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Introduction

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared as part of the
proposed Green Hill Solar Farm Development Consent Order (the Application)
made by Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd (the Applicant) to the Secretary of State for
Energy Security & Net Zero (the Secretary of State) pursuant to the Planning Act
2008 (PA 2008).

This SoCG does not seek to replicate information which is available elsewhere
within the Application documents. All documents are available on the Planning
Inspectorate’s website.

This SoCG has been produced to confirm to the Examining Authority (ExA) where
agreement has been reached between the parties, and where agreement has not
yet been reached. SoCGs are an established means in the DCO consenting
process, of allowing all parties to identify and focus on specific issues that may
need to be addressed during the examination.

This SoCG has been prepared by (1) Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd. as the Applicant
and (2) the Environment Agency (EA).

Collectively, Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd. and the Environment Agency are referred
to as ‘the parties’.

In the Tables in Section 3 of this SoCG below:

. “Agreed” indicates where the issue has been resolved;
o “Not Agreed” indicates a final position; and
o “Under discussion” indicates where these points will be the subject of

ongoing discussion wherever possible to resolve, or refine, the extent of
disagreement between the parties.

All matters agreed, under discussion and not agreed have been given unique
references which relate to the topic matter. The referencing system is defined as
follows:

Table 1.1: Topic Referencing
Ecology and Biodiversity EB-XX

Hydrology Flood Risk and Drainage HYD-XX
Ground Conditions and Contamination GCC-XX
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Record of Engagement

The parties have been engaged in consultation since March 2024.

A non-statutory consultation took place in March to May 2024. The statutory
consultation process took place between 7" November and 19" December 2024.

The Applicant and the Environment Agency have engaged extensively
throughout the pre-application and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
stages of the Proposed Development. The key engagement has included
statutory consultation responses, technical discussions on flood risk modelling
and drainage design, and provision of supporting information to inform the
Environment Agency’s review.

The main focus of discussions has related to:

o The hydrology, flood risk and drainage assessments set out in
Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 10 [EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC] and
the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) Covering Report

[EX5/GH6.3.10-1—BREP5-021] and Annexes [APP-100 to APP-108,

: ; REP5-021;

REP5-027; REP5-029 and EX5/GH6.3.10.41_BREP5-031].

. The scope and methodology of the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
Assessment [EX5/GH7-22 BREP5-081].

o The approach to climate change allowances in the FRA and drainage
strategy.

o Provision of rainfall hyetograph data and ReFH2 calculations to support
verification of the 2D direct rainfall model.

o The design of bunded drainage and pollution prevention measures for
Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) areas.

o Measures to manage residual flood risk, including emergency response
procedures.

o Construction phase flood risk management.

o Consideration of impacts upon fish species, especially migratory fish
species and impacts associated with trenching and Horizontal Directional
Drilling around watercourses.

o Consideration of impacts upon aquatic invertebrates.

Consideration of the risks associated with historical landfill areas in proximity to
the site, including their potential to cause contamination and impact controlled
waters. A summary of the meetings and correspondence that has taken place
between Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd and statutory consultees in relation to the
Application is outlined in Table 2.1Fable-2-1 below.
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Table 2.1: Record of Engagement

2024

March—May

Form of
Correspondence

Email
correspondence
(non statutory
consultation)

Key Topics
Discussed

Applicant requested

EA Product 4, 5 and 6
data and sought early
agreement on baseline
information needs for
the FRA and WFD
screening, including
available hydraulic
models, historic flood
records and climate
allowance parameters.

Key Outcomes

EA acknowledged the

requests and confirmed
data availability to
support preparation of
the assessments.

November—
December
2024

Statutory
consultation
response (Section
42)

Environment Agency
provided detailed
comments on ES
Chapter 10, the FRA,
and the WFD
screening assessment,
including
recommendations on
model verification,
drainage design and
pollution prevention
measures.

Comments and
recommendations to
take forward.

December
2024~
January
2025

Email
correspondence

EA requested
provision of rainfall
hyetograph data,
ReFH2 calculations
and model logs to
support verification of
the hydraulic modelling
approach.

See below.

January
2025

Statutory
consultation
response (Section
42)

Environment Agency
provided detailed
comments on fisheries
legislation; mitigation
measures for activities
which may impact fish
(such as trenching of
watercourses);
potential impacts on
aquatic invertebrates;
and characterisation of
watercourses.

Comments and
recommendations to
take forward.

January
2025

Statutory
consultation

Ground Conditions and
Contamination:
Environment Agency
requested the

Comments actioned
within GH6.2.22
Environmental
Statement Chapter 22
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Form of

Correspondence

response (Section
42)

Key Topics
Discussed

assessment of landfill
risk to controlled
waters, queried the
requirement of cable
leak protection and
requested further
details regarding
Source Protection
Zones (SPZs) and
aquifers as potential
receptors.

Key Outcomes

Ground Conditions
and Contamination
[REP1-025].

January—
March 2025

Email
correspondence
and file
submission

Applicant provided
model logs, rainfall
hyetograph files and
ReFH2 outputs.
Updated mapping
datasets were
submitted reflecting
NaFRA2 (January
2025) and revised
RoFSW outputs.

EA acknowledged
receipt and confirmed
the information would
inform their review.

April-May
2025

Email
correspondence

Ongoing review of
hydraulic modelling
and drainage design.
EA raised clarifications
on residual risk
measures,
construction phase
arrangements and
pollution prevention
measures for BESS
areas.

N/A

June—July
2025

Email
correspondence
and SoCG
preparation

Parties discussed the
structure of the SoCG,
confirmed the topics
for inclusion.

Parties agreed to record
current positions
pending final review.

15t October
2025

Teams meeting

Issue raised in EA
Relevant
Representation [RR-
1224] regarding
avoidance of the
coarse fish spawning
period for open-cut
trenching of
watercourses during

cable route installation.

Applicant committed to
avoidance period of
October — June 15™ for
relevant works, or
completion of habitat
suitability survey work
pre-commencement to
establish whether
spawning fish are likely
present/absent. This
commitment is secured
in the Outline




Statement of Common Ground: Environment Agency (Revision BC)

FebruaryMarch 2026

2.1.6

8|Page

Form of
Correspondence

Key Topics
Discussed

Key Outcomes

Ecological Protection
Mitigation and
Strategy Revision A
[EXSD
[EX6/GH7.5_CD].

19
February
2026

Teams meeting

Comments raised in
response to the draft
SoCG at Deadline 4
[REP4-033].

Applicant set out the
updates and
deliverables that are
being submitted at
Deadline 5.

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the key meetings and consultation
undertaken between Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd and the Environment Agency in
relation to the issues addressed in this SoCG.
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3 Matters of Discussion

3.1 Overview

3.1.1 Table 3.1Fable 3.1 to Table 3.3Table-3-3 below detail by topic the matters agreed, under discussion, or not agreed with the
Environment Agency at the point of this document being published.

3.2 Ecology and Biodiversity

Table 3.1: Ecology and Biodiversity

Matter Details of Matters for Applicant Position Consultee Position Status
Discussion
EB- | Legislation EA Statutory Consultation | This legislation has been Noted and agree. Agreed
01 Feedback considered and referenced in

the Environmental Statement
Chapter 9 Ecology and
Biodiversity [REP1-033EX6/
GH6.2.9 B].

The Salmon and
Freshwater Fisheries Act
1975 and The Eels
(England and Wales)
Regulations 2009 have not
been included in the list of
legislation that is relevant
to biodiversity. The legal
responsibility on the
developer pertaining to this
fish specific legislation has
not been considered. This
infers that the impacts on
fish from the construction,
operation and
decommissioning have not
been fully considered. Both
pieces of legislation should
be listed as relevant in the

9|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

biodiversity chapter of the
ES and submitted as part
of the DCO.

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

EB-
02

Mitigation for fish
species

EA Statutory Consultation
Feedback

Fish surveys or fish habitat
surveys have not been
included as part of the
baseline data collection.
Certain construction
activities may have a
negative impact on notable
fish populations.
Particularly where open cut
trenching is proposed for
cable crossing of
waterbodies. A qualitative
fish habitat assessment
(coupled with the desk-
based study) should be
completed where cable
crossings are proposed.
This will inform necessary
mitigation measures.
Where quantitative fish
surveys have not been
completed, the
precautionary approach
should be taken and
assumed that fish species

An approach is set out whereby
either open-cut trenching or
trenchless techniques, such as
HDD, will be used for cable
crossing points. The final
approach may be revised based
on qualitative assessments to
be completed pre-construction
and outlined in the Outline
Ecological Protection and
Mitigation Strategy (OEPMS)
[EXSEX6/GH7.5_€D].
Appropriate mitigation for fish
species will be implemented in
the event of open-cut trenching.
This is considered appropriate
and proportionate.

Noted and agree with this
approach based on detail and
mitigation in section 7.4 Rivers
and Stream of the OEPMS
[EXSEX6/GH7.5_€D] as well
as Table 3.4 of OCEMP.

Agreed

10|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Applicant Position Consultee Position Status

Discussion

present within the
catchment will be present if
habitat is suitable.

Mitigation measures
should be stringent to
control pollution and fine
sediment runoff into
waterbodies. Where open
trench crossings are
proposed, it is assumed
that waterbodies that will
be flumed, or coffer
dammed and thus require
over-pumping. It may be
necessary for a fish rescue
and relocation to take
place and for key spawning
and migration periods to be
avoided. Mitigation should
be included within the
Outline CEMP and
submitted with the DCO
application. Any over-
pumping should ensure
that screens are fitted on
inlets and outlets of pumps
and that they are compliant
with the Eels (England and
Wales) Regulations 2009.

1M|Page
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EB-
03

Matter

Noise impacts on
fish

Details of Matters for

Discussion

EA Statutory Consultation
Feedback:

Impacts on fish from noise
associated with vibration
created by HDD has not
been included. Sensitive
fish species associated
with the River Nene could
be disturbed during
construction and

decommissioning activities.

