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1. We act for PFL and TCS.

2. We provide under cover of this letter PFL/TCS’ Deadline 7 submission and have been 
faithful to the narrow scope set by the ExA for Deadline 7.

3. This includes the main document, the Final Deadline Submission/Evidence, together with:

i. Sch 9 DCO adjusted by PFL/TCS
ii. Works plans adjusted by PFL/TCS (1) removing solar PV from E23 and access

(2) removing solar PV from E23 and shifting access east (labelled Versions 1 & 2)
iii. Page 44 of the CTMP adjusted by PFL/TCS shifting Granborough Rd access east
iv. Further correspondence from BIVDA dated 20 August 2026
v. DHSC Email (referred to in the BIVDA letter) (with presentation pack and mapping)

4. As before, the main document comprises both legal submissions and evidential detail and 
is prepared by counsel, and by Mr James Preston and Mr Gareth Williams of PFL/TCS, as to 
the legal submissions and evidential detail respectively.

5. We and our clients are grateful to the ExA for accepting AS-042, though disappointingly 
the Applicant has still not provided the option agreements of November 2022 and July 2025 or 
any others and have not responded to AS-042 and now PFL/TCS look to the ExA to 
demand these of the applicant (reg.17 2010 Rules).

6. Finally, and importantly, we thank PINS for its assistance throughout the examination, for 
which we and our clients are very grateful.

Yours faithfully, 

RICHARD BUXTON SOLICITORS
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Rosefield DCO Application examination

________________

Deadline 7 (final deadline) submissions/evidence of
Preston Farms Limited (PFL) and TCS Biosciences Limited (TCS)
________________

Introduction

1. Preston Farms Limited (“PFL”) and TCS Biosciences Limited (“TCS”) rely on the
evidence they have already provided and the submissions they have already made
(including the range of supportive evidence provided by the many regulators,
professionals and bodies who have been sufficiently concerned by the impact on
PFL/TCS that they have weighed in). The latest being their Deadline 6 materials REP6-
108 and their additional submission/request for the option agreements (letter of 13
August 2026 AS-042). PFL/TCS also rely on what they have said in the final Statement
of Common Ground with the Applicant (“the SoCG”) (the SoCG is included within
REP6-108, but also at REP6-031).

2. This final submission responds to the ExA’s request, set out in the adjusted timetable
with its letter of 3 August 2026, for ‘comments on deadline 6 submissions’. The ExA
set that narrow scope quite deliberately, and PFL/TCS respect that.

3. The focus is on the Applicant’s Deadline 6 submissions. REP6-071 helpfully pulls
matters together, by responding directly to our Deadline 5 materials.

4. Regrettably, and although the Applicant has made some further incremental
concessions (all of which are welcome), what stands out is how far short they fall of
what statute and guidance requires.

5. As such, at the close of this examination, the Applicant’s failure to trouble to properly
understand and assess PFL/TCS at the outset, and apply the mitigation hierarchy
accordingly, stands in stark relief, as the root cause of the ills with which PFL/TCS are
confronted, and which mean the unique PFL/TCS operation, which is of obvious
importance to national and international health (and public safety), faces existential
threat. Rather than seek to avoid the Preston Holding when it ought to have done, at
the design stage, the Applicant, having failed to understand these interdependent
businesses, let alone properly assess them, ploughed on and expanded its land take
into the heart of the Holding. What has happened in the course of this examination has
been the Applicant finally, grudgingly, waking up to the operations’ importance and
sensitivity, but refusing to do the minimum required to avoid unacceptable risk and
interference: remove field E23 from solar panelling, avoid access via the Granborough
Road, and deliver more widely on necessary mitigation. The Applicant’s Deadline 6
submissions make the failings and the deficiencies clear.

6. The failure to assess and respond accordingly is not simply a matter of a failure of EIA,
but a failure of the Applicant’s process as a whole. Applications for DCOs are not
meant to proceed in this way, with the result that existing operations of genuine
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importance are harmed without proper consideration of their nature and what could be 
done to avoid harm in the first place. This, sadly, is a paradigm case of an application 
ill-prepared and ill-executed. It means PFL/TCS write with a burning sense of 
frustration. If the Applicant had only listened over 2022-2025, we surely would not be 
where we are.

