 
road used to install the Dogger Bank Creyke Beck cables. There 
would be one manageable T-junction where the track would cross the 
Dogger Bank Creyke Beck cable easement. There would be no 
overlap/conflict with the residential traffic using the existing access 
track after the junction with the A1035 and only minimal 
overlap/conflict with agricultural traffic further down the existing 
access track.  

As the section of track within Plot 2A-5 would only be needed for 
temporary access it could be returned to agricultural use in the same 
manner as after  it was used for the Dogger Bank Creyke Beck cable 
installation. The suggestion that the alternative access route would 
require the laying of new access for a distance over 1km, whereas a 
route through plot 2A-5 would require the laying of an access of 
approximately 100 metres and as such the amount of land required to 
be used is accordingly significantly less in the case of the Applicant’s 
proposal, is fallacious as both require the use of a considerable amount 
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of land not in the Applicant’s current control. The extent to which a track 
needs to be laid is a distinct point and subsidiary to the taking of the 
land in the first place. 

An alternative route through Albanwise’s land was proposed which 
would utilise the same entrance/ exit from/to the A1035 but would route 
traffic immediately east, along an access track already consented as 
part of the Field House Solar Farm development and outside the fenced 
area (see the plan at Appendix 4). The track then meets the route of the 
Dogger Bank A and B export cables, for which a corridor of 
approximately 36 metres wide has been allowed within the design of 
the Field House Solar Farm. There is believed to be sufficient space 
within and between the two easements to allow for a construction 
access track to be used by RWE without it having to run over the cables 
themselves. 

Please see response above. 

Please see comments above. 

 

It was proposed that RWE could follow this cable route for 
approximately 1.1km before turning off where the Dogger Bank cable 
corridor and the proposed route for RWE would diverge. There would 
then be a 74 metre stretch crossing undisturbed farmland before RWE 
could join an existing track which would bring them back to the southern 
point of parcel 6-7. In total this route is 700 metres longer than the route 
proposed within the Change Request 9 Application but benefits from: 

1. Not requiring overlap with the generating infrastructure of Field House 
Solar Farm; 

2. It takes the RWE construction traffic away from the residences at 
Field House farm; 

Please see response above. 

Please see comments above. 
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It mostly follows a different route than that used by Albanwise Farming 
Limited for its agricultural activities (480m of overlap as opposed to 
1.16km). 

At the meeting on the 10 September RWE were directed to approach 
representatives of the cable easement holders4. At the meeting of the 
16 October RWE stated that this route had been looked into but no 
response from the easement holder had been received. It was also 
stated that this route would not be preferrable because: 

• There would be no time to amend the DCO boundary to 
accommodate it; 

•  There is virgin habitat that would be disturbed; 

•  A valuable hedgerow would need to be crossed; 

•  A water crossing would need to be 
installed. 4 Doggerbank Offshore Wind 
Farm Project 

1 Projco Limited and Doggerbank Offshore Wind Farm Project 2 Projco 
Limited 

As set out above, the Applicant considered the alternative route 
suggested by Albanwise and deemed it unsuitable for a number of 
reasons. 

As above, Albanwise consider the alternative route less unsuitable 
than what has been proposed by the Applicant by way of proposed 
Change 9. 

Albanwise is carrying out its own investigations into this route following 
this discussion based on the following counter assertions: 

•  The route need not be included in the Order and could be 
separately consented under Town and Country Planning Act 
consent, which would be in addition to the Order; 

•  60% of this route is ground which was recently disturbed by the 
laying of the Dogger Bank Cables and 33% of the route lies on 
existing track or new track required for Field House Solar Farm; 

In response to the specific counter points: 

• The Applicant acknowledges there are other routes to seek 
consent for an access track but does not consider that the route 
is suitable for the reasons expressed. 

• Recently disturbed ground is still undeveloped whereas the 
solution proposed uses existing infrastructure except for an 
approximate 100m strip of land within plot 2A-5. 
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•  Albanwise cannot identify any such hedgerow that would be 
impacted; 

•  New drain crossings are being proposed on access routes 
elsewhere by RWE, and Albanwise see no reason in principle why 
one could not be utilised here. 

This point is tenuous at best. The land in question has been recently 
occupied and used to enable the installation of underground electricity 
cables and subject to development activities. As only temporary 
possession is being sought this is the same as was the case for the 
haul road used to facilitate the Dogger Bank Creyke Beck cable 
installation. The changes to the ground required to use it as a haul 
road are not particularly material – the Applicant would have to return 
the land in an appropriate state – what is in issue is the effect of the 
appropriation of the land and the point the Applicant makes here does 
not address this key issue. 

• The value of the hedgerow is currently unknown, however, the 
initial searches made by the Applicant had indicated that the 
hedgerow may have included priority habitat. This has since 
been checked and no priority habitat was identified. 
Nevertheless, the relatively narrow working width between the 
Dogger Bank cable route and adjacent hedgerow would likely 
result in that hedgerow being disturbed unnecessarily. 

Avoiding priority habit is not therefore justification for dismissing the 
alternative route.  