The EIA should include an
assessment on the risk of
fish populations within the
River Nene and other main
watercourses being
impacted by noise from
HDD during construction.
Mitigation and
management of any
impacts should be detailed
in the Outline CEMP.
Standard mitigation would
be to avoid this activity
during sensitive fish
migration and spawning
times, or drilling to a depth
where any significant noise
becomes negligible to fish.

Applicant Position

The Environmental Statement
Chapter 9 Ecology and
Biodiversity [REP1-
033EX6/GH6.2.9 B] assesses
the likely impacts of noise and
vibration on fish. The Outline
Ecological Protection and
Mitigation Strategy (OEPMS)
[EXSEX6/GH7.5_CD] details
mitigation measures to be
implemented. The impact
assessments and mitigation
measures proposed are
considered appropriate and
proportionate.

Consultee Position

Noted and agree precautionary
way of working as per section
8 of OEPMS [
EXS5EX6/GH7.5_CD].

Status

Agreed

12|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position Consultee Position Status

Noisy construction
activities such as HDD
under watercourses may
disturb fish during key
periods of migration and
spawning. In extreme
cases, noise may Kill fish.
According to our records,
the River Nene contains
European eel (Section 41
priority species NERC),
brook lamprey (Lampetra
planeri) (Annex Il Habitats
Directive), bullhead (Cottus
gobio) (Annex Il Habitats
Directive), spine loach
(Cobitis taena) (Section 41
priority species NERC and
Annex Il Habitats Directive)
and brown/sea trout
(Salmo trutta) (Section 41
priority species NERC). It
maybe that appropriate
mitigation to avoid impacts
on fish would be a
sufficient buffer zone from
water courses and/or noisy
construction activities
avoiding key periods of

13|Page



Statement of Common Ground: Environment Agency (Revision BC)

FebruaryMarch 2026

Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

migratory and fish

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

spawning.
EB- | Consultation EA Statutory Consultation | Consultation with the EA is Noted and agree. Agreed
04 Feedback: shown in Table 9.2 of the

) Environmental Statement
Table 9'12 Summary of Chapter 9 Ecology and
Consultation and o .
" Biodiversity [REP1-

Responses doesn’t include 033EX6/GH6.2.9 B]

the Environment Agency. == '
EB- | Impacts on aquatic | EA Statutory Consultation | Studies on this matter are Wlodeptbaliovathie loovn s | Matios Lindor
05 | invertebrates Feedback: inconclusive, although there is roloed-byrthe EA e have pe | DiscussionAgreed

some evidence to suggest that | comment-atthis-time-

Solar farms that have
wetland habitats on site or
are near wetland habitats
should implement
mitigation to prevent
adverse impacts on
aquatic invertebrates.
Many species of aquatic
invertebrates mistake the
polarised light reflected
from solar panels for open
water, leading them to try
and lay eggs on panels,
which ultimately fail. Low-
cost mitigation measures
can be taken that do not
impact on energy
generation, such as
including a pattern of

polarotactic invertebrates may
be attracted to panels, which
reflect polarised light.

Wetland habitats were of limited
extent within the Survey Area,
meaning there is limited
suitable habitats for aquatic
invertebrates and a notable
population is considered
unlikely to be present.
Moreover, buffers to boundary
habitats of elevated importance
for aquatic invertebrates, such
as the Grendon Brook, are
substantial (at least 30m).
Therefore, no significant
adverse effects on aquatic

We will endeavour to provide
further comments as soon as
possible following information
from the Applicant confirming
whether they have already
considered/ would be willing to
consider using anti-
glare/anti/reflective coatings on
the solar panels.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We are satisfied that this issue
has been resolved. Buffer

14|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

roughened or painted glass
or a horizontal light
blocking grid so that they
are no longer attractive to
aquatic invertebrates.

invertebrates through polarised
light are anticipated.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Scheme retains flexibility
on panel technology at this
stage as per Section 4.3:
Rochdale Envelope of the
Environmental Statement
Chapter 4: Scheme
Description (Revision A}
Hee-n21B)

[EX6/GH6.2.4 B]. The
technical specification of the
panel will be chosen at detailed
design stage (post-consent) in
line with the parameters
assessed and defined in the
Concept Design Parameters
and Principles Document
Revision A [REP1-151C
[EX6/GH7.17 C]. As detailed
above, it is the position of the
Applicant that no significant
adverse effects on aquatic
invertebrates through this
impact pathway are anticipated,
and therefore no additional
mitigation measures (such as

strips will be provided around
watercourses and ponds and
there will be no solar panels at
Green Hill BESS where the
stream on site has been
deemed most valuable for
aquatic invertebrates.

15|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

particular panel coatings) are
considered necessary.

Consultee Position

Status

EB-
06

Watercourse
assessment

EA Statutory Consultation
Feedback:

Watercourses present in
some array areas (e.g. A,
A1,B, C, D, & E) have
been dismissed as
agricultural drains,
however, some appear to
be spring fed natural
watercourses and not
artificial field drains. Lack
of consideration of natural
spring fed watercourses in
array areas could result in
morphological and
ecological harm to
headwater streams.
Ensure that natural spring
fed watercourses are
correctly identified, in the
proposed MoRPHMoRPh
surveys and BNG
assessment as “other
rivers and streams”, rather
than “ditches”. Minor works
to improve these
watercourses could result

Relevant datasets have been
consulted to determine the
status of watercourses across
the sites, supported by ground-
truthing field surveys.
Evaluation of these features
and enhancement measures
are detailed in the
Environmental Statement
Chapter 9 Ecology and
Biodiversity [REP1-
033EX6/GH6.2.9 B] which are
considered appropriate and
proportionate.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

Regarding the identification and
categorisation of watercourses,
please refer to the Applicant’s
response to EA-025 in
Applicant Responses to
Relevant Representations
[REP1-161].

Table 9.3 of Environmental
Statement Chapter 9 Ecology

Unable to locate the correct
part of the document that
contains the response to this
point.

However, we have located the
following information: “9.9.135
The opportunity for practicable
ditch and watercourse
management, including
vegetation clearance (for
choked ditches) or planting of
locally appropriate wetland
marginal species will be
explored through consultation
with local conservation
stakeholders and consultees”.
This is the only response to
this concern, and as such is
disappointing.

To protect natural spring fed
watercourses, we would expect
some commitment to
establishing buffer zones
around these features and
associated watercourses, e.g.
in BNG, minimum riparian
buffer for ditch habitat is 5m

Matter Under
Discussion

16|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

Discussion

in significant uplift for the
project.

and Biodiversity (Revision A}
[REP1-033B) [EX6/GH6.2.9 B]
gives a summary of the
watercourses present on the
Sites. Full baseline habitat
maps are given in
Environmental Statement
Appendix 9.2 Habitat Surveys
(Revision A) [REP1-045].

All watercourses, including
ditches, streams and rivers, are
protected with undeveloped
buffer zones (minimum 8m)
through embedded mitigation
measures, as per paragraph
9.8.4 of Environmental
Statement Chapter 9 Ecology
and Biodiversity (Revision A}
B)
[EX6/GH6.2.9 B].

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

”'Iel Fe alle |;|e l'de'l'.t'“e. ¢ spllmgs
B
“Wet flushes” is not a defined

hydrological or regulatory

from banktop. It is possible that
this would be sufficient for such
watercourses and
springheads/wet flushes.
Protecting springs and
associated headwater
channels would also help to
prevent deterioration of any
WFD waterbodies further
downstream.

Further information on the
importance of headwaters can
be found via this link: CaBA-
Biodiversity-Pack-
Headwaters.pdf

We note the commitment to
buffers, we require clarity on
protection of headwaters/wet
flushes/springheads -
springs/wet flushes are not
ditches/other watercourses
streams, could even be
classified as an area habitat
unit under BNG, rather than a
linear (watercourse) unit, so
could come under the 20m
buffer for ponds/moderate
watercourses.

17|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

category. There is no
recognised spatial dataset for
wet flushes and they do not
constitute a separate waterbody
type requiring standalone
assessment.

In respect of headwaters, these
are the upstream extents of the
same watercourses already
identified and assessed within
ES Chapter 10. The
assessment considers
watercourses as whole
systems. Embedded mitigation
applies to all watercourses
irrespective of size or stream
order, including buffers,
avoidance of in-channel works
except agreed crossings, and
standard pollution prevention
measures. The upper reaches
are therefore already captured
within the overall assessment
and protection framework.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/03/2026

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We have identified at least one
spring within the Order limits of
Area E, just north of Brook Hill
Farm and one very close to the
southern boundary.

For the avoidance of doubt -
“Springs and flushes are areas
where water from underground
— called groundwater — flows
out onto the surface to create
freshwater and wetland
habitats.

Springs are the locations
where water bubbles out of the
ground, which can then either
flow into obvious stream
channels or spread across the
ground to make an area of
wetland that doesn’t have a
single channel.

Flushes are essentially a
special kind of springline
wetland, where the water is
flowing diffusely across the

18|Page
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

Green Hill EF29 and EF30 do

ground surface, held up by

not include panels and are
proposed areas of diverse
wildflower meadow as shown

impermeable soils and rock.” —
Freshwater Habitats Trust
[accessed 16/03/26]

on ES Figure 4.15 Landscape
and Ecology Mitigation Plan

E (Sheet 2)
[EX6/GH6.4.4.15 C].

Panels within Green Hill EF27

It is pleasing to see that the
headwaters of the
watercourses identified in
Chapter 10 of the ES will be
subject to the suggested

been offset from Hockerhill
Farm. Based on a review of
approximate markup provided
by the Environment Agency and

Ordnance Survey data, the
panels appear to be
appropriately offset from the
identified spring.

If springs were present and
contributing to a wet habitat
(such as a watercourse or wet
grassland), these habitats
would have been recorded as
such during the habitat
walkover surveys. These
surveys were completed at
various times of year between
August 2023 and September
2025 across the Order Limits,
and plant communities
associated with wet habitats

buffers included in the
protection framework.

