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1. Introduction
1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. This Potential Main Issues for Examination Document has been prepared 
on behalf of Rosefield Energyfarm Limited (‘the Applicant’) to accompany 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the construction, 
operation (including maintenance), and decommissioning of Rosefield 
Solar Farm (hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed Development’) 

1.2. The Order Limits 

1.2.1. The extent of the Order Limits are shown in Location, Order Limits and 
Grid Coordinate Plans [EN010158/APP/2.1] and the Proposed 
Development is described in full in the Environmental Statement (ES) 
Volume 1, Chapter 3: Proposed Development Description 
[EN010158/APP/6.1] and shown spatially on the Works Plans 
[EN010158/APP/2.3]. 

1.3. The Proposed Development 

1.3.1. The Proposed Development comprises the construction, operation 
(including maintenance), and decommissioning of solar photovoltaic (‘PV’) 
development and energy storage, together with associated infrastructure 
and an underground cable connection to the National Grid East Claydon 
Substation.  

1.3.2. The Proposed Development would include a generating station with a total 
exporting capacity exceeding 50 megawatts (‘MW’).  

1.3.3. The location of the Proposed Development is shown on ES Volume 3, 
Figure 1.1: Location Plan [EN010158/APP/6.3]. The Proposed 
Development would be located within the Order Limits (the land shown on 
the Works Plans [EN010158/APP/2.3] within which the Proposed 
Development can be carried out). The Order Limits plan is provided as ES 
Volume 3, Figure 1.2: Order Limits [EN010158/APP/6.3]. Land within 
the Order Limits is known as the ‘Site’. 

1.4. Purpose of this document 

1.4.1. This document has been prepared and submitted in compliance with the 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects: 2024 Pre-application 
Prospectus (September 2024) and Regulation 5(2)(q) of the Infrastructure 
Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 
2009 (‘the APFP Regulations’) which states: “The application must be 
accompanied by… any other documents considered necessary to support 
the application”.  
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1.4.2. This document does not set out a consideration or assessment of likely 
significant effects, this is delivered within the ES [EN010158/APP/6.1-6.4].  
The purpose of this document is to provide the Examining Authority (ExA) 
with a summary of the main residual issues, expressed by key 
stakeholders, remaining at the time of the DCO Application submission 
that require further discussion. In preparing this document, the Applicant 
has drawn on feedback from the pre-application and engagement process 
and identified the main issues or areas of potential disagreement based on 
engagement with relevant statutory bodies and Buckinghamshire Council. 
The issues set out in section 2 do not constitute a definitive list of matters 
still outstanding with key stakeholders and does not preclude stakeholders 
from raising further concerns during the planning process. The intended 
purpose of this document is to provide an indication of potential residual 
main issues that require further discussion, demonstrating the Applicant’s 
awareness of key concerns and commitment to transparency. 

1.4.3. This document has been prepared in consultation with relevant 
stakeholders and has been shared with the relevant stakeholders and the 
contents agreed, where possible, prior to the submission of the DCO 
Application. Buckinghamshire Council provided a response following their 
review of the draft Potential Main Issues for Examination document which 
identified a number of additional concerns. As set out in paragraph 1.4.2 
above, this document is not intended to be a definitive list of matters still 
outstanding with stakeholders, nor is it a consideration or assessment of 
likely significant effects. On review of Buckinghamshire Council’s 
response, the Applicant does not consider that the additional concerns 
raised fit within the scope of this document and have not included these 
matters within Table 1 below, however, their response has been included 
at Appendix 1 for full transparency. It is the Applicant’s hope that a number 
of the concerns raised, particularly those around the need for a robust 
assessment, will be considered resolved once Buckinghamshire Council 
review the submitted DCO Application. If Buckinghamshire Council’s 
concerns remain after review of the submitted DCO Application, the 
Applicant has requested that these concerns be included within their 
Relevant Representation and Local Impact Report. Additionally, the 
Applicant will seek to capture these points within a future Statement of 
Common Ground (SoCG) with Buckinghamshire Council. 