• A new drain crossing would be very costly and elsewhere 
crossings are proposed where other practical solutions are not 
present. A new crossing could have environmental implications, 
noting the general preference of the EA for existing crossings to 
be utilised wherever practicable. 

This point is not valid, as the Applicant has failed to undertake any 
structural review of the existing watercourse crossings and may yet 
need to replace culverts on their proposed route to accommodate their 
Abnormal Indivisible Load (AIL) and crane traffic. 

• The utilisation of the new route would require agreement with 
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the owner of the adjacent Dogger Bank offshore cable. The Applicant 
has contacted the owner of the asset but there is no guarantee that 
agreement could be reached to secure the necessary rights to work 
within the vicinity of the cable. 

Albanwise welcome confirmation that the Applicant has contacted the 
owner of the asset. However, no indication has been given as to 
whether or not the owner of the asset would be amenable to granting 
the necessary rights to enable the alternative access option in 
principle. Moreover, the point is irrelevant where the Applicant could 
have applied for compulsory purchase powers. 

Albanwise’s grounds of objection to the Proposed Provisions and the Order 

As explained below, the Proposed Provisions will have direct and 
significant adverse impacts on Albanwise’s land, its Field House Solar 
Farm development in particular, and its agricultural business. 

• Incompatibility/direct conflict with Field House Solar Farm 

The Applicant acknowledges this comment and is engaging with 
Albanwise to seek an appropriate way in which to manage the 
interface. 

As explained above, Albanwise Synergy Limited has the benefit of 
planning permission for the Field House Solar Farm which grants 
consent for a solar farm on land which includes proposed additional 
Order land Plots 2A-4 and 2A-5. Albanwise have commenced 
development of the solar farm and will need to continue in earnest to 
meet a grid connection date in September 2027. 

The overlap of the proposed Order boundary with the consented Field 
House Solar Farm is illustrated in Appendix 4. 

The Applicant is aware that Albanwise has planning permission for 
Field House Solar Farm but considers that a solution can be agreed 
whereby both projects can proceed without detriment to one another. 

What is proposed by way of Change 9 cannot proceed without causing 
significant detriment to the delivery of (indeed it is incompatible with) 
Field House Solar Farm as explained in detail in Albanwise’s Written 
Representation [REP4A-006]. If the Applicant was aware of the 
existence of the planning permission for Field House Solar Farm before 
it submitted its request for Change 9 (which indeed it should have 
been), one wonders why the Applicant decided to seek temporary 
possession powers over Plot 2A-5 where the Field House Farm solar 
infrastructure (including numerous solar panels and the substation) is 
to be located. 
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Plot 2A-5 covers approximately 2% of the operational area of Field 
House Solar Farm and, represents approximately 500kW of the project 
because of the number of solar panels that it includes. However, of 
principal concern is that Plot 2A-5 includes the central gathering point 
of the solar and battery scheme where all the circuits are brought 
together to form the connection to the grid (i.e. the Field House Solar 
Farm substation). The substation has to be located here because the 
Field House Solar Farm grid connection is being made onto the existing 
lattice tower (pylon) within that plot (PCD34). Northern Powergrid will be 
modifying this tower to allow new conductors to be brought to the ground 
from each of the arms specifically on the eastern side of the tower. Once 
on the ground there is a sequence of equipment to provide system 
protection, control and metering; on both the Northern Powergrid side 
of the connection boundary and on the solar farm side. Due to the nature 
of the equipment, and from a safety perspective, it is beneficial to 
contain all the equipment, which is operating at the higher 132kV 
voltage level, within as small a substation compound as possible. To 
that end, the Field House Solar Farm substation is specifically located 
next to the tower, as it is shown on consented layout (Appendix 1b), and 
all the necessary potential adverse impacts that can arise from the 
substation (visual impact, noise impact, drainage etc) were assessed 
on the basis of it being in this location. Detailed planning permission has 
been obtained (and implemented) for Field House Solar Farm (the Field 
House Solar Farm Planning Permission) with the substation in this 
location. 

The Applicant notes this response and as set out in Change Request 
2 – Change Application [REP2- 149] sought powers in respect of plot 
2A-5 on the basis that it understood Albanwise to be receptive to the 
proposal and that there was flexibility in the design of Field House 
Solar Farm which included alternative locations for access tracks. The 
Applicant considers that a suitable route across plot 2A-5 can be 
agreed, without comprising the Field House Solar Farm proposal and 
notes that the Examining Authority expressed the same view in its 
Written Questions 3 [PD-019]. 

As explained above, Albanwise first became aware of the Applicant’s 
proposal to use Plot 2A-5 in the Applicant’s Change 9 consultation 
letter of 29th August 2025. This proposal was not mentioned to 
Albanwise or its agents Cundalls prior to or within the Applicant’s 
consultation letters of 6th & 14th August 2025.  

Albanwise have not given the Applicant any indication that the use of 
Plot 2A-5 by the Applicant would be acceptable to Albanwise. 