19|Page



Statement of Common Ground: Environment Agency (Revision BC)

FebruaryMarch 2026

Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

would likely have been present
and detectable during the
survey periods. As shown in
Appendix 9.2: Habitat
Surveys [REP1-045], Figure
9.2.7 identifies the eastern edge

of EF27 and the southern edge
of EF29 as Other Rivers and
Streams, which have been
appropriately offset.

Consultee Position

Status

EB-
07

Impacts of
Electromagnetic
Fields (EMF) on
migratory fish
species

EA released a Position
Statement entitled ‘Impact
of Electromagnetic Fields
on Freshwater Fish in
Inland Waters’, stating that
‘in the absence of
conclusive evidence of no
impact, we adopt the
precautionary principle and
require that appropriate
measures are put in place
by the developer, so that
no detectable EMFs result
from the installation of
underground cables within
the wetted area of an
inland waterbody’.

The potential effects of
anthropogenic EMF on ecology
is an emerging and poorly
researched issue, however a
summary of research on this
issue is provided in
Environmental Statement
Chapter 9 Ecology and
Biodiversity [REP1-
033EX6/GH6.2.9 B]
(paragraphs 9.9.249 — 9.9-250).
A precautionary approach to
mitigation has been taken,
whereby all cables which cross
the River Nene will be buried to
a minimum depth of 5m, to
maximise attenuation of
electromagnetic fields and
minimise the risk of any
adverse impacts. This depth is

Agree with the depth of cable
of 5m under the Nene is
precautionary. In order to
provide confidence, we would
also like to know what the likely
strength of magnetic field at
the bed of the river is at this
depth when compared to
natural background levels
(~50pT).

Furthermore, the evidence in
Chapter 9 (paragraphs 9.9.353
—9.9.357) is poor and
confusing. The statement that
glass eel are unlikely to found
in the Nene is flawed as glass
eel are present in the lower
reaches with elver migrating
upstream. According to the Eel
Regulations, based on

Matter Under
Discussion - pending
detailed estimation of
likely strength of
magnetic fields for
the design specific
cables being used.
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Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

far greater than typical
installation depths and will
significantly reduce the EMF,
particularly magnetic (B-field),
exposures. In this way, it is
anticipated that the low risk of
impacts on sea trout (and other
species) will be avoided and
effects reduced to neutral and
non-significant levels.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/03/2026

: :
Fhe . \pplicant wil Ie_ _ele o
pl'.e"'de. IHI' H'eE' sla|||_|l|ea§t|eggnlem||
Mareh)y-The Applicant agrees to

limit EMF levels at the riverbed
to below 12 uT. The Applicant
has calculated the likely worst-
case voltage of the cables
under the River Nene riverbed
and has found this would be
below the threshold.
Additionally, if at the detailed
design stage, the current is
higher than anticipated there

historical evidence, the
presence of eel can only be
ruled out—or considered very
unlikely—when a location in
the catchment is both more
than 100 km from the head of
tide and more than 150 m
above sea level. This is not the
case for the location where the
cable crosses the River Nene;
therefore, eel of all life stages
cannot be ruled out.

The argument in section
9.9.357 suggests that sea trout
will need to pass through the
cable corridor to reach their
spawning grounds.
Consequently, there is a
potential risk that their
migration could be delayed by
the presence of the cable
corridor. To assess this risk
with greater confidence and
detalil, it is important to
determine the likely strength of
the magnetic field at the cable
corridor (as a result of the
cable) on the riverbed and
compare it to natural
background levels.
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Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

are design options available to
achieve the agreed limit:

e Reduce cable separation
distance between the
cables; and/or

e Bury the cables deeper
below the riverbed.

At the detailed design stage it is

proposed that EMF levels will
be calculated using maximum
magnetic field strength for
typical underground cables as
reported by National Grid.
These values would then be
scaled to account for the worst-
case current, the cable
configuration and the distance
between cables and receptors
(in this case the riverbed).

This commitment has been
secured within the Outline
Construction Environmental
Management Plan [EX6/
GH7.1 C] under Table 3.15.

The applicant provided some
technical information in an
email to the EA dated
11/02/2026. The applicant also
hosted a meeting to discuss
this issue with the EA on
19/02/2026. Feedback to the
applicant as follows:

The applicant states that the
worst case magnetic field
strength from the buried cables
beneath the River Nene would
be 14.72 uT, which they
describe as “substantially lower
than natural background
levels.” However, this
interpretation is misleading.
Magnetic fields generated by
the cables will not be masked
by the natural geomagnetic
background (approximately

50 pT); rather, they will be
additional to it. Therefore, the
expected magnetic field
exposure in the river
environment would be

14.72 uT above background
levels.

Given that Anguillid species
are known to detect magnetic
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Discussion

fields as low as 12—13 T,
there remains a precautionary
concern that the applicant’s
estimated worst case field
strength could negatively affect
the migration of European eel
within the River Nene. We
therefore request more
detailed information on the
actual likely magnetic field
emissions expected beneath
the river for this development,
including any modelling
assumptions used.

We also strongly encourage
the applicant to consider
design measures that would
reduce the emitted magnetic
field to below an acceptable
threshold of 12 uT. The
configuration of the cable array
is particularly important in this
regard, as closely paired or
appropriately arranged cables
can partially cancel out each
other’s magnetic fields.
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Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Consultee Position following

Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We look forward to receiving
further clarification on this
matter by Deadline 6.

Status

EB-
08

Avoidance of
coarse fish
spawning period
where open-cut
trenching is used
at watercourse
crossing points

EA raised in their Relevant
Representation that the
period of avoidance for
open-cut trenching at
watercourse crossing
points should be extended
to June 16™ (avoidance
period was previously
October — May inclusive) to
protect spawning coarse
fish which may be present.

This comment was discussed in
a meeting between the
Applicant and the Environment
Agency on 01/10/2025.

The Applicant notes this
comment, and, as agreed, will
seek to either avoid open-cut
trenching works on the affected
watercourses during the coarse
fish spawning period (15th
March - 15th June inclusive), or
otherwise pre-commencement
survey work will be undertaken
to establish whether the
avoidance period is required for
each relevant watercourse
crossing point. This may
comprise habitat suitability
assessments to establish
whether suitable spawning
habitat is present at each
crossing point, or fish surveys
to determine whether fish which

Noted and agree.

Agreed
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Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position Status

may spawn in the watercourse
are present/likely absent.

The Environment Agency
confirmed during the meeting
that features characterised as
wet ditches can be scoped out
of this timing restriction, as this
only applies to permanently wet
watercourses with a flow.

The cable installation
methodology to be used at each
of the affected crossing points,
as well as any required
mitigation measures for
spawning/migrating fish, would
be discussed and agreed with
the EA/relevant consenting
body post-DCO consent, prior
to work commencing. An
updated version of the Outline
Ecological Protection and
Mitigation Strategy
CONFIDENTIAL
[EXSEX6/GH7.5_CD] has been
submitted at Deadline 1 which
outlines this approach.
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Below are the matters that have been identified through consultation, grouped into Matters Agreed and Matters Under

Discussion.

Table 3.2: Hydrology, Flood Risk and Drainage

Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

HYD-01

Water
Framework
Directive
(WFD)

The Environment
Agency required
confirmation that the
scope and
methodology of the
Water Framework
Directive (WFD)
assessment were
appropriate, including
consideration of
hydromorphology,
water quality and
pollution risk, in line
with WFD objectives.

The WFD Assessment
[EX5/GH7-22 BREP5-081]
sets out an appraisal of
potential impacts on relevant
waterbodies. It follows a
source-pathway-receptor
approach and confirms that the
Proposed Development will not
lead to deterioration in status or
prevent achievement of Good
Ecological Potential. The
assessment draws on baseline
data also presented in the
Water Resources Assessment
[APP-563REP5-081],
Environmental Statement
Chapter 10 Hydrology, Flood
Risk and Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC], and
ES Appendix 10.1 Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Report

[EX5/GH6.3.-10.1_BREP5-021].

We are satisfied with this
assessment.

Please note, the mitigation in the
WFD Assessment is not identical to
that captured in the OCEMP, for
instance, Table 8 of the WFD
Assessment in the Construction
section does not mention drip trays
as a way for managed fuel/oil (as an
example). Please align for
consistency.

Firewater risk is not identified in the
operation section of Table 8; it
should be for consistency and to
ensure that WFD bodies are
assessed for all impacts. However,
providing our other advice is followed
we don’t have concerns that
firewater will be able to enter any
WFD bodies.

Matter Under
DiscussionAgreed.
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Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant notes the EA’s
comments and will seek to
review the consistency of
mitigation. A review and update
of the management plans and
commitments register will be
carried out by Deadline 6 to
ensure any amendments
throughout the examination
process are captured and
consistent. This will include
aligning the mitigation schedule
in the WFD Assessment with
the OCEMP (for example
construction fuel and oil
management controls) and
updating the operational
mitigation schedule to explicitly
include firewater as a potential
pathway, reflecting the
embedded containment and
testing approach.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

The mitigation schedule in the
WFD Assessment [EX5/

We await to see updated WFD
Assessment and OCEMP when
submitted.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

This matter is resolved as the WFD
Assessment has been updated with

the relevant information as
requested.
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Details of Matters for

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

Discussion

GH7.22 BREP5-081] has been
updated with the OCEMP
[EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC] for
submission at Deadline 5.

HYD-02

Design

The Environment
Agency required that
the design incorporate
appropriate
embedded measures
to prevent
contamination of
surface water
features, particularly
from the BESS,
substation and other
infrastructure,
consistent with the
scope of ES Chapter
10.