7. It is wholly unacceptable that only in the course of the examination has the Applicant
come to realise PFL/TCS are ‘’very high sensitivity” (the Applicant’s acknowledged
maximum: see REP6-071, the Applicant’s specific response to PFL/TCS’ Deadline 5
submissions, at para. 1.2.1), and come to some belated and inadequate mitigation as
a result, when this should have been understood and the Proposals evolved
accordingly years ago. It adds insult to injury that the Applicant suggests the failure is
because PFL/TCS somehow held information back (see REP6-071 at para. 1.2.2).
PFL and TCS beat the Applicant’s door down pre-application in an effort to have the
Applicant engage with them and grasp their operations, but it has taken the
examination for the penny to start to drop, and with the Applicant digging in on its
preferred design. As regards the “assessment gap” discussed generally in previous
submissions and evidence, and the particular “assessment gap” table PFL/TCS
submitted at Deadline 6, there has been no advance in the Applicant’s assessment of
PFL/TCS, so PFL/TCS’ REP6-108 “assessment gap” analysis stands.

8. Given the Applicant’s Deadline 6 submission, it is clear it will do no more. So we are
at the point where PFL/TCS are dependent on the ExA and the Secretary of State to
step in and lift the sword of Damocles that is hanging over them.

Procedurally: the options agreements must be required from the Applicant

9. Despite AS-042 the Applicant has not provided the option agreements. It has not even
responded to AS-042. If, as PFL/TCS increasingly suspect from the Applicant’s failure
to disclose, matters are being concealed from the ExA, and ultimately the Secretary of
State, then that is a serious matter. Given what Mr James Preston was told in March
2022, and given what the Wintering Bird and Bat Survey reports of 2024 contain by
way of drawings labelled 2022, it is important to see whether the November 2022
option agreement includes an option that confirms Mr James Preston’s evidence that
in 2022 the ‘parcel 3’ being discussed was very much smaller, and did not include
many of the Preston Holding fields the Proposals now take, including E23 (and if that
is the case, then the position would be very grave indeed, given what the Applicant
has represented to this examination). Similarly, whether what the Applicant says the
option agreements say, is actually correct.

10. Procedurally, the ExA must, we respectfully suggest, demand the Applicant provide
the option agreements (all the option agreements, but it is those of November 2022
and the July 2025 variation that we definitely know exist, as the Applicant has said
they exist). As explained in REP6-108 and AS-042.
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11. The ExA has ample power to do so before the close of the examination, under reg 17 
of the Rules,1 and should do so. 

12. If not, then the Secretary of State should do so.

13. It cannot be right that the ExA and Secretary of State are denied this essential 
information and kept in the dark. 

14. In particular, the question of whether or not the DCO should be granted must not be 
taken blind as to whether there is documentation that confirms there was, all along, as 
Mr James Preston has testified and as the Wintering Bird and Bat Surveys of 2024 
thoroughly support through their 2022 drawings’ redlines, an option on the table with 
a much reduced ‘parcel 3’ that would have avoided the existential impacts PFL/TCS 
now face.

15. Nor should the decision be taken in the dark as to whether there is substance to the 
Applicant’s claims about what certain provisions of the options say.

16. We consider the position is sufficiently clear cut that requiring the Applicant to provide 
the option agreements is the only reasonable step to take in discharge of the so-called 
Tameside duty of inquiry that falls on public decision-makers (Secretary of State for 
Education v Tameside MBC [1977] AC 1014, 1065B per Lord Diplock and R 
(Balajigari) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2019] EWCA Civ 673, 
[2019] 1 WLR 4647, at [70]: the duty is one of reasonable inquiry, so the Court will only 
intervene on Wednesbury grounds if the decision-maker’s approach falls outside the 
range of reasonable responses).