Albanwise have been placed in a most unsatisfactory position as a 
result of the Change 9 request, through no fault of their own. Were the 
details of Change 9 to have been better thought through, and a more 
sensitive and proportionate approach taken, and a more appropriate 
change request application have been submitted, then the uncertainty 
about  the impact on the Field House Solar Farm development would 
have been greatly reduced. Indeed, Albanwise’s concerns were set 
out very clearly in its response to the Applicant’s consultation on 
Change 9. However, as the application currently stands, without any 
side agreements, it has the potential to fatally undermine the Field 
House Solar Farm project as set out in Albanwise’s Relevant and 
Written Representations [RR-054] and [REP4A-006]. 

As explained at pages 12 and 13 of Albanwise’s Relevant 
Representation [RR-054], and pages 3 to 5 of Albanwise’s Written 
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Representation [REP4A-006], the layout of Field House Solar Farm 
has been fixed by its implemented detailed planning permission and 
cannot be materially modified if its September 2027 connection date 
is to be met.  

As stated above, Albanwise is prepared to explore with the Applicant 
(and will act positively and reasonably in doing so) to see whether 
there are any acceptable solutions, but as it stands there is no 
agreement. 

The Applicant, in order to provide further comfort to Albanwise, will 
amend Requirement 16, Schedule 2 of the draft DCO to incorporate a 
commitment to ensure that the route of a relevant access to and from 
the authorised development, within plot 2A-5, does not require the 
removal of any above ground infrastructure constructed pursuant to 
the Field House Solar Farm planning permission. The wording of this 
requirement has been shared with Albanwise (on 18 November 2025) 
and will be included in the next iteration of the draft DCO which will be 
submitted at Deadline 5. 

Albanwise’s position on proposed Requirement 16 is set out in its 
response to ExA Q3 3.2.5 [REP5-103]. 

A significant amount of work would need to be carried out to change the 
design and planning for Field House Solar Farm via a section 73 
application under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to move the 
Field House Solar Farm project out of the way of RWE’s tracks. 
Introducing significant planning and design changes with uncertain 
outcomes and timelines would create new and very difficult risks to the 
Field House Solar Farm project programme. Those delays, redesign and 
planning issues are very significant for the investment case of this project 
and that is before one considers the impact of overlapping traffic during 
construction. Furthermore, Albanwise have no indication - let alone 
assurances- from the DNO - that they will allow the connection that has 
been consented to be modified. 

The Applicant considers that providing a commitment to ensure that 
the route of a relevant access to and from the authorised 
development, within plot 2A-5, does not require the removal of any 
above ground infrastructure constructed pursuant to the Field House 
Solar Farm planning permission avoids the need for a section 73 
application under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The 
wording of this requirement has been shared with Albanwise and will 
be included in the next iteration of the draft DCO which will be 
submitted at Deadline 5. 

Albanwise’s position on proposed Requirement 16 is set out in its 
response to ExA Q3 3.2.5 [REP5-103]. 
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On the 17th of October 2025 RWE provided Albanwise with a draft 
cooperation provision proposed to be included in the Order as a new 
Requirement 16 ‘Interaction with Field House and Carr Farm Solar 
Farms’. The draft Requirement requires RWE to use reasonable 
endeavours to minimise any conflict arising between the carrying out 
and maintenance of the Proposed Development and the carrying out 
and maintenance of the Field House Solar Farm and Carr Farm Solar 
Farm developments; to co- operate with Albanwise so as to co-ordinate 
construction programming to minimise disruption to the construction 
and maintenance of Field House Solar Farm and Carr Farm Solar Farm; 
to provide a point of contact for continuing liaison; and to exercise 
compulsory acquisition and temporary possession powers in a manner 
that minimises disruption to Field House Solar Farm and Carr Farm 
Solar Farm. 

Unfortunately, this proposed Requirement does not include binding 
commitments to Albanwise so as to provide Albanwise with the certainty 
it needs that Carr Farm Solar Farm, and Field House Solar Farm in 
particular, will be able to proceed unhindered and be completed in time 
to meet their connection deadlines. It falls very far from the mark of what 
is required to base an investment decision on the Field House Solar 
Farm project on. 

The Applicant is committed to seeking to reach agreement with 
Albanwise and emphasises that issues will be resolved once 
commercial terms are agreed. In any event, if agreement is not 
reached then the provisions now set out within the draft DCO [REP4-
005] ensure that the Proposed Development would not prejudice the 
development of Field House Solar Farm and Carr Farm Solar, 
respectively. 

This approach to the management of interfaces between distinct 
projects is precedented in The Thurrock Flexible Generation Plant 
Development Consent Order 2022 which provided assurance to 
National Highways in relation to their Lower Thames Crossing scheme 
and The Portishead Branch Line (MetroWest Phase 1) Order 2022 
which included a co-operation requirement with National Grid. The 
Applicant notes that the level of interface in those schemes was 
significantly greater than that which exists in the circumstances of this 
case. 

The Applicant has made further amendments to Requirement 16, 
Schedule 2 to provide further comfort to Albanwise. This includes 
providing a commitment to ensure that the route of a relevant access 
to and from the authorised development, within plot 2A-5, does not 
require the removal of any above ground infrastructure constructed 
pursuant to the Field House Solar Farm planning permission. The 
wording of this requirement has been shared with Albanwise (on 18 
November 2025) and will be included in the next iteration of the draft 
DCO which will be submitted at Deadline 5. 