Embedded pollution prevention
measures include bunded
drainage systems, self-
actuating shut-off valves for the
BESS, and firewater
containment. These are
detailed in Environmental
Statement Chapter 10
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC], ES
Appendix 10.1 Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1B].REP5-
021] and Annex J
[EX5/GHE.2.10.1 BREP5-031]
and are secured through the
Outline Construction
Environmental Management
Plan [EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC] and
DCO Requirement 11 in the
Draft Development Consent
Order [EXSEX6/GH3.1_BE].
Groundwater contamination risk
is considered separately under

Embedded pollution prevention
measures regarding bunded
drainage and measures throughout
construction are suitable for this
design stage of the project. We wish
to be consulted on the detailed
design measures secured within the
CEMP, OEMP and DEMP. Please
include the Environment Agency as
a named consultee in DCO
Requirements 13 (Construction
environmental management plan),
14 (Operational environmental
management plan) and 21
(Decommissioning and restoration).

Regarding BESS drainage and
firewater containment, there are a
few areas where will still require
further details to be included in the
relevant documents. Further
comments on the OBSSMP are
below in reference to HYD-09.

Matter Under
DiscussionAgreed.
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Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

ES Chapter 11: Ground
Conditions [REP1-025].

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant will incorporate
the proposed amendment into
the next iteration of the Draft
DCO, adding the Environment
Agency as a named consultee
in Requirements 13
(Construction Environmental
Management Plan), 14
(Operational Environmental
Management Plan), and 21
(Decommissioning and
Restoration).

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

The draft DCO
[EXSEX6/GH3.1_BE] has been
updated for submission at
Deadline 5 to include the
Environment Agency as a
named consultee for the
surface and foul water
drainage.

We await to see updated draft DCO
when submitted.

Consultee Position following
Applicant’s Response 17/03/2026

The matter is resolved as the Draft
DCO has been updated with the
relevant wording as requested.
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Consultee Position

Status

climate change uplifts
in accordance with the
latest allowances to
demonstrate
resilience of SuDS
and flood mitigation.

with the latest EA guidance to
demonstrate resilience of SuDS
and flood mitigation. The
drainage design uses the EA
upper peak rainfall allowance
for the Anglian Nene
catchment, applying a 40%

HYD-03 Surface Water | The Applicant was Surface water flood risk was We would defer to the respective Agreed
Flooding required to assess the | assessed using the NaFRA2 LLFA with regards to surface water
risk of surface water dataset (January 2025) and drainage, but the datasets used for
flooding using current | Risk of Flooding from Surface the baseline assessment are
Environment Agency | Water (RoFSW) mapping. This | considered reasonable and up to
datasets and an approach is consistent with EA | date.
approach aligned with | guidance and is documented in
national guidance. in Environmental Statement
Chapter 10 Hydrology, Flood
Risk and Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC]Jand
the ES Appendix 10.1 Flood
Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1BREP5-021].
The modelling confirms the site
is at low risk from surface water
flooding.
HYD-04 Drainage The Environment The Environment Agency We are satisfied that by Metosader
Strategy Agency required the required the drainage strategy using SuDS surface runoff can be DiseussionAgreed
drainage strategy to to apply appropriate climate treated sufficiently and can be used
apply appropriate change uplifts in accordance to manage surface water. However,

please include the Environment
Agency as a named consultee in
DCO Requirement 11 for the surface
and foul water drainage.

EA Relevant Reps issue EA/WQ/04
is not included in the SoCG and is

30|Page



Statement of Common Ground: Environment Agency (Revision BC)

FebruaryMarch 2026

Matter
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Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

uplift to peak rainfall intensity
for the critical events, as set out
in ES Chapter 10 Hydrology,
Flood Risk and Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC] and
the ES Appendix 10.1 Flood
Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1BREP5-021].
This provides the basis for the
site-specific drainage design in
the supporting annexes.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

Points relating to EA/WQ/04
and EA/WQ/07 have been
included in the SOCG under
matters ‘HYD-16 and HYD-17".

The Applicant will incorporate
the proposed amendment into
the next iteration of the Draft
DCO, adding the Environment
Agency as a named consultee
Requirement 11 for the surface
and foul water drainage.

Comments on HYD-16 and
HYD-17 are now below.

unresolved — please include this as
an issue in this document. Our
comments on foul drainage are as
follows:

Whilst we appreciate the updates to
section 5.3.9 of the FRADS
(EX5/GH6-3-10-1+—BREP5-021) and
in Table 3.4 of the OOEMP
(EX5EX6/GH7.2_€D), there have
been no updates to Table 3.4 of the
OCEMP (EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC), and
there is an absence of any reference
to foul water in the Decommissioning
Statement (EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC).
There should be consistent details
provided in all three phases of the
project, so we request that the
OCEMP and Decommissioning
Statement are updated.

Regarding EA/WQ/07, we don’t
believe this has been resolved as
despite what was written in the
Responses to Deadline 1
Submissions (REP2-050), Chapter
10 has not yet been updated to
clarify that filtering effect is only for
sediment, and not for hydrocarbons
and heavy metals. Furthermore,
although you have said that
protections against other pollutants
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Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

The draft DCO
[EXSEX6/GH3.1_DE] has been
updated for submission at
Deadline 5 to include the
Environment Agency as a
named consultee for the
surface and foul water
drainage.

are secured in the OCEMP, whilst
we acknowledge that there is good
oil and fuel management in the
OCEMP (EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC), it but
doesn't explicitly mention heavy
metals. Chapter 10 and the OCEMP
should be updated before EA/WQ/07
can be resolved.

We await to see updated draft DCO
when submitted.

CommentsonHYD-16-and- HYD-17
are-now-below:

Consultee Position following
Applicant’s Response 17/03/2026

The matter is resolved as the Draft
DCO has been updated with the
relevant wording as requested.

HYD-05

Surface Water
Management

The Environment
Agency required the
Applicant to identify
and characterise all
relevant on-site and
off-site watercourses
and ditches to inform
the FRA and surface
water management.

All relevant watercourses and
field drains were identified
using a combination of site
walkovers, LiDAR, and
topographic survey data. These
are described in Environmental
Statement Chapter 10
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage
[EXSEX6/GH6.2.10_BC]Jand

Noted as complete

Agreed
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Applicant Position
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Status

Discussion

documented across the ES
Appendix 10.1 to 10.8 [REP1-
053-toREP5-021, REP-023 and
REP-025, APP-108}.100, APP-
101,APP-102, REP5-027,APP-
104, APP-105]. This
information informed the
surface water drainage strategy
and identification of flow paths.

HYD-06

Fluvial Flood
Modelling

Whether the baseline
hydraulic modelling for
Grendon Brook and
the River Nene,
including use of 1D
ISIS models and
application of +45%
climate change
allowance, is
appropriate and
consistent with EA
modelling standards.

Fluvial flood risk to the BESS
has been assessed using the
updated Environment Agency
Middle Nene and Grendon
Brook Flood Modeller models
together with a 2D TUFLOW
direct rainfall model of the Field
Drain. The Hydraulic Modelling
Report submitted at Deadline 2
sets out the model geometry,
hydrology, climate change
allowances and sensitivity
testing. The Middle Nene and
Grendon Brook models
simulate the 1 percent and 0.1
percent AEP events with +13
percent and +36 percent uplifts,
using updated LiDAR and
targeted checks on roughness,
flows and bed levels. The Field
Drain model applies ReFH2

We are happy with the modelling
approach undertaken for the
Grendon Brook. The Applicant has
provided additional detail with
regards to some of the assumptions
made in the modelling and has
undertaken associated sensitivity
testing.

With regards to the River Nene
modelling, the Applicant has
undertaken additional sensitivity
testing; however, the Applicant
should present the mapped outputs
of the sensitivity testing for the
middle River Nene in relation to the
Battery Energy Storage System
(BESS) within the Flood Risk
Assessment. This is important
because the Applicant’s updated
hydraulic modelling for the middle
River Nene shows a reduction in

Agreed
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Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

rainfall with 25 percent and 35
percent uplifts paired to the
river flow allowances. Results
confirm the BESS remains flood
free from the River Nene, that
only narrow low lying margins
adjacent to Grendon Brook
flood in higher order events,
and that fluvial risk from the
Field Drain is negligible. A
merged depth grid identifies the
worst case across all models
and confirms the BESS
platform meets the less than
one metre flood depth
resilience criterion in ES
Appendix 10.11 BESS FRA
[EX5/GH6.3.10.-11 - BREPS-
031] with no increase in flood
risk elsewhere.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant will provide the
mapped outputs from the
Middle River Nene sensitivity
testing at the BESS location
within the Flood Risk
Assessment material, to

flood extent when compared to the
existing Environment Agency
hydraulic model outputs. We need to
be confident that the BESS is not at
flood risk from the River Nene during
the design flood event.

With regards to climate change
allowances, the higher central
(+13%) and upper (+36%) climate
change scenarios for the 2080s
epoch for the Nene management
catchment have been used. These
are the correct fluvial climate change
allowances and are compliant with

policy.

The applicant’s response seems
reasonable in principle; however, we
await the mapped outputs from the
sensitivity testing for the River Nene
before this matter can be agreed.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

Sensitivity testing model outputs for
the Middle Nene are now included in
Green Hill Solar Farm Hydraulic
Modelling Technical Note BESS
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evidence the modelled flood
extents for the design events
and confirm the BESS is not at
fluvial flood risk from the River
Nene. This will be issued by
Deadline 5 and will be
presented alongside the
existing BESS assessment in
ES Appendix 10.11 BESS
FRA [EX5/GH6.3.10.1 _BREPS5-
031].

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

The updated Hydraulic
Modelling Note has been
submitted at Deadline 5.

(February 2026) (REP5-092). The
sensitivity testing outputs for the
Middle Nene where roughness is
increased by 20% (Sensitivity Test 1
— ST1) shows that the BESS area is
not affected by flooding. This is
reasonable and no further action is
considered necessary. This matter is

resolved.

HYD-07

Rainfall
Hyetographs

Whether rainfall
hyetograph data and
associated ReFH2
calculations used in
the 2D surface water
modelling are
accurate and aligned
with EA requirements.