Substantively

17. Substantively, in short, either the DCO must be refused, or (and PFL/TCS have made 
clear throughout that their objection is not to the solar farm per se, but to certain 
aspects that cause unacceptable impacts to their operations) the draft DCO (“dDCO”) 
must be modified so as to:

• Remove all need for above ground infrastructure on field E23 (Plot 6/13) (i.e. the 
solar PV presently proposed), by modifying the DCO accordingly. This would be 
by adjusting the Works plans accordingly, to remove solar PV from Plot 6/13 (see 
Sheet 6), and also making Plot 6/13 a plot within DCO Schedule 9, only for cable 
rights (or cable rights and access rights, subject to the issue below). Adjusted 
Works plans are attached (labelled “Version 1”) and an adjusted dDCO Schedule 
9 is also attached. See also further below. Note, the Development Description 
Figures REP6-050 would also require corresponding adjustment (as would other 
documents). The Applicant has repeatedly confirmed (by its silence) that it agrees 
with PFL/TCS that such a modification would be non-material.

• Require the access to ‘parcel 3’ to be other than via the Granborough Road, if not 
for all phases then at least for the operational phase, by modifying the DCO 
accordingly. This would be by adjusting the draft Construction Traffic Management 

1 Infrastructure Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 2010 (SI 2010/103).
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Plan (REP5-073, at page 44) and the OEMP and by adjusting the Works plans 
accordingly (the access off Granborough Road is shown on Works Plan Sheet 6 
by the silage clamp, which is in any event contrary to REP5-073, page 44) and by 
making the fields north and south of the Granborough Road, so Plots 6/12 (also 
shown as fields SA46-50) and Plot 6/10 (also shown as fields SA35-45), plus the 
slither of Plot 6/11, plots within DCO Schedule 9 only for cable rights (not also for 
access rights). Adjusted Works plans are attached for both positions. First, for the 
position that, respectfully, should be adopted, with no access off the Granborough 
Road (labelled “Version 1”). The Applicant has, again, repeatedly confirmed (by its 
silence) that it agrees with PFL/TCS that such a modification would be non-
material. If, contrary to PFL/TCS’ position, it is necessary for construction access 
to be off Granborough Road, then that should be only a more easterly version of 
what is at REP5-073 (the CTMP) at page 44, and an alternative adjusted Works 
plan is attached showing that (labelled “Version 2”), along with an adjusted version 
of that page 44 of the draft Construction Traffic Management Plan. See also the 
adjusted dDCO Schedule 9. See also further below. Note, the Development 
Description Figures REP6-050 would also require corresponding adjustment (as 
would other documents).

• Cut down the overly broad rights conferred by DCO Schedule 9 as regards the 
Preston Holding. See the adjusted dDCO Schedule 9 attached (and see further 
below).

18. As for the rest, the Applicant’s proposed last-minute mitigation continues to fall short 
of what is needed, and what PFL/TCS have sought. But PFL/TCS know that it is not 
the ExA or Secretary of State’s role to redraft the minutiae of mitigation for the 
Applicant, the Applicant having come so far but no further. The choice, rather, is one 
that either sees the DCO refused, or the DCO modified (non-materially).

19. So, brief comments only.

Applicant’s continued claims of no evidence of quantifiable risk/interference

20. We wondered whether the Applicant might, at last, provide some evidence to counter 
the evidence we have provided.

21. The Applicant has not.

22. It continues to assert, as if assertion makes true, that there is no evidence of 
quantifiable risk to health or public safety. See PFL/TCS’ previous submissions and 
evidence: (a) overwhelming evidence has been provided; (b) EN-1 4.1.7/4.2.15 does 
not, in any event, make ‘quantifiable risk’ the test.

23. In fact, the SoCG sees the Applicant agree (see 2.1-2.3) that (i) we are one of only two 
UK suppliers of donor animal blood for diagnostics and the only one in England and 
Wales; (ii) our products are essential; (iii) they are subject to short shelf life and cannot 
be frozen (and similar points). The Applicant also acknowledges, in its confused text 
at SoCG point 2.4, that ‘It is not clear what replacement supply would be in place’. 
Indeed (and the Applicant’s vague gesture towards European suppliers that could step 
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in, of which the Applicant plainly has no knowledge, has already been thoroughly 
debunked by PFL/TCS).