The only protection the Applicant is proposing to include on the face 
of the DCO is Requirement 16,  which, as explained in Albanwise’s 
response to ExA Q3 3.2.5 [REP5-103], is not sufficient as it does not 
provide certainty on Albanwise’s many points of concern. 
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In order for Field House Solar Farm to remain on programme and meet 
its September 2027 connection deadline, RWE would need to enter into 
a legally binding agreement with Albanwise which secures an access 
arrangement for the Proposed Development which is mutually 
acceptable to both parties and includes an undertaking by RWE not to 
exercise any temporary possession or compulsory possession powers 
in respect of Plots 2A-4, 2A-5 or 

6-7 should such powers be granted in the Order. Albanwise’s position 
remains that due to its significant adverse impact on the Field House 
Solar Farm development the Proposed Provisions should not be 
included in the Order as made. 

The Applicant notes that a draft interface agreement was provided to 
Albanwise on 27 October 2025. 

Albanwise acknowledge this and provided comments on the initial 
draft Interface Agreement on the 20th of November 2025. 

Further details on the practical management of the interface were 
provided on 30 October 2025, 4 

November 2025 and 12 November 2025 with a meeting between the 
Applicant and Albanwise’s transport advisors on 7 November 2025.  

As is outlined in Appendix 2 of Albanwise’s Written Representations 
[REP4A-006] (the technical assessment of the Applicant’s proposals) 
what has been proposed is considered to be unsafe and unworkable. 
Albanwise is considering what the designs would have to be to be 
made practical and safe and will present these to the Applicant for 
agreement.   

The Applicant nevertheless maintains its request for the temporary 
possession and compulsory acquisition of the relevant plots, should 
an agreement not be reached or otherwise prove to be defective or 
unenforceable, so that this nationally significant infrastructure project 
can be delivered. 

The Applicant seeking temporary possession powers over the whole 
of Plot 2A-5 is not acceptable for the reasons set out in Albanwise’s 
Relevant Representation [RR-054] and Written Representation 
[REP4A-006] and is wholly unjustified.   

The table at Appendix 4a illustrates how the Field House Solar Farm 
development could proceed alongside the Proposed Development in 
three illustrative scenarios: 

Scenario A Delivery timeline for Field House Solar Farm without the 

The Applicant notes the detail contained in Appendix 4A and reiterates 
its willingness to reach a suitable agreement with Albanwise that 
would provide appropriate interface measures. 

Further, the Applicant will continue to consider how construction 
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Proposed Provisions. 

Scenario B Delivery timeline for Field House Solar Farm with Change 
Request 9 Application accepted as is currently proposed and without 
any binding agreement between RWE and Albanwise. 

Scenario C Delivery timeline for Field House Solar Farm with Change 
Request 9 Application accepted but with a binding agreement between 
RWE and Albanwise, with suitable commercial terms, allowing RWE to 
progress with an access design acceptable to both parties (which may 
utilise plots 2A-4 or follow the Albanwise proposed alternative route 
mentioned above). 

phasing may be arranged to best accommodate the timely and 
coordinated delivery of the Proposed Development, Field House Solar 
Farm and Carr Farm Solar. 

Please see comments above regarding negotiations for a voluntary 
agreement and Albanwise’s position on proposed Requirement 16. 
The safe option would be to use Meaux Lane as originally proposed.  

In the event that Change Request 9 Application were refused and no 
agreement had been reached between RWE and Albanwise, taking 
access off the A1035 and through Albanwise land may remain open to 
RWE, however, a voluntary agreement on access would need to be 
concluded and consent for such works would need to be obtained via 
a consent under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

• Incompatibility/direct conflict with existing users of existing access 
track 

The proposed new construction and maintenance access for the 
Proposed Development (Plots 2A-4 and 6-7) is an existing access track 
(“Existing Access Track”) which is the main access to approximately 
360 hectares of Albanwise’s farmland south of the A1035. Not only is 
this a critical access for Albanwise’s own agricultural operations (used 
by combine harvesters, tractors and trailers, tankers etc for the 
purposes of our agricultural businesses, with many activities being time-
sensitive) but the access is also heavily used by those third parties who 
hold contracts to farm parts of this land. 

The Applicant notes the comment and reiterates its commitment to 
reaching agreement with Albanwise on interfaces including those on 
the agricultural operations who also utilise the existing access track. 

 

Albanwise acknowledge and welcome this commitment but remain 
strongly opposed to Change 9 for the reasons set out in their Relevant 
Representation [RR-054] and Written Representation [REP4A-006].  

As well as it being the access for Albanwise’s residential tenants at Field 
House Farm House and Cottage, it also provides access for other 

The Applicant is proposing to provide passing places along the access 
track and other management procedures such as the delivery booking 
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residents/ businesses operators/employees that live and work in the 
area to the south of the A1035 who require access multiple times daily, 
plus delivery and emergency service vehicles. 