Surface water modelling of the
Field Drain was undertaken in
TUFLOW using direct rainfall
derived from ReFH2. The
Hydraulic Modelling Report
submitted at Deadline 2 sets
out the catchment descriptors,
storm profiles and hyetographs
used for the 3.3 percent, 1
percent and 0.1 percent AEP
events, with 25 percent and 35

The use of the Revitalised Flood
Hydrograph (ReFH2) approach to
derive rainfall hydrographs and
account for infiltration losses through
the application of net rainfall is
considered reasonable. The
applicant should confirm that the
Flood Estimation Handbook (FEH)
depth duration frequency (DDF) 22
rainfall dataset has been used in
their assessment as it is not clear

Agreed
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percent rainfall uplifts applied in
line with current Environment
Agency allowances.
Hydrological checks and
sensitivity testing were
completed for rainfall rate,
downstream boundary and
roughness. The approach is
consistent with ReFH2
guidance and appropriate for a
small responsive catchment
and provides a robust basis for
assessing surface water
exceedance alongside the
wider FRA in ES Appendix
10.1 [EX5/GH6-3-10-1—_BREPS5-
021] and the BESS assessment
in ES Appendix 10.11
[EX5/GH6-3-10-11—BREP5-
031].

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant will confirm within
the hydraulic modelling
technical note that the FEH
DDF22 rainfall dataset has
been used to derive the ReFH2
rainfall depths and hyetographs

from the updated hydraulic modelling
technical note document reference
313532-REP-001 Issue 2 (document
library reference REP2-052) that this
is the case.

The applicant’s response is
reasonable. Use of the FEH DDF22
rainfall data is up to date. This matter
is agreed.
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for the Field Drain direct rainfall
model. If any discrepancy is
identified, the Applicant will
update the hyetograph inputs
and reissue the supporting
calculations and outputs by
Deadline 5.

HYD-08

Residual Risk
and
Emergency
Response

Adequacy of the
Applicant’s
assessment of
residual flood risk and
emergency response
planning, particularly
in relation to
overtopping events or
blocked drainage
scenarios.

Residual flood risk has been
assessed using the updated
Middle Nene, Grendon Brook
and Field Drain models
documented in the Hydraulic
Modelling Report [REP2-052]
submitted at Deadline 2,
together with the BESS
assessment in ES Appendix
10.11
[EX5/GH6-3-140-11—-BREPS5-
031] and the wider FRA in ES
Appendix 10.1

[EX5/GH6.3.10.1_BREP5-021].

Sensitivity testing has been
undertaken to represent
overtopping, blockage and
reduced capacity scenarios,
including variations in flows,
roughness, bed levels, rainfall
rate, downstream boundary
conditions and culvert
dimensions. The merged depth

Applicant Response to Consultee
Position 24/02/2026

The updated Hydraulic Modelling
Note to be submitted at Deadline 5.

Please see our comments raised in
response to HYD-06 regarding the
sensitivity runs for the River Nene.
Additionally, please clarify why
compensatory storage is not
required if the BESS platforms
encroach into areas of flood risk as
highlighted in table 2 page 14 of
Appendix 10.11: Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy
Annex J: Green Hill BESS

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

Note that the updated FRA confirms
that the BESS does not result in a
loss of floodplain storage. The

Matter Under
DiseussionAgreed
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grid confirms the BESS roughness sensitivity testing for the
platform remains within the less | Middle Nene shows that the BESS is
than one metre flood depth not affected by flooding. This seems
resilience threshold under all reasonable and this matter is
sensitivity scenarios. agreed.

Operational resilience,
emergency access, drainage
shut-off controls and response
procedures are secured
through the OCEMP
[EXS5EX6/GH7.1_BC] and
OEMP [EX5EX6/GH7.2_€CD].
Residual risks are therefore
well understood and can be
safely managed through
embedded design and
operational measures.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant will address the
River Nene sensitivity outputs
as set out under HYD-06. The
Environment Agency’s
published flood extents have
been superseded by site-
specific hydraulic modelling,
which confirms that there is no
fluvial flooding from the River
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Nene or Grendon Brook within
areas of built development at
the BESS. The shallow flooding
identified in Appendix 10.11
relates to pluvial exceedance
from direct rainfall and local
drainage pathways, not
displacement of fluvial
floodwater, and is managed
through the drainage design
which captures, conveys and
contains runoff within the BESS
drainage catchment, with
controlled discharge and shut-
off capability in the event of an
incident.

No compensatory flood storage
is therefore required, as there is
no loss of fluvial floodplain
storage or impediment to flood
flows. This resolves the
concern, subject to provision of
the River Nene sensitivity
mapping at Deadline.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026
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The updated Hydraulic
Modelling Note has been
submitted at Deadline 5.

HYD-09

Drainage
Strategy and
BESS
Containment

Whether the drainage
design adequately
protects BESS
infrastructure from
flooding and prevents
discharge of
contaminants.

The BESS will use an
impermeable and isolated
drainage system that provides a
sealed containment
arrangement during an incident,
consistent with the
commitments in the BESS FRA
in ES Appendix 10.11
[EX5/GH6-3-10-11BREP5-
031], the wider FRA in ES
Appendix 10.1
[EX5/GH6.3.10.1_B}.REP5-021
and the Outline Battery
Storage Safety Management
Plan [EX5/GH7-7—BREP5-
075]. The solution will follow the
performance-based
requirements set out in the ES
and OBSSMP, which focus on
impermeability, isolation of the
BESS area during a fire event,
and controlled release after
testing. The final approach will
be confirmed at detailed design,
but will deliver an impermeable
lined system with isolation
valves and no routine

There are still uncertainties with
regards to BESS drainage and
firewater containment. This is partly
because although some information
is detailed in some documents, it is
not specific across all relevant
documents.—

e |mpermeable lining - For
example, impermeable lining is
mentioned many times in the
FRADS Annex J: Green Hill
BESS (REP1-058) in section
3.5.3,3.9.2and 4.1.3. ltis also
included in the updated Chapter
10 in section 10.9.3 (REP1-024)
and Table 3.4 of the OOEMP
(REP1-134). However, there is
no reference to impermeable
lining in the FRADS (REP1-054)
or in the OBSSMP (REP1-144).
The FRADS and OBSSMP
should be updated for
consistency. Issues EA/WQ/01
and EA/WQ/08 raised in EA
Relevant Representation are still
not resolved.

Matter Under
DiscussionAgreed
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connection to the wider
drainage network. ES Chapter
22 Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025]
confirms low sensitivity
receptors. On this basis, the
drainage strategy will protect
the BESS infrastructure from
flooding and will prevent the
discharge of contaminants to
surface or groundwater.
Together, these confirm the risk
of discharge to surface or
groundwater is negligible.

Applicants Response to
Consultee Position

The Applicant confirms that the
BESS drainage strategy
secures containment, isolation
and prevention of contaminant
discharge, and that the
Environment Agency’s concern
relates to consistency and
specificity across the document
suite rather than the adequacy
of the underlying approach. The
Applicant is not committing to
detailed design methods at this

e Automatic valves — As we
commented back in our
Response to first written
questions (ExQ1) (REP1-185),
we requested that more
information should be added to
the OBSSMP and the FRADS to
secure a manual closing options
and the method of how the valve
would be triggered to close. We
welcome the Applicant
Responses to Deadline 1
Submissions (REP2-050) for
Q8.0.9, but that information must
be secured in the OBSSMP. If it
is not updated, we will be raising
this post-consent when we are
consulted on the BSSMP.
Therefore, as above, issues
EA/WQ/01 and EA/WQ/08 in EA
Relevant Representations are
still not resolved.

Additionally, although FRADS Annex
J: Green Hill BESS (REP1-058) has
a maintenance section in Annex F,
there is no mention of any regular
maintenance or monitoring of the
shut-off valve. It should be tested at
a suitable frequency to ensure it
remains in good working order so
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stage, but will strengthen and
align the principles that will
govern detailed design and
operation.

By Deadline 5, the Applicant
will update the Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy, the Outline Battery
Storage Safety Management
Plan and the relevant
operational management text
so they consistently secure:
impermeable lining of the BESS
drainage system; incident
isolation from the wider
drainage network; containment
of firewater for sampling and
analysis prior to any controlled
release or off-site removal; and
shut-off valve operation,
including the trigger
mechanism, manual closure or
override, and an inspection,
testing and maintenance
regime. The updates will also
explicitly secure post-incident
recovery principles, including
inspection of the drainage
system and gravel subbase
(where used) and, where

that in the event of a fire it could
close quickly when required. The
Applicant should update the
OBSSMP or FRADS to reflect this.
This was previously requested in
EA/WQ/09 and therefore this is not
resolved.

Gravel cleaning/removal — EA
Relevant Representations (RR-
1224) made clear that gravel
substrate can get contaminated
by firewater, and after a fire
event could cause secondary
pollution if any contaminants are
re-mobilised by surface runoff.
We welcome the Applicant
Responses to Relevant
Representations (REP1-161) for
EAO009 which says that there will
be inspection, maintenance and
replacement of contaminated
subbase, but that information
must be secured in the
OBSSMP and OOEMP to
ensure that any post-incident
recovery is secured. This was
previously requested in
EA/WQ/01, EA/WQ/03, and
EA/WQ/09 but these updates to
OBSSMP or OOEMP have not
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contamination is identified,
cleaning and or removal and
replacement prior to
recommencing operation.

The Applicant also confirms
that reuse of firefighting water
from the drainage system would
be exceptional, would be
operator-led with appropriate
testing and specialist advice,
and is not an assumed
firefighting tactic.
Northamptonshire Fire and
Rescue Service (NFRS) would
be consulted as part of this
onsite operational decision-
making process; there must be
complete confidence that there
is no water contamination
because this would be highly
likely to damage NFRS critical
firefighting equipment.
Operation would not restart
following an incident until the
drainage system has been fully
remediated and is confirmed to
be functioning as intended in
accordance with the DCO
requirements. These updates
will be provided by Deadline 5.

yet happened and therefore this
is not resolved.