24. If the Proposals go ahead in their present form, and the adverse effects PFL/TCS fear
and anticipate come to pass, then PFL/TCS will need to advise the Department of
Health and Social Care’s National Supply Disruption Response team. We know they
fully endorse UKHSA’s representation to the examination to date of 22 June 2026
(REP4-101), and expect the ExA to give that significant weight, and that they are
closely monitoring situation (see the email of 29 July 2026 from National Supply
Disruption Response, which ought to have been included in the Deadline 6 materials,
and is included now, along with the (suitably redacted) presentation pack referred to).

25. The examination already has the UKHSA’s potent representation of 22 June 2026
REP4-101.

E23

26. Still the Applicant refuses to give this up. Why? Clearly not because it is necessary to
meet the project’s objectives.

27. Rather, the Applicant’s ‘justification’ for ripping the heart out of the Preston Holding is
that no proposed MW of generation can be given up. That cannot stand against EN-1
4.1.7/4.2.15 and it cannot stand against a credible application of the mitigation
hierarchy, the s.104(7) balance and the compulsory acquisition guidance.

28. The same applies to the Applicant’s refusal to provide movement routes around E23
that would allow PFL to bring livestock across it north/south and east/west, as PFL
needs to do (and will doubly need to do if the Proposals proceed). The Applicant’s
suggestion that PFL instead use Granborough Road is wholly unrealistic and yet
another reminder that the Applicant simply pays lipservice to PFL’s nature and
sensitivity. PFL presently uses Granborough Road for one very carefully managed
crossing to/from the donation centre. The existing crossing is a short, direct crossing
with clear visibility, undertaken at quiet times and carefully managed by experienced
staff under established internal procedures, as previously explained.

29. It is with great disappointment that PFL/TCS note their fears for the Applicant’s
adjusted proposals for ‘movement’ links through E23, explained at para.76 of their
main document to REP6-108, have come to pass. By the latest Design Commitments,
REP6-013, the Applicant has now taken a step backwards, and is proposing simply
two east-west corridors across E23. That would not allow PFL to move livestock north
and south, which is what it also needs to do (as well as east and west). PFL has
explained at Deadline 5 and Deadline 6 why it could not use fields adjacent to E23 for
those movements. PFL has discussed movement requirements concerning E23
repeatedly with the Applicant, and has provided it with maps showing the bare
minimum (the “capsule” design included at REP6-108, that was inadvertently omitted
from the PFL/TCS Deadline 5 materials). The Applicant simply refuses to listen.

30. It is a shoal of red herrings for the Applicant to claim the obvious problem of it taking
E23 for solar PV is answered by the Claydon Estate’s ability to force PFL off that land.
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It is the Applicant that wants E23 and the Applicant that is ultimately the controlling 
hand here. The additional MW that E23 could provide cannot possibly justify what the 
loss of that pivotal field will do to PFL’s ability to operate. One sixth of horse donor 
blood production hinges on E23. In light of the Applicant’s intransigence, PFL/TCS 
respectfully submit that E23 must be removed from the DCO for all but below ground 
connection. 

31. Necessary modifications to the Works plans and to the draft DCO are attached.

32. Note, the Development Description Figures REP6-050 would also require
corresponding adjustment (as would other documents).

Access to Parcel 3

33.There has been a slight change here from the Applicant’s Deadline 5 position, but as 
ever it is limited and grudging. The Applicant now says that for the operational stage it 
will only use the access off the Granborough Road into Plot 6/12 (specifically, what is 
known as field SA46) for HGVs (see REP6-071 para.3.3.2). There can be no 
justification for this insistence on continuing to expose the livestock to stress and 
contamination risk. Given such movements will be rare, the claimed ‘safety case’ 
against the alternative Winslow Road route cannot outweigh the risk to the PFL/TCS 
operation.

