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Examining Authority  
Sent via email: 
limedown@planninginspectorate.gov.
uk  
 

Our ref: OR-0005267/01 
Your ref: EN010168 
Interested Party ref:  
Date: 15 June 2026    
 

 
 
 
Dear Examining Authority, 
 
Lime Down Solar Park – Development Consent Order (DCO) Application 
 
Environment Agency Examination Deadline 3 Response: Comments on 
documents submitted at Deadline 2 and Examining Authority’s First Written 
Questions    
 
This letter constitutes the Environment Agency’s Deadline 3 Response to the 
above mentioned DCO application.  
 
Our responses to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions are in Appendix 
1. Our updated comments and position on the issues raised in our Relevant 
Representation/ Written Representation responses following review of the 
submissions is presented in Appendix 2. 
 
I trust this information is of use. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 

 
 

National Infrastructure Team 
Email: NITeam@environment-agency.gov.uk  

 

creating a better place 

for people and wildlife 
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Appendix 1: Responses to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions   
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1.4 

The 

Environment 

Agency  

The 

Applicant  

Flood Risk Assessment – Flood 

Zone 3b and Floodplain Impacts.  

The LLFA considers in Wiltshire 

Council’s LIR [REP1-137] that Flood 

Zone 3b needs to be defined for 

effective planning, design and 

operation of site.  

The applicant explains in its D2 

submission [REP2-045] and response 

to the LIR [REP2-038] that detailed 

hydraulic modelling for the Gauze 

Brook and the Unnamed river has 

been undertaken at Lime Down D, and 

that at Lime Down E2 further hydraulic 

modelling is being progressed in 

relation to Gabriel’s Well to define 

local flood behaviour, including Flood 

Zone 3b where relevant. We 

understand that the details of the 

modelling are currently with the 

Environment Agency (EA) for review.  

The Environment Agency: 

1) The EA is asked to explain if 
there are any concerns regarding 
the parameters and outputs of 
the modelling done so far and the 
modelling being progressed by 

Lime Down D Modelling  

We have undertaken a detailed review of the applicant’s 

hydraulic modelling of the Gauze Brook which passes 

through the Lime Down D site. We have raised the following 

comments on the hydraulic modelling for Lime Down D.  

Firstly, the applicant should simulate the 3.3% (1 in 30) 

annual exceedance probability (AEP) scenario event (also 

referred to as the 1 in 30-year event). This is for the 

purposes of helping to better define the extent of the 

functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3b) along the Gauze Brook. 

Secondly, we have asked the applicant to provide more 
detail on how the design flood flows which are applied to the 
hydraulic model have been calculated. There is limited detail 
within the model report as it stands, and we have requested 
further information so that we can check the flows to ensure 
that they are of the right magnitude and have been derived 
using appropriate methods and data. 
Finally, we have raised two specific technical points on the 

model build itself with regards to riverbank elevation 

representation in the model and the representation of South 

Wales Main Line culvert. In both cases there are some 

discrepancies or areas of uncertainty where we have asked 

the applicant to provide further details and information so 

that we can have confidence in the model representation. 

Our understanding is that the applicant is currently in the 

process of addressing our comments and we expect to see 

an updated hydraulic model and associated reporting in due 

course. We will review this to check if our comments have 

been addressed. 
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1.5 

The LLFA 

The 

Environment 

Agency  

The 

Applicant 

Flood Risk Assessment – Manning 

Calculations Results 

Figure 1 (page 10) of SLD’s 

representation [REP1-174] shows the 

flows calculated using Manning’s open 

channel flow formula. It is in section 

‘Fluvial Flooding’ which discusses in 

detail the information submitted in the 

flood risk assessments submitted by 

the applicant.  

All Parties: 

1) The LLFA, the EA and the 
applicant are asked to submit a 
response to the analysis done by 
SLD and its conclusions. In your 
response, please set out the 
implications for the interaction 
with surface water flood risk and 
the potential impact to on site and 
off site flood risk. 

The Applicant: 

2) Paragraph 25 of the SLD 
representation refers to 
inconsistencies/mistakes 
between references to the 0.1% 
Annual Exceedance Probability 
(AEP) and the 1% AEP events 
in the flood risk assessments. 
The applicant is asked to 
review, confirm and address 

The analysis submitted by SLD with respect to the 

applicant’s calculated flows based on the Mannings equation 

is correct in that the calculated flows are large at some of the 

cross-sections and unrealistic when placed in the context of 

catchment area and recorded flows on the River Avon at 

Fosse Way and Great Somerford, and on the Gauze Brook 

at Rodbourne for Storm Bert in 2024. As an example, the 

catchment where the flow calculation of 154.2m3/s is shown 

for cross section C1-2 within Lime Down C1 has an area of 

3.91km2 based on the Flood Estimation Handbook (FEH) 

webservice (catchment outlet grid reference: 

387200,183950). The true peak 0.1% (1 in 1000) annual 

exceedance probability flow could be potentially an order of 

magnitude or more lower than 154.2m3/s based off 

catchment area. 

Many of the smaller Ordinary Watercourses which cross the 

site have no associated Flood Zone mapping given their 

catchment area is less than three square kilometres, which 

was the lower limit for catchment area used in the New 

National Modelling (NNM) used to define the Flood Zones 

within the Order Limits for Lime Down Solar Park. Given the 

evidence gap in flood risk information for some of the smaller 

Ordinary Watercourses the applicant proposed to use the 

Risk of Flooding from Surface Water (RoFSW) mapping as a 

proxy for fluvial flood risk. We asked the applicant to 

undertake some checks to place the RoFSW outputs in 

context with respect to fluvial flood risk and provide 

supporting evidence that the RoFSW was reasonable (or 

conservative) in terms of informing the fluvial design flood for 












































