In the meeting on 1%t October, the
Applicant verbally agreed that a
detailed management plan would
confirm cleaning process or removal
of gravel, and that the management
plan would include general
maintenance and cleaning of BESS
drainage, however we have not yet
seen this in the documents
submitted at this deadline.

e Testing of firewater and battery
removal during operation also
need resolving but these issues
haven’t been raised yet (further
information provided to the
Applicant on 16/12/2025)

We understand that the Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy,
and the Outline Battery Storage
Safety Management Plan will be
updated at the next deadline and
await to review those documents.

We note that in the meeting on the
19" February, the Applicant stated
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Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

The updated Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy [EX5/GH6.-3-10.6- B
EX5/GH6.-3.-10-10_AREP5-027,

that therethey were not committing to
design details, but seeking to agree
design principles. This is
acknowledged, but the documents
should still assess worst-case
scenarios.

Consultee Position following

REP5-029 and
EX5/GH6.3.10.11_BREP5-
031], and the Outline Battery
Storage Safety
[EX5/GH7-7-BREP5-075]
Management Plan have been
updated for submission at
Deadline 5. The applicant
confirms that although we
cannot commit to a design at
this stage we can agree to
binding principals that will be
carried through to detailed
design and subject to relevant
consultee approvals including
the Environment Agency.

Applicant Response 17/03/2026

Additional information added to
Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy
(5.3.9t0 5.3.13), and oBSMP (5.3.2
& 5.5.5 to 5.5.7) which resolves
these queries. This matter is now

agreed.

HYD-10

Construction
Phase Flood
Risk

Whether construction
phase flood risks have
been adequately
assessed and
mitigated, including

Construction phase flood risk
has been assessed in the FRA
in ES Appendix 10.1
[EX5/GHE.3.10.1 BREP5-021]
and ES Chapter 10

Noted.

Agreed
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surface water and
fluvial risk to
compounds and
laydown areas.

Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC],
supported by the findings of the
Hydraulic Modelling Report
submitted at Deadline 2. The
identified construction
compounds and laydown areas
avoid Flood Zone 3 where
practicable and are located
outside the main areas of fluvial
and surface water hazard.
Where temporary works fall
within areas of surface water
accumulation, risk will be
managed through good practice
measures secured in the
OCEMP [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC],
including temporary drainage
control, exceedance routing,
material storage protocols and
contingency arrangements for
high flows. ES Chapter 22
Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025]
confirms low sensitivity
receptors and that pollution
risks are controllable with
standard site management. On
this basis, construction phase
flood risks have been
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adequately assessed and can
be safely managed.

| HYD-1211

Watercourse
Crossing
Design and
Permitting

Whether the approach
to watercourse
crossing design and
environmental
permitting is
sufficiently developed
and in line with EA
expectations.

All permanent and temporary
watercourse crossings have
been assessed, with HDD
adopted where feasible to avoid
instream works. Crossing
locations are selected to
minimise hydraulic or ecological
impact, with entry/exit points
located outside the floodplain.
All works will be subject to
Environmental Permitting
Regulations and will require
Flood Risk Activity Permits
where relevant. Engagement
with the Environment Agency
on detailed design and
permitting is ongoing. The
design approach is consistent
with CIRIA C793 and EA good
practice.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

Appendix 10.2 [EX5/
GH6-3-10-2-AREP5-023 and
REP5-025] has been updated
to acknowledge the Wilby Flood

The approach to watercourse
crossings is generally acceptable.
However, the submitted Crossing
Schedule (document ref:
EX3EX6/GH7.18_AB) shows Main
River crossings HV_SP8561_004,
GHF_SP8959 002,
HV_SP8859 001 using open cut
construction. We would expect all
Main River crossings to employ HHD
methodology.

As discussed at the meeting on 19
Feb, applicant to look into these
crossing points and amend Crossing
Schedule as necessary.

Disapplication

We confirm that the Applicant’s
request to disapply Flood Risk
Activity Permits (FRAP) under the
Environmental Permitting (England
and Wales) Regulations 2016 has
been deemed appropriate for the
proposed development. The
standard Protective Provisions in
favour of the Environment Agency
must be included in the DCO.

Matter Under
Discussion

46|Page




Statement of Common Ground: Environment Agency (Revision BC)

FebruaryMarch 2026

Matter

Details of Matters for

Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

Storage Area and measures to
mitigate impacts to the FSA.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/03/2026

The Applicant has updated the
Crossing Schedule
[EX6/GH7.18 B] to include the
Wilby Flood Storage Area. The
Outline Construction
Environmental Management
Plan [EX6/GH7.1 C] has also
been updated to include a
commitment to undertake a pre-
commencement survey and to
engage with the Environment
Agency regarding the proposed
crossing in this area.

The draft DCO (Revision E)
[EX6/GH3.1 E] has been
updated at Deadline 6 to
include the Environment
Agency standard form of
protective provisions.

The following conditions must also
be met by the Applicant for the
disapplication of FRAP to be
acceptable to the Environment
Agency:

All Main River crossings must use
Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD)
methodology.

The Applicant doesn’t seem to have
made reference to the Wilby Flood
Storage Area at NGR:
SP8610865442. This needs to be
acknowledged in relevant
documents, including the Crossings
Register.

Ideally, we do not want the cable
under the control structure / reservoir
wall, we would also prefer if it was
further upstream in the storage area,
in the event we wished to do works
to the reservoir embankment. The
Applicant should take heed of this
comment.

We will require details that the
Applicant’s works do not impact
Environment Agency assets.
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NB: HDD launch and exit pits should
preferably be located outside the
floodplain, or at least sufficiently
distant from the watercourse so that
any future lateral movement
(geomorphic change) of the
watercourse does not intercept and
expose cable infrastructure.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

The above comments regarding
disapplication remain valid.

We note the Protected Provisions in
the draft DCO submitted at Deadline
5 have been amended. Our standard
Protective Provisions have been
robustly reviewed and they are fit for
purpose. We will only accept
amendments to them when it is
necessary and appropriate. In the
case of this project, amendments to
our standard Protective Provisions
are not required. We request that our
standard Protective Provisions are
included in the DCO.

We provided further confirmation on
our position regarding the use of our
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standard Protective Provisions in an
email to the applicant’s legal team on

17 March 2026.

Regarding Wilby FSA reference
added to Appendix 10.2, this is noted

and an important addition to that
document. Discussions are ongoing
with the Applicant, and the EA are
investigating available asset details.

HYD-1312

Floodplain
Storage and
Compensation

Whether the potential
loss of functional
floodplain has been
appropriately
assessed and level-
for-level
compensation
secured if necessary.

Encroachment into Flood Zone
3 has been minimised through
iterative design. Any
unavoidable encroachment is
limited in area and depth and
has been assessed for impact
on floodplain storage using the
hydraulic model. These are
reported in ES Appendix 10.1
Flood Risk Assessment and
Drainage Strategy Report

[EX5/GH6.3.10.1_BREP5-021].

Where applicable, level-for-
level compensatory storage will
be provided in hydraulically
connected areas, secured
through detailed design. The
development will not reduce

Noted. Applicant to submit further
detail confirming extent of floodplain
compensation required, and how this
can be delivered.

The applicant should submit
calculations to support the
conclusion that the scheme results in
no loss of floodplain, and no
compensatory flood storage
required.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

We are satisfied with the submitted
calculations with regards to
floodplain volume impacts, and the
conclusions that flood plain

Matter Under
DiseussionAgreed
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floodplain function or increase compensation is not required. This
flood risk elsewhere. matter is now agreed.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

Encroachment into Flood Zone
3 has been assessed and is
limited to peripheral areas of
panelled development at Green
Hill E and Green Hill F only,
with no built form or ground
raising within the functional
floodplain. At these locations,
potential floodplain storage
displacement has been
conservatively quantified using
the cross sectional area of
panel support piles, assumed
pile density and worst case
flood depth. This demonstrates
a very small displaced volume
which, when distributed across
the receiving floodplain, results
in a sub millimetre theoretical
change in flood depth and no
measurable effect on flood
levels, extents or flow routes.
This assessment is set out
within Environmental
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Statement Appendix 10.8
Flood Risk Assessment and
Drainage Strategy Annex G
Green Hill E [APP-105] and
Environmental Statement
Appendix 10.9 Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Annex H Green Hill
F [APP-106].

On this basis, level for level
floodplain compensation is not
considered necessary or
proportionate, as there is no
material loss of functional
floodplain storage and no
increase in flood risk
elsewhere. This resolves the
concern.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position
24/02/2026

| Floodplain storage
displacement calculations have
already been undertaken and
reported within the submitted
FRA annexes, confirming that
the Scheme results in no
material loss of floodplain
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storage and that compensatory
storage is not required.

For Green Hill E, a conservative
assessment of PV support pile
displacement has been
completed (cross-sectional area
28.65 cm?, assumed 2,200 piles
within Flood Zones 2 and 3,
worst-case flood depth 1.2 m).
This results in a total displaced
volume of approximately 8 m3.
When distributed across the
defined floodplain area of circa
27,000 m?, the theoretical
increase in flood depth is
approximately 0.296 mm, which
is negligible. These calculations
are presented in FRA Annex G:
Green Hill E [APP-392], Section
2.1 (paragraphs 2.1.5t0 2.1.7).

For Green Hill F, the same
conservative displacement
volume (8 m?®) has been tested
against the defined upstream
floodplain extents for Fields
FF3 and FF32. When spread
across the assessed floodplain
areas (approximately
318,482.07 m? and 20,483.7 m?
respectively), the theoretical
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increases in flood depth are
approximately 0.000025 mm
and 0.39 mm. These
calculations are set out in FRA
Annex H: Green Hill F [APP-
393], Section 2.1 (paragraphs
2.1.6t02.1.9).

On this basis, the submitted
calculations demonstrate that
the Scheme does not give rise
to any material loss of
floodplain storage and that
compensatory flood storage is
not required.