34. If, contrary to PFL/TCS’ case, there is to be a Granborough Road access, for 
construction or operation, then it must be moved as far eastwards in field SA46 as 
possible. The Applicant was to speak to Buckinghamshire Council regarding visibility 
splays (PFL/TCS know the road very well and are convinced visibility would not 
prevent a movement eastwards). There is still no explanation from the Applicant of its 
vague references to ‘environmental’ or ‘ecological’ constraint regarding the brook: the 
Works plans show separation from the brook already, and that is surely sufficient (the 
Applicant does not suggest the brook has any particular designated status of 
relevance).

35.Once again, the need for the ExA and the Secretary of State to do what the Applicant 
ought to have done, and prohibit access via Granborough Road, and at the very least 
prohibit operational access, is, respectfully, clear.

36.Necessary modifications to the Works plans and to the draft DCO are attached. The 
modifications to the Works plans show, first, PFL/TCS’ primary position, with no access 
off the Granborough Road (labelled “Version 1)”, and, second, PFL/TCS’ secondary 
position, with access off the Granborough Road but moved to the east (still with ample 
separation from the brook) (labelled “Version 2”).

37.Note, the Development Description Figures REP6-050 would also require 
corresponding adjustment (as would other documents).

Cable runs and access/connection rights

38. The Applicant explains it has reduced two cable runs to one following technical review
(see REP6-071 para.3.6.7 and the updated Figure 3.7 at REP6-050). That is a start,
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and welcome, however see below regarding the Applicant clinging to its overbroad 
access/connection rights.

Replacement land

39. PFL is of course grateful for anything, given the position the Applicant has placed PFL 
and TCS in. But that supplicant gratitude must not be allowed to obscure the reality: 
PFL is losing the heart of the Holding, and the ‘replacement’ is land out on a limb, with 
a difficult access, much of which is too far away from a donation centre or housing to 
be used for grazing, and which PFL will itself have to pay to fence internally, level for 
access (the land is materially lower than the Preston Holding) and provide with water. 
At a cost estimated in the region of a hundred thousand pounds.

40. Again, this underlines the need for the removal of E23 from the above ground scheme.

Temporary land

41. It is correct this land, far away, over a fast road, is not suitable for grazing. PFL could 
use it for food production, if given sufficient time to ready it (as PFL has already 
explained to the Applicant). However, it appears the Applicant is willing to offer it only 
for grazing, as a means to get the livestock away from its proposed operations.

BESS

42. There has been no relevant change since Deadline 5.

Biosecurity

43. There has been no relevant change since Deadline 5.

Applicant’s decision not to amend Schedule 9 (so the broadly cast 
access/cable/connection rights stand)

44. Remarkably, despite expressly stating at CAH2 that it would address this obvious 
issue, and despite the ExA itself noting the need to cut down the rights sought in its 15 
July 2026 schedule of changes to the dDCO, the Applicant has decided to do nothing 
(see REP6-071 at para 3.6.1 onwards). It wants to be able to have unlimited access 
across fields that PFL will be occupying with its livestock, to go anywhere it wishes, 
and it wants that not only for the plots where ‘access’ rights are expressly sought, but 
even where only ‘connection’ rights are sought. This is contemptuous of PFL/TCS: 
rather than cut down what is required to the absolute minimum, the Applicant pursues 
its usual maximalist approach, designed for its convenience.

45. PFL/TCS do not understand why access rights are required over Plot 6/10, at all, or 
over Plot 7/5, at all (neither have been remotely explained let alone justified, and the 
ExA will note that no access track or similar is shown), or over Plot 6/12 (and the slither 
Plot 6/11) either at all, or (if PFL/TCS’ position there should be no access at all is not 
accepted) to any extent beyond the easterly access track in field SA46. An adjusted 
version of DCO Schedule 9 is attached, with track changes shown. The changes do 
two things: (a) they cut down the overly broad wording of the provisions regarding 
‘cable rights’ and ‘substation connection rights’; and (b) they appropriately adjust the 

7



8

rights over these Plots 6/10, 6/11, 6/12 and 7/5 (along with further alternative wording 
against Plot 6/12 in the event the PFL/TCS primary position is not accepted).

46. Note, it may be that the Works Plans and Development Description Figures REP6-050 
would also require corresponding adjustment (as might other documents).