RWE’s proposal to increase the traffic along this existing narrow access 
route, particularly with HGV construction traffic, would (in practical 
terms) be at best very difficult and at worst near impossible during 
harvesting time since combine harvesters take up the full width of the 
Existing Access Track. It would also have serious safety implications 
and likely cause significant congestion adversely affecting Albanwise’s 
farming operations and Albanwise’s tenants’ farming operations, 
particularly during times of peak farming activity (February to April and 
July to October). 

system and provision of bankspeople. The Applicant will take a 
collaborative approach with other parties to identify potential conflicts. 
The management is secured through the Outline Construction 
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) [REP4-031]. These proposed 
management procedures are considered by the Applicant to be 
proportionate and in line with best practice. In collaboration with the 
main other users of the track, the Applicant can also look at potentially 
managing when they use the track particularly at peak farming periods 
(for example, there may be periods of the day when farm traffic 
reduces and when it would be more convenient for Peartree traffic). 
The proposed collaborative approach is secured through Requirement 
16 of the draft DCO [REP4-005]. 

Albanwise’s concerns regarding the Applicant’s traffic management 
proposals are set out in detail in sections 2 and 3 of Albanwise’s 
Written Representation [REP4A-006] and accompanying Pell 
Frischmann technical report comprising Appendix 2 to those 
representations.   

The level of detail provided to date is too general and does not 
adequately address significant safety concerns with the proposed 
access arrangements.   

The risks involved with simultaneous construction have not been 
removed through design which would appear to be contrary to good 
practice and the Construction (Design & Management) Regulations 
2015. 

The traffic management measures proposed do not include a Wear 
and Tear agreement for the existing access track, a priority scheme 
for Albanwise traffic, consideration of the crane required to lift the AIL 
from its trailer, details on any associated infrastructure (out with the 
track) required to access the Proposed Development nor any 
assessments of the existing culverts.   
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The passing place details to date do not include dimensions and as 
such, it is not possible to confirm  

These matters are core to understanding the likely issues that may 
arise during construction activities. 

The oCTMP is in any event only an outline document and will not 
secure the particular traffic management arrangements that 
Albanwise require and which need to be agreed between the parties 
and secured in the proposed Interface Agreement.  It is worth noting 
that Albanwise will not be a formal consultee in reviewing or 
discharging the finalised CTMP document and as such, requires 
further details to be contained in the outline CTMP. 

This does not appear to have been fully considered or assessed by 
RWE and as such the EIA of the Change Request 9 Application is flawed 
and unreasonable. The Updated ES (Environmental Statement Volume 
4, Appendix 14.1: Transport Assessment (Tracked) (Revision 3) (REP 
2-134) acknowledges that no baseline assessment has been 
undertaken. Rather assumptions have been made based on the 
characteristics of the Existing Access Track: 

“4.7.4 No baseline data has been collected for the private farm track off 
the A1035. For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that there 
are 0 daily vehicles on the basis that it is likely to generate only a small 
number of daily vehicles associated with the small number of residential 
dwellings and a farm.” 

“14.12.3 The addition of the farm access off the A1035 as an access 
occurred during the examination phase of the DCO application process. 
The absence of baseline data has been overcome by assessing the 
characteristics of the track to make assumptions on the level of traffic 
expected. Given that it is a private track and that the surface quality of 
the track to the south of the farm and the residential dwellings is 

The EIA assessment was based on the worst case from an 
assessment perspective, i.e. low or no baseline traffic results in a 
larger magnitude of effect. The assessment was therefore considered 
to be a robust assessment of potential environmental effects. 

The EIA assessment does not require assessment of privately 
maintained roads. However, the Applicant has subsequently 
undertaken an assessment of the private farm track off the A1035 in 
order to ensure that no significant environmental effects would be 
experienced by the receptors on this link. The assessment was robust 
in that it assumed the worst case route (the existing access track 
which runs closest to the residential dwellings) would be used, 
although the Applicant has made appropriate provision for an 
alternative route across plot 2A-5 which would increase the 
separation of 

construction vehicles from these receptors. The assessment 
determined that there would be no significant environmental effects 
on the basis that there is anticipated to be a low number of daily 
vehicles generated by the Proposed Development on this link and that 
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unsurfaced and muddy, it is assumed to only provide access to the 
agricultural land. The track is surfaced between the A1035 and the farm 
and residential dwellings, so it is assumed that the only purpose of the 
track is to provide access to the small number of dwellings and the farm, 
which is likely to be a very low number of daily vehicles compared to 
other roads in the study area. On this basis, a traffic survey on the 
private track was not considered to be necessary.” 

management procedures and traffic restrictions (HGV deliveries 
between 9am and 4pm and no right turns at the junction with the 
A1035) would be implemented. 

The Applicant’s view is that the assessment and proposed mitigation 
are proportionate to the impact anticipated to be experienced by the 
Proposed Development’s construction traffic. 