Drinking Water
Groundwater
Safeguard Zones.

be collected via lined drainage
systems and discharged only
where appropriate risk
assessments support this.
Infrastructure such as the
BESS and substation are
located on impermeable
surfacing within contained
areas. No discharges to ground
are proposed in sensitive
zones. These measures are
documented in ES Appendix

Drinking Water Surface Water
Protected Area, but none of the site
is underlain by a Drinking Water
Groundwater Safeguard Zone.
Please amend the comments on the
left as appropriate. We will provide
comment in the next iteration of the
draft SoCG.

HYD-14413 | Pollution Whether pollution The layout avoids locating The whole site is underlain by MatterUnder
Control in control measures are | infiltration SuDS within Drinking | various Drinking Water Surface DiseussionAgreed
Sensitive adequate in locations | Water Safeguard Zones. In Water Safeguard Zones, and the
Catchments designated as these areas, surface water will | southern extent is underlain by a
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10.1 Flood Risk Assessment
and Drainage Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1BREP5-021]
and confirmed in ES Chapter
22 Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025]
which reports no contaminant
linkages or risks to groundwater
quality.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

The layout avoids locating
infiltration SuDS within Drinking
Water Surface Water
Safeguard Zones and within the
Drinking Water Surface Water
Protected Area. In these areas,
surface water will be collected
via lined drainage systems and
discharged only where
appropriate risk assessments
support this. Infrastructure such
as the BESS and substation are
located on impermeable
surfacing within contained
areas. No discharges to ground
are proposed in these sensitive
surface water designations.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

The applicant’s response remains
written in a way which does not
acknowledge the whole site is
underlain by Drinking Water Surface
Water Safequard Zones, but their
commitment to avoid infiltration
SuDS in these areas is acceptable
regardless of how it is worded. The
other measures outlined also appear
to be acceptable.

As noted in HYD-09, the applicant
must consider storage and disposal
routes for contained potentially
contaminated firewater, including the
timescales involved and implications
for continued safe site operation.
Due to Drinking Water Surface
Water Safeguard Zones, we might
not agree for this to be discharged to

ground.
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These measures are
documented in ES Appendix
10.1 Flood Risk Assessment
and Drainage Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1BREP5-021]
and confirmed in ES Chapter
22 Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025]
which reports no contaminant
linkages or risks to groundwater
quality.

HYD-1614

Foul Water
Drainage

Whether a foul water
disposal strategy
should be provided in
more detail.

As confirmed in ES Chapter
10: Hydrology, Flood Risk
and Drainage Revision A
[EXSEX6/GH6.2.10_BC] and
the ES Appendix 10.1 FRADS
[EX5/GH6.3.10.1_BREP5-021],
there is no foul drainage
network associated with the
Scheme and no discharges of
foul or polluted material to
watercourses will occur under
any circumstances.

Welfare facilities at substations
will be served by sealed septic
tanks or self-contained units, to
be emptied as required by
tanker using a licensed waste
carrier. This approach is
embedded in the submitted

Whilst we appreciate the updates to
section 5.3.9 of the FRADS
(EX5/GH6B-3-10-4+—BREP5-021) and
in Table 3.4 of the OOEMP
(EXBEX6/GH7.2_CD), there have
been no updates to Table 3.4 of the
OCEMP (EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC), and
there is an absence of any reference
to foul water in the Decommissioning
Statement (EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC).
There should be consistent details
provided in all three phases of the
project, so we request that the
OCEMP and Decommissioning
Statement are updated.

As discussed in the meeting on the
19" February, the use of sealed

Agreed
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strategy and consistent across | welfare vehicles is agreed in

all sites, as confirmed in the principal but we await to see updated
FRADS Annexes A-J [APP- documents at the next Deadline.

098 to APP-108]. Whilst
detailed sizing and emptying
frequency of septic tanks will be | Consultee Position following
confirmed at the design stage, | Applicant Response 17/03/2026

the {)r'inciplet of t?]ef‘leg The updated comments on foul
containment with tanker water in the OCEMP and ODS are

removal is fixed. Thg draft DCO satisfactory. EA/WQ/04 is resolved.
does not seek any right to

connect to water company foul
networks. Where discharge
permits are required for
temporary facilities, these will
be obtained from the
Environment Agency at the
relevant stage. Wastewater
removed by tanker will be
managed in accordance with
the waste management
procedures set out in the
OCEMP Revision B
[EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC], with
disposal through licensed
carriers to appropriate receiving
facilities.
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Consultee Position

The OCEMP
[EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC] and ODS
[EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC] have
been updated at Deadline 5 to
clarify these points.

Consultee Position

Status

HYD-1715

Risk to
Controlled
Waters

Whether vegetation in
solar panel areas will
capture and take up or
filter contaminants
including
hydrocarbons and
heavy metals, thus
reducing potential
impact to groundwater
receptors.

The Applicant notes the
comments. The discussion in
the ES Chapter 10:
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage
[EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC]
recognises that the risk of
hydrocarbon and heavy metal
contamination from solar panel
areas is very low. The
embedded mitigation measure
of maintaining vegetated
groundcover was intended to
describe the management of
sediment and silt in surface
water runoff rather than the
removal of hydrocarbons or
heavy metals. Additional
protection against
hydrocarbons and other
pollutants is secured through
the measures set out in the ES
Appendix 10.1 FRADS Report

Chapter 10 has not yet been
updated to clarify that filtering effect
is only for sediment, and not for
hydrocarbons and heavy metals.
Furthermore, although you have said
that protections against other
pollutants are secured in the
OCEMP, whilst we acknowledge that
there is good oil and fuel
management in the OCEMP
(EXBEX6/GH7.1_BC), it but doesn't
explicitly mention heavy metals.
Chapter 10 and the OCEMP should
be updated before EA/WQ/07 can be
resolved.

We await to see updated documents
at the next Deadline.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response 17/03/2026

Agreed
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[EXS/GH6-3-10-14—BREP5-021] | We note that Chapter 10 does not

and the OCEMP appear to have been updated but the
[EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC], which relevant comment of “No reliance will
require the use of lined be placed on infiltration for the

drainage, shut-off valves, and treatment of hydrocarbons or heavy
controlled discharge or tanker metals” in Table 3.4 of the OCEMP,
removal in the event of any therefore this commitment is secured
accidental spill. These controls | and EA/WQ/07 is resolved.

ensure that risks to controlled
waters are avoided. The
Applicant will update the text at
the next iteration to clarify that
vegetation provides a slowing
and filtering effect for sediment
and silt only. The assessments
in the ES Appendix 10.1
FRADS Report Revision A
[EX5/GH6.3.10.1_BREP5-021]
and supporting annexes remain
valid, with no significant risk to
controlled waters identified.

Applicant Response to
Consultee Position

| The Applicant will update
Environmental Statement
Chapter 10 Hydrology Flood
Risk and Drainage

| [EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC] to
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clarify that vegetated
groundcover is relied upon for
managing runoff characteristics
and sediment only, and is not
relied upon as mitigation for
hydrocarbons or heavy metals.

Solar panelled areas are limited
to sediment and silt
mobilisation, for which
maintaining vegetated
groundcover is an appropriate
and proportionate control.

Additional pollution prevention
and response controls for
accidental contamination,
where relevant, are secured
through the drainage strategy
and construction management
measures set out in Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage
Strategy Report
[EX5/GH6-3-10-1BREP5-021]
and the Outline Construction
Environmental Management
Plan [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC],
which apply to contaminants
generally.

These clarifications have been
provided for Deadline 5.
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Ground Conditions and Contamination

Below are the matters that have been identified through consultation, grouped into Matters Agreed and Matters Under
Discussion.

Table 3.3: Ground Conditions and Contamination

Details of Matters for
Discussion

Applicant Position

Consultee Position

Status

EA ref: EA/IWQ/05
Issue:

Sensitivity of groundwater
receptors is not defined in
this chapter. 8 Discussion
around sensitivity of
groundwater receptors is
based on an unsuitable risk
classification. Additional
narrative / explanation:

In 10.8.16, it states: “The
sensitivity of ... groundwater
receptors is Medium.” This is
repeated in 10.8.42 and
10.8.55. The sensitivity of
groundwater receptors (such
as aquifers) is not defined in
Table 10.3, so this statement
is unsupported. In Chapter
22, Table 22.3, Principal
aquifers are defined as High

identified receptors, including
superficial deposits such as alluvium
and head deposits, Source Protection
Zones and the potential for shallow
groundwater emergence. These are
addressed through the Preliminary
Risk Assessments and managed by
commitments in the OCEMP
Revision A [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC].
Any potential sources from the BESS
or substations are already mitigated
in ES Chapter 10: Hydrology, Flood
Risk and Drainage
[EXSEX6/GH6.2.10_BC] through the
embedded drainage design, which
includes lined systems with shut-off
valves and storage sized for 1 in 100
plus climate change and fire water
events. On that basis this is not a
flood risk issue. It is explicitly covered
in ES Chapter 22: Ground
Conditions and Contamination

on how these have been done,
and other changes that should
have been made due to the
revisions.

We are pleased to note that
aquifers have been added to
Table 10.3. However, it appears
that all superficial aquifers are
defined as Low sensitivity. This is
not appropriate, as superficial
aquifers are also designated as
principal, secondary, etc.
Whether an aquifer is superficial
or bedrock is not itself a means
of determining its sensitivity.

Paragraph 10.6.7 (newly added)
discusses the site with reference
to the definitions added to Table
10.3, so will need to be updated

in line with our comments above.

GCC- | Groundwater EA Relevant Representation | The ES Chapter 22: Ground Remains under discussion. The | Matter
01 Sensitivity Feedback Conditions [REP1-025] sets out the | applicant has made some Under
baseline geology, hydrogeology and updates, but we have comments | Discussion
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Discussion

sensitivity, and principal
bedrock aquifer is present
directly underlying the site in
some areas. Overall status
of the WFD groundwater
bodies covering most of the
site is Good, which is
defined as High sensitivity in
Table 10.3.

[REP1-025] with drainage design
controls in ES Chapter 10:
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage [EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC]
ensuring the source is managed.

Applicant Response to Consultee
Position

The Applicant has reviewed and
updated Chapter 10
[EXSEX6/GH6.2.10_BC] and the
WFD [EX5/7-22-BREP5-081] for
submission at Deadline 5.