Screening

47. There has been some concession here, as regards early planting, which is welcome 
(see REP6-071 at paras. 3.5.11-3.5.12). But this plainly does not reduce the risks to 
PFL/TCS’ operations to an acceptable level, let alone avoid them.

Noise fencing

48. There has been some concession here as regards the construction phase (temporary 
noise barriering and the use of rotary piling, ground conditions permitting, when 
livestock is in adjacent fields, see Commitment 327 in REP6-053 and the CEMP at 
2.10.3 and 2.11.3 REP6-058), which is welcome. But this plainly does not reduce the 
risks to PFL/TCS’ operations to an acceptable level, let alone avoid them.

Standback regarding the mitigation concessions recently made

49. Ultimately all are welcome, but ultimately all fall short. Which is predictable, given they 
are late-in-the-day efforts, rather than an appropriate application of the mitigation 
hierarchy and the other strands of statute, policy, and guidance that should have meant 
PFL/TCS would not be left in this desperate position. They confirm that if unacceptable 
risk to PFL/TCS operations is to be avoided, then field E23 must not have solar PV, 
and the Granborough Road access must either be removed altogether, or at most 
pushed as far eastwards as possible and used for construction access only.

Update regarding tenancy negotiations

50. PFL confirm that negotiations continue productively and they have every reason to 
believe that both a short term and a long term FBT will soon be in place regarding Sion 
Hill Farm. Discussions are also ongoing regarding assignment of the Botolph Farm 
AHA tenancy from Lynda Preston to James Preston. No documentation has yet been 
provided regarding the latter, let alone agreed (or even close to agreement).

51. Regarding the letter from the Claydon Estate that the Application has attached at 
Deadline 6, this is very odd. The Claydon Estate told the Prestons, in clear terms, more 
than once, that if E23 was not needed for above ground infrastructure for the Proposals 
after all, then it could form part of the long term Sion Hill Farm replacement FBT. But 
the Estate have now written a letter to support the Applicant that is to the contrary (the 
letter of 12 August 2026 attached to REP6-071). It is clear where the drive for the 
process is coming from.

Conclusion

52. The close of the examination is days away, but it is still not too late for the Applicant to 
relent and change course. However, PFL/TCS hold out little hope it will do so. 

53. PFL/TCS respectfully rely upon the ExA and the Secretary of State to put matters right.
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Preston Farms Ltd and TCS Biosciences Ltd

Authored by: and as to evidential matters, 
and

 39 Essex Chambers, as to legal matters

20 August 2026
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SCHEDULE 9 Article 24

LAND IN WHICH ONLY NEW RIGHTS ETC. MAY BE ACQUIRED

Interpretation

1. In this Schedule—
“access rights” means rights over land to—
(a) alter, improve, form, maintain, retain, use (with or without vehicles, plant and machinery), 

remove, reinstate means of access to the authorised development including visibility splays 
and road widening or improvements and to remove impediments (including vegetation) to 
such access; and

(b) pass and repass on foot, with or without vehicles, plant and machinery (including rights to 
lay and use any temporary surface) for all purposes in connection with the authorised 
development;

“cable rights” means rights over land to—
(a) install, use, support, protect, inspect, alter, remove, replace, retain, renew, improve and 

maintain electrical underground cables, earthing cables, optical fibre cables, data cables, 
telecommunications cables and other services, works associated with such cables including 
bays, ducts, protection and safety measures and equipment, and other apparatus and 
structures;

(b) remain, pass and repass on foot, with or without vehicles, plant and machinery (including 
rights to lay and use any temporary surface or form a temporary compound) for all purposes 
in connection with sub-paragraph (a) immediately above the authorised development; and

(c) restrict and remove the erection of buildings or structures, restrict the altering of ground 
levels, restrict and remove vegetation and restrict the planting of trees or carrying out 
operations or actions (including but not limited to blasting and piling) which may obstruct, 
interrupt or interfere with the exercise of the rights or damage the authorised development;