The junction capacity modelling has been reviewed and suggests that 
there is no theoretical junction capacity issue. The works to date 
however do not consider the practical ability for HGV traffic to use the 
junction. The design provided clearly illustrates that passing HGV 
traffic cannot be accommodated, creating a road safety concern on a 
busy 50mph speed limit road (the A1035) and impeding traffic 
associated with Field House Solar Farm, agricultural interests and 
residents. 

Despite having safety concerns raised with it directly, the Applicant has 
failed to provide a layout that allows for free two-way HGV traffic flows 
and the removal of significant safety risks 

The Change Request 9 Application has therefore been promoted on the 
basis of no baseline data having been collected for the private track, 
despite the applicant being well aware that this track serves: 

(1) Two solar farm schemes which are in the process of 
implementation; 

(2) The properties at Field House Farm; and 

(3) Albanwise’s 360 ha. agricultural holding to the south; 

Despite this, the untenable assumption is made that the farm track is 
not currently subject to any use whatsoever. Cumulative use and 
therefore cumulative effects have been entirely ignored. 

The Applicant has liaised with Albanwise and estimates of the existing 
traffic on the private farm track have been provided by Albanwise 
which have provided a baseline level of traffic using the track. 

The use of the private farm track for other purposes, such as for 
accessing agricultural land, has been considered in detail in the 
management measures proposed. Additionally, the Applicant has 
liaised with East Riding of Yorkshire Council (ERYC) to identify any 
particular concerns in relation to the impact on the local road network 
as a result of the sites operating concurrently. ERYC stated that the 
main area of concern from its perspective was providing sufficient 
space for two HGVs to pass in close 

proximity to the junction with the A1035, as there was an increased 
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chance of this occurring with the sites being constructed concurrently. 
This consultation has been taken into account when developing the 
proposed layout of the access junction and access track and 
management measures are proposed to ensure that the access is 
managed in a simple and collaborative way that can effectively ensure 
the safe use of the access and track and for all other road users. 

The Applicant considers that, with the mitigation measures proposed, 
the use of the access track can be managed safely and efficiently for 
all parties. 

The Applicant has not provided a layout where two HGV can pass in 
safety at the A1035 junction with the existing access track and that 
the operation relies upon a banksman being placed at the verge of a 
50mph speed limit road to try to control traffic for which they have no 
legal powers to stop. 

This does not represent a safe design and potentially creates a risk to 
life. The Applicant believes that this represents a less safe access 
option than the access originally proposed via Meaux Lane and 
therefore the Applicant would have to justify why this less safe option 
is being progressed. 

This is the basis on which the ES concludes that there would be no 
significant environmental effects. This is a major failing in terms of EIA. 
Until that assumption is revisited, rectified and re- consulted on (such 
that cumulative effects with the farming operations, FHF tenants’ use 
and two solar schemes are considered) the ES does not provide a lawful 
basis to proceed with the changes. It is unreasonable and fails to 
provide the requisite environmental information to the Examining 
Authority. 

The fact that RWE has decided to make a change part way through the 
Examination should not affect the robustness of the assessment being 
undertaken. 

The Applicant does not agree that this is a major failing in terms of EIA 
assessment. As is outlined above, the rationale for the ES 
assessments using no baseline in ES Volume 2, Chapter 14: 
Transport and Access [REP4-019] is to emphasise the magnitude of 
impact of the Proposed Development which would increase the 
likelihood of significant effects. 

The existing use of the private farm track off the A1035 comprises trips 
to/from a small number of residential dwellings and a farm. ES 
Volume 2, Chapter 14: Transport and Access [REP4-019] 

has undertaken an assessment on a publicly maintained road, Carr 
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Lane (Long Riston), which has similar characteristics to the private 
farm track in terms of accessing a farm. A seven day automatic traffic 
count was undertaken in September 2023, a neutral month, on Carr 
Lane which identified that across the week traffic flows were very low 
(approximately 30 vehicle movements per day). The Applicant 
considered that it would not be proportionate to undertake several 
surveys on Carr Lane across different months of the year to determine 
the effect of seasonal variations and variations in farming activities due 
to the fact that the Proposed Development is anticipated to generate a 
low volume of daily traffic on this link, for a short period of time and 
the construction phase is temporary in nature. The same assumptions 
were applied to the private farm track off the A1035 to ensure 
consistency across the assessment of links. The same outcome is 
reached on the basis that the Proposed Development is anticipated to 
generate a low volume of traffic for a short period of time during the 
construction phase which is temporary in nature. 

The assessment undertaken is considered to be robust with several 
assumptions applied (as outlined in Section 14.4 of ES Volume 2, 
Chapter 

14: Transport and Access [REP4-019]) which in the Applicant’s 
view are above and beyond what could be expected of a robust 
assessment, an example of these assumptions are: 

• The working hours would indicate that workers would arrive 
and depart outside of network peak hours, however the 
assessment assumes a worst case of all staff trips occurring 
during the network peak hours. 

• The indicative construction programme is set out for 
assessment purposes and assumes that the Land Areas which 
generate the highest volume of traffic on the same links would 
occur at the same time, such as Land Areas D and E which 
are both accessed via the private farm track. Additionally, it 
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assumes that there is a flat profile of peak construction traffic 
across each construction phase. It is likely that the 
construction programme, once finalised by the Contractor, will 
result in peak construction activities for each Land Areas 
occurring asynchronously. 