1.4.4. This document has been presented in the format provided by the Planning 
Inspectorate.  

1.4.5. It is anticipated that a number of the issues outlined in this document may 
be resolved between the submission of the DCO Application and 
Examination, when stakeholders will have an opportunity to review the 
DCO Application and provide Relevant Representations. The Applicant will 
also continue to engage with stakeholders for the negotiation of ‘protective 
provisions’ where necessary. It is the Applicant’s intention to continue to 
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work with stakeholders throughout the DCO Examination to resolve issues 
wherever possible. 

1.4.6. Finally, the Applicant intends to agree SoCG’s with relevant stakeholders 
to be set out in the Rule 6 and Rule 8 letters issued by the ExA following 
acceptance of the DCO Application. These SoCGs will remain live through 
the course of the Examination as the Applicant continues to engage on 
any outstanding matters, and a final position will be submitted prior to the 
close of Examination.  
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Dear  

  

Subject: Buckinghamshire Council Response to Potential Main Issues for Examination – 

Rosefield Solar Farm 

 

Thank you for providing Buckinghamshire Council with the Potential Main Issues for Examination 

(PMI) document for the Rosefield Solar Farm, received on 21 August 2025, ahead of your 

anticipated DCO submission. 

 

We welcome the opportunity to review and comment on this document as part of our ongoing 

engagement. The PMI is a useful summary of headline issues and demonstrates your awareness of 

key stakeholder concerns. However, having reviewed the PMI alongside our own detailed analysis 

and priority table, we wish to highlight the following points: 

 
1. Role and Scope of the PMI Document 
 

We appreciate that the PMI serves to summarise the principal matters likely to be examined by 

the Planning Inspectorate. While it is not a statutory or binding document, we understand its 

value in guiding the process. The Council reserves the right to raise additional matters during the 

DCO process as appropriate, and we continue to engage in constructive dialogue as we move into 

the next stage. 

 

2. Adequacy of the PMI – Areas of Agreement and Concern 

 

While the PMI covers several important topics, including impacts to bats and ancient woodland, 

survey methodology, heritage assets, archaeological trial trenching, and floodplain compensation, 

our review indicates that it does not fully reflect the scope or depth of Buckinghamshire Council’s 

concerns. In particular, we note the following: 

 

• Cumulative Effects: 

The PMI does not explain whether a sufficiently detailed methodology or commit to a 



 

   

 

robust, cross-topic cumulative assessment. The Council requires cumulative effects to be 

assessed across ecology, landscape, noise, highways, and socio-economic impacts, 

including all relevant projects (HS2, EWR, other solar farms, BESS, etc.).  

 

• Landscape & Visual Impact: 

The PMI does not fully address the need for a robust, site-specific Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment (LVIA), larger and flexible buffers, or cumulative landscape effects. 

Residential amenity and PRoW users must be considered as sensitive receptors. Significant 

adverse effects are likely in several LCAs and villages, and buffers are currently too small 

and generic.  

 

• Noise & Cumulative Impacts: 

Cumulative noise impacts from BESS and other projects, sensitive receptor mapping, and 

stricter construction hours are not fully addressed in the PMI. Comprehensive cumulative 

noise assessment, including all relevant projects and sensitive receptors (including PRoW 

users), is required.  

 

• Socio-Economic Impact: 

The PMI lacks a full socio-economic assessment, including impacts on farming, businesses, 

jobs, community cohesion, tourism, and cumulative effects.  

 

• Arboricultural Matters: 

The PMI does not reflect the Council’s requirements for larger buffers, updated survey 

methods (BS5837:2025), or individual management plans for ancient/veteran trees.  

 

• PRoW & Amenity: 

Legal protection for new paths, upgrades to bridleways, accessible gates, and full amenity 

assessment are not fully covered in the PMI.  

 

• Population & Human Health: 

The PMI does not commit to a dedicated human health chapter or robust assessment of 

cumulative health effects.  

 

• Embedded Mitigation & Design: 

The PMI presents mitigation as sufficient, but the Council requires more detail, flexibility, 

and clear linkage to survey results. Mitigation must be site- and species-specific, not 

generic.  

 

• Heritage Assets: 

The PMI presents the applicant’s approach as sufficient, but the Council finds it inadequate; 

cumulative and group value not fully addressed. Mitigation must be site-specific and 

agreed with Council. 

 

• Floodplain Compensation: 

The PMI does not reflect Council’s requirement for larger offsets, more detailed modelling, 

and integration of SuDS. Lifetime flood risk not fully considered. 

 