“public right of way rights” means rights over land to—
(a) alter, improve, form, maintain, retain, use, reinstate public rights of way; and
(b) pass and repass on foot, without vehicles, for all purposes in connection with the use of the 

public rights of way;
“substation connection rights” means rights over land to—
(a) install, use, support, protect, inspect, alter, remove, replace, retain, renew, improve and 

maintain electrical cables, earthing cables, optical fibre cables, data cables, 
telecommunications cables and other services, works associated with such cables including 
bays, ducts, protection and safety measures and equipment, and other apparatus and 
structures and to connect such cables and services to the National Grid East Claydon 
Substation;

(b) install, use, support, protect, inspect, alter, remove, replace, retain, renew, improve and 
maintain watercourses, public sewers and drains and drainage apparatus and equipment;

(c) remain, pass and repass on foot, with or without vehicles, plant and machinery (including 
rights to lay and use any temporary surface or form a temporary compound) for all purposes 
in connection with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) immediately above the National Grid East 
Claydon Substation works;

(d) restrict and remove the erection of buildings or structures, restrict the altering of ground 
levels, restrict and remove the planting of trees or carrying out operations or actions 
(including but not limited to blasting and piling) which may obstruct, interrupt or interfere 
with the exercise of the rights or damage the authorised development; and
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(e) install, use, support, protect, inspect, alter, remove, replace, retain, renew, improve and 
maintain soft landscaping and biodiversity measures; and

“vegetation maintenance rights” means rights over land to install, use, support, protect, inspect, 
alter, remove, replace, retain, renew, improve and maintain vegetation and restrict or prevent 
the removal of vegetation for the purposes of the authorised development and in connection with 
the authorised development.

(1)
Plot reference number shown on the Land 

Plans

(2)
Purposes for which rights over land may be 
required and restrictive covenants imposed

1/4 Cable rights
1/6 Cable rights
1/9 Cable rights
1/12 Cable rights, access rights
1/14 Access rights
1/15 Access rights
2/2 Access rights
2/3 Access rights, vegetation maintenance rights
2/4 Access rights
2/7 Access rights
3/1 Access rights
3/3 Access rights
3/4 Access rights
3/6 Access rights
3/9 Cable rights, access rights
3/10 Cable rights, access rights
3/11 Cable rights, access rights
3/13 Cable rights
3/14 Cable rights
3/15 Cable rights
3/16 Cable rights
3/17 Cable rights
3/18 Cable rights
4/1 Cable rights
4/2 Cable rights
4/3 Cable rights
4/6 Cable rights
6/3 Access Rights
6/4 Cable rights, highway works rights
6/5 Cable rights
6/6 Access rights, cable rights
6/7 Cable rights
6/10 Cable rights, access rights
6/11 Cable rights, access rights
6/12 Cable rights, access rights [or, alternatively: 

‘cable rights, access rights limited to access via 
the access shown on Sheet 6 of the Work Plans as 
adjusted by Preston Farms Ltd and TCS 
Biosciences Ltd, Version 2’]

6/13 Cable rights [or, alternatively: ‘cable rights, 
access rights limited to access via the access 
shown on Sheet 6 of the Work Plans as adjusted 
by Preston Farms Ltd and TCS Biosciences Ltd, 
Version 2’]

7/1 Substation connection rights

12
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7/2 Substation connection rights
7/4 Substation connection rights
7/5 Access rights, Substation connection rights
7/7 Substation connection rights
7/8 Substation connection rights

13



















 
Deputy Director, National Supply Disruption Response 
Department of Health and Social Care 
E:  
T:  
  
This e-mail and any attachments is intended only for the attention of the addressee(s). Its 

unauthorised use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you are not the intended 

recipient, please destroy all copies and inform the sender by return e-mail. Any views 

expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Department of Health and Social 

Care. Please note: Incoming and outgoing email messages are routinely monitored for 

compliance with our policy on the use of electronic communications. 
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PFL/TCS presentation pack ref. email dated 29.7.26 from Deputy Director, National 
Supply Disruption Response 

________________ 
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Mapping details ref. email dated 29.7.26 from Deputy Director, National Supply 

Disruption Response 
________________ 
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