Overall, this resulted in a highly robust calculation of the trip generation 
of the Proposed Development. These assumptions are clarified in ES 
Volume 2, Chapter 14: Transport and Access [REP4-019] and it is 
stated that the details would be finalised by the Contractor and 
included in the CTMP post- consent. The Applicant’s view is that 
the assessment is highly robust and that the management procedures 
put in place to mitigate conflicts are proportionate and in line with best 
practice. 

The Applicant has not provided a layout where two HGV can pass in 
safety and without the aid of a banksman on a busy road (the A1035).  
This is a fundamental issue with the proposals which the Applicant has 
failed to address. 

The theoretical assessment undertaken does not account for real world 
conditions where delays can occur, where the welfare of banksmen is 
required to be maintained/protected, how different contractors working 
to different priorities can work and programme deliveries at exactly the 
right time to avoid becoming stuck at a constrained access leading from 
a 50mph speed limit road. 

The Applicant needs to reconsider the access arrangements in more 
detail.  Simple alterations to the junction and access track will remove 
a number of the significant safety concerns, providing a layout that is 
safer for all road users. For these reasons this design of access 
represents a less safe solution than that originally proposed using 
Meaux Lane. 
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Albanwise are so concerned that the Change Request 9 Application and 
Proposed Provisions would cause significant disruption/congestion and 
safety concerns for existing users, including business and residential 
users, that they have felt it necessary to appoint a transport consultant 
to undertake their own assessment to inform Albanwise’s further Written 
Representations and to appear on behalf of Albanwise at forthcoming 
hearings. 

The Applicant continues to liaise with Albanwise and their appointed 
transport consultant and the Applicant welcomes further Written 
Representations. 

Albanwise are keen to work collaboratively with the Applicant to reach 
an acceptable solution secured in a binding legal agreement(s).  

The Existing Access Track is also the construction access route for Carr 
Farm Solar Farm which, as noted above, recently received consent 
following an appeal (Planning Appeal Reference 
APP/E2001/W/25/3360978). It is feasible that the construction 
programmes for Carr Farm Solar Farm and the Proposed Development 
will overlap (and so too the cumulative impact of construction traffic 
associated with both developments), in addition to existing users of the 
Existing Access Track. This is not mentioned in RWE’s assessment and 
does not appear to have been properly considered or assessed by RWE. 
While paragraph 9.3.4 of RWE’s Change Request 9 Application states 
that “The cumulative effects of Change 9 alongside the committed 
developments of Carr Farm Solar Farm (22/03648/STPLF) and Field 
House Solar Farm (22/00824/STPLF) are anticipated to be not 
significant’ it is not clear to what extent the potential conflict in use of the 
Existing Access Track has been considered in Revision 3 of Chapter 15: 
Cumulative Effects of Volume 2 of the Environmental Statement [REP2-
084] (page 70). 

ES Volume 2, Chapter 15: Cumulative Effects [REP2-083] has 
assessed the cumulative effects of the proposed and committed 
developments on the public highway roads which are shared for 
vehicle routing, the A165 and A1035, and has concluded that there are 
no likely significant effects anticipated. 

The management of traffic on the private farm track has been 
considered and measures are proposed to ensure the safe operation 
of the track including passing places at regular intervals, use of 
bankspeople and a delivery booking system. 

As is outlined above, the Applicant has assessed based on a robust 
scenario which assumes the peak of each Land Area’s construction 
activities occurs concurrently. The final construction programme is 
anticipated to result in fewer daily vehicle movements than those used 
in the assessment. Additionally, whilst there is a possibility of overlap 
between the Proposed Development and Carr Farm Solar construction 
phases, the Applicant considers it to be unlikely that the peak of 
construction activities would occur simultaneously. However, in the 
unlikely event that they did occur simultaneously this would result in 15 
daily HGVs by Carr Farm Solar and 39 HGVs by the Proposed 
Development which are considered by the Applicant to be a low 
number of peak HGVs that would not result in any significant 
environmental effects and can be adequately managed by the 
proposed traffic management measures and restrictions. 
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As acknowledged in paragraph 2.1.3 of the Pell Frischmann technical 
report comprising Appendix 2 to Albanwise’s Written Representation 
[REP4A-006], Carr Farm Solar Farm has a later grid connection date 
than Field House Solar Farm, and as such, the construction periods 
are not expected to coincide.  

Albanwise Farming Limited do not have interests in the Order land. 
However, as explained above, RWE’s proposals to use the Existing 
Access Track for construction traffic will significantly adversely affect 
Albanwise Farming Limited’s agricultural operations. 

For example, the amended Order boundary that has been proposed is 
too wide and unnecessarily takes up too much land. The basis of 
Albanwise’s request to see details of site-specific tracks, swept paths, 
passing bays, drain crossing works areas etc is to come to a 
reasonable agreement on the land that that is required. Appendix 4 
indicates specific areas where there is much a greater amount of land 
included within the proposed DCO boundary then other documents/ 
details suggest is required. For instance, the tracks in land parcel 6-7 are 
expected to be 4m wide, however the DCO boundary corridor is 20m 
wide at this point. This results in potentially approximately 11,000m2 
(2.7 acres) of farmland being occupied within this field alone that need 
not be. 

As such, Albanwise Farming Limited and Field House Renewables 
Limited also object to the Proposed Provisions and the Order and wish 
to become an interested parties so as to be able to participate further in 
the Examination process. 

The Applicant is in liaison with Albanwise to seek to agree a suitable 
access route which would mitigate impacting the land required by 
Albanwise for constructing the solar site and undertaking agricultural 
activities. The Applicant is proposing to provide passing places along 
the access track which will provide opportunities for vehicles to safely 
pass, this is considered to be an improvement on the existing 
situation where there are no passing places for farm vehicles to pass 
each other during peak farming activities. 

Additionally, the Applicant is proposing to manage the access tracks 
with bankspeople, a delivery booking system and HGV deliveries are 
restricted to between 9am and 4pm. The measures proposed are 
considered to be appropriate to ensure that the access tracks can 
operate safely and efficiently for all users. Traffic management 
measures are secured through the Outline CTMP [REP4-031]. 

The Applicant welcomes further written representations from 
Albanwise and continues to liaise in order to reach agreement on the 
issues raised. 

Albanwise’s concerns regarding the traffic management measures 
proposed, with respect to the  safety of the banksmen in particular, 
are discussed in  Albanwise’s Written Representation [REP4A-006] 
and explained in detail in the Pell Frischmann technical report 
comprising Appendix 2 to those representations.  
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Request for consent to the inclusion of compulsory acquisition / 
temporary powers over parcels 2A-4, 2A-5 and 6-7. 

For the reasons set out above, Albanwise confirmed in their response 
to RWE’s consultation on the Proposed Provisions that Albanwise 
Limited and Albanwise Synergy Limited do not consent to the inclusion 
of powers of compulsory acquisition and temporary possession of over 
parcels 2A-4 and 6-7, and 2A-5 respectively in the Order and consider 
– for the reasons set out herein and elaborated in further detail in 
Albanwise’s written summary of oral representations made at CAH-1 
(see Appendix 5), that the Examining Authority should recommend that 
those provisions are not confirmed in the DCO. 

The Applicant has set out why it is not considered that the Proposed 
Development would prejudice the delivery of either Field House Solar 
Farm or Carr Farm Solar within Appendix 1 - Summary of 
Applicant’s position in relation to Albanwise of the Summary of 
Applicant’s Oral Submissions at the Compulsory Acquisition 
Hearing 1 [REP4- 038]. 

Albanwise’s position remains as set out in its Relevant Representation 
[RR-054].  

Conclusion 

Albanwise will continue to engage constructively with RWE in an effort 
to find an alternative access solution during the remainder of the 
Examination and welcome the receipt from RWE of an initial draft 
interface agreement which will be considered as part of the 
negotiations, and detailed design information is still awaited. However, 
given that the Proposed Provisions would make the consented Field 
House Solar Farm development unfundable and undeliverable, thwart 
adherence to its grid connection date in 2027 and significantly impact 
on Albanwise Farming Limited’s agricultural operations, Albanwise 
must strongly object to the Proposed Provisions and thus the Proposed 
Order until there has been satisfactory resolution of its concerns by way 
of an agreed design and a competed agreement. 

Albanwise reserves its right to make further representations should that 
be necessary and formally requests in these Representations to appear 
at issue specific and compulsory acquisition hearings on the Proposed 
Provisions during the course of the remainder of the Examination. 

The Applicant remains committed to seeking to reach agreement with 
Albanwise and emphasises that issues will be resolved once 
commercial terms are agreed. In any event, if agreement is not 
reached then the provisions set out within the draft DCO [REP4-005] 
ensure that the Proposed Development must not prejudice the 
development of the Field House Solar Farm and Carr Farm Solar. 

This approach to the management of interfaces between distinct 
projects is precedented in The Thurrock Flexible Generation Plant 
Development Consent Order 2022 which provided assurance to 
National Highways in relation to their Lower Thames Crossing scheme 
and The Portishead Branch Line (MetroWest Phase 1) Order 2022 
which included a co-operation requirement with National Grid. The 
Applicant notes that the level of interface in those schemes was 
significantly greater than that which exists in the circumstances of this 
case. 

The Applicant has made further amendments to Requirement 16, 
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Schedule 2 to provide further comfort to Albanwise. This includes 
providing a commitment to ensure that the route of a relevant access 
to and from the authorised development, on plot 2A-5, does not require 
the removal of any above ground infrastructure constructed pursuant 
to the Field House Solar Farm planning permission. The wording of 
this requirement has been shared with Albanwise (on 18 November 
2025) and will be included in the next iteration of the draft DCO which 
will be submitted at Deadline 5. 

Albanwise’s position on proposed Requirement 16 is set out in its 
response to ExA Q3 3.2.5 [REP5-103]. 

 