Applicant Response to Consultee
Position 24/03/2026

The Applicant has reviewed and
updated Section 10.8 of Chapter 10
[EX6/GH6.2.10 C] submission at
Deadline 6 to recognise the sensitivity
of groundwater receptors. Following
the implementation of embedded
mitigation measures no significant
effects have been identified.

The applicant still states in
10.8.20 (which was 10.8.16):
“The sensitivity of ...
groundwater receptors is
Medium.” This statement is not
consistent with the definitions
given in the updated Table 10.3.
Some areas of the site are
underlain by principal and
unproductive aquifer, which are
not defined as being medium
sensitivity. Additionally, as we
noted previously, WFD bodies
with a Good status are defined
High sensitivity and this would
apply to most of the site for WFD
Groundwater bodies.

We are satisfied with the
changes made to Table 22.3.

This was not raised as a flood
risk issue.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We are satisfied with many of the

changes made. However,
10.8.20 has not been updated.
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Consultee Position

The sensitivity of some
groundwater receptors
immediately underlying some
areas of the site is high, as
outlined in 10.8.2. The
assessment of significance
should be updated accordingly.
Where relevant, any proposed
mitigation should be reviewed to

ensure it would be suitable for a
higher significance of effects.

Status

GCC-
02

Water Receptors

EA Relevant Representation
Feedback

EA ref: EA/IWQ/06

Issue: Insufficient detail
about water receptors.

Additional narrative /
explanation: We would
expect the applicant to
define the groundwater
aquifer types. The entry
“water bodies of medium
quality” is far too vague to be
used in an assessment such
as this. Principal and
secondary aquifers are
discussed later in this report
so it would be useful to
define them here. Water

Definitions of groundwater receptors,
including Principal, Secondary and
Unproductive Aquifers, are provided
in ES Chapter 22: Ground
Conditions and Contamination
[REP1-025], supported by aquifer
classification mapping. These
receptors are assessed alongside
surface water bodies with reference
to Water Framework Directive
classifications in the Water
Framework Directive Assessment
[EX5/GH7.22 BREP5-081]. The
sensitivity of these receptors has also
been considered in ES Chapter 10:
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage [EXSEX6/GH6.2.10_BC]
and the ES Appendices 10.1 to
10.11 FRADS Report Revision A

Resolved.

We are satisfied with the
changes made to Table 22.3.
However, see also our
comments in response to GCC-
01 which remain under
discussion.

Matter
Agreed
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Framework Directive (WFD)
classifications could also be
in this table. While this
information is in Chapter 10,
it is also relevant here. The
same applies to Table 22.4.

[REP1-053,REP1-055,REP1-057,
APP-098 to APP-108], which apply
the aquifer and WFD definitions in
assessing potential effects.

The Applicant will ensure consistency
between the hydrology and ground
conditions chapters in the final
documentation and agrees that
reference to formal aquifer
classifications provides clearer
context than generic terms such as
“water bodies of medium quality.”

Table 22.3 of ES Chapter 22:
Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025] and
Table 10.3 of ES Chapter 10:
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage [EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC]
have been updated in response to
Relevant Representations made by
the Environment Agency.

GCC-
03

Decommissioning

EA Relevant Representation

Feedback
EA ref: EA/IWQ/10

Issue: Only considers “or
release hazardous
contamination for the
operational timescale of the

Potential effects during
decommissioning have been
considered in the ES Chapter 10:
Hydrology, Flood Risk and
Drainage [EX5EX6/GH6.2.10_BC]
the ES Appendix 10.1 FRADS
Report [EX5/GH6.3-10.-1—_BREPS5-
021] and the ODS

Resolved.

We are satisfied with mitigation
outlined in the ODS. Our query
was a minor point, relating to
specific wording in Chapter 2,
Table 22.4, which has not been
updated.

Matter
Agreed
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development.” This does not
appear to include
decommissioning and any
time thereafter.

Additional narrative /
explanation: Contamination
may persist beyond the
operational timescale of the
development.

[EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC]. These confirm
that decommissioning will follow the
same embedded principles as
construction, with drainage managed
through appropriate SuDS measures
and with no uncontrolled discharges
to ground or surface waters. Any
residual contamination risks
persisting beyond the operational life
of the Scheme will be managed
through measures secured in the
OCEMP [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC], the
OOEMP Revision B
[EXSEX6/GH7.2_CD], and the
OSMP [APP-550EX6/GH7.4 A],
which require appropriate testing,
handling, removal and disposal of any
contaminated materials, including any
SuDS or drainage components within
the BESS compounds. The Applicant
will also comply with any permitting
requirements in consultation with the
Environment Agency. This approach
is consistent with the commitments
set out under ‘EA-011’, which
address the management of
previously unidentified contaminants.
Accordingly, the Applicant confirms
that potential impacts to the water
environment during decommissioning
and thereafter have been assessed

The Applicant Position states:
“residual contamination risks
persisting beyond the operational
life of the Scheme will be
managed through measures
secured in the OCEMP
[EXBEX6/GH7.1_BC], the
OOEMP Revision B
[EX4EX6/GH7.2_BD], and the
OSMP [APP-550EX6/GH7.6_A]".
This is confusing, as none of
these documents apply beyond
the operational life of the
scheme. We suggest this
statement be reconsidered.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We are satisfied that the
applicant commits to the ODS
including the measures required
to manage residual
contamination risks post
operational life of the scheme.
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Applicant Position

and are controlled through the
submitted management plans and
secured by the Draft DCO
[EX5EX6/GH3.1_DE].

Applicant Response to Consultee
Position

We acknowledge the mention of the
OCEMP [EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC],
OOEMP [EX5/7EX6/GH7.2_€D], and
OSMP [APP-550EX6/GH7.6 A] in
relation to the management of
residual contamination risks beyond
the operational life of the Scheme is
confusing as they are not applicable
to that stage of the Scheme. We
confirm that the ODS
[EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC] will document
the measures required to manage
residual contamination risks post
operational life of the scheme.

EA ref: EA/IWQ/11

Issue: Proposed discovery
strategy has a focus on the
identified sources and is not
explicitly clear that it applies

OCEMP [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC] which
is secured by Schedule 2,
Requirement 13 of the Draft DCO
[EXSEX6/GH3.1_DE]. Notifications
are to be made to the EA or relevant

made to OCEMP Table 3.16.

The applicant has not updated
the ODS as requested. We

would like to see this actioned.

GCC- | Unidentified EA Relevant Representation | The discovery strategy is to apply for | Under discussion. Matter
04 contaminants Feedback the entire s¢e. This has been clarified We are satisfied with revisions U_nder _
and set out in Table 3.16 of the Discussion
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to the whole development.
Proposed strategies in
appendices are inadequate.

Additional narrative/
explanation: In Chapter 22,
Section 22.7.5, we are
happy that the discovery
strategy has a focus on the
identified sources, but it
needs to be clear it applies
to the whole development. It
should be added that the EA
may also need to be notified
about contamination if it
affects receptors within our
remit. The LPA may be able
to assist with this latter part.
The same comments apply
for GH7.1 (OCEMP) Table
3.16 and GH7.3 (ODEMP)
Table 3.1 [Ground
Conditions row]. These
should be updated
accordingly. In GH7.1
(OCEMP) Table 3.4, the
paragraph beginning “If any
suspected contaminated
material is discovered during
the works” is insufficient.
The procedure outlined is

regulatory authorities if conditions
impact receptors within their
jurisdiction. Additionally, the proposed
remedial measures are to remain
flexible, depending on the nature and
extent of the contamination identified
and the conditions at hand.

Applicant Response to Consultee
Position 24/03/2026

Fhe- ipplleant “l'” ook tle |eE=|ew“_and§
{24* March).Updates have been

made to the Outline Operational

Additionally, an equivalent
narrative should be added to the
relevant section of the OOEMP.
This would apply if, for example,
previously unknown
contamination is identified during
excavations as part of routine
maintenance in an area not
previously accessed.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response

We look forward to reviewing
updated documents in due

Environmental Management Plan

course. This matter remains

[EX6/GH7.2 D] and

Outline Decommissioning
Statement [EX6/GH7.3 C] to reflect
the inclusion of a discovery strategy.

under discussion until updated
documents have been reviewed

and agreed to.
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not acceptable and differs
from the process detailed
elsewhere. A detailed CEMP
based on the content of this
part of the OCEMP is likely
to be lacking.

Appendix 22.2 (PRA — Cable
Route) Part 6 of 6, Appendix
G — Hotspot Protocol:

- Contact with regulatory
authorities should be raised
earlier in this process and
more prominent

- The process does not
include assessment of the
lateral and vertical extent of
the suspected
contamination. The action
‘removal of the ‘hotspot™
may not be the most
appropriate action in all
cases

- This procedure does not
work for contaminated
groundwater

GCC-
05

Bedrock
Limestone

EA Relevant Representation
Feedback

EA ref: EA/WQ/12

Applicant confirms that the mitigation
measures outlined in the OCEMP
[EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC], OOEMP

Resolved. We thank the
applicant for confirming.

Matter
Agreed
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Issue:

Implication mitigation
measures will only be
implemented where bedrock
limestone is unconfined.

Additional narrative/
explanation:

We agree with the overview
of Blisworth Limestone
Formation (BLF), and the
associated assessment of
risks in Section 22.8.15. It
states: “In the areas where
the BLF is unconfined and a
slightly increased risk exists
to sensitive groundwater
receptors, the mitigation
measures outlined within the
CEMP, OEMP and DEMP
will be implemented to
reduce risk.” It could be
interpreted that where the
BLF is not unconfined, the
mitigation measures will not
be implemented. This would
apply to the vast majority of
the site, and we strongly
disagree with this instruction
if it is intended in this way.

Revision B [EX5EX6/GH7.2_C€D]
and ODS [EXSEX6/GH7.3_BC] will
be applied site wide. The focus was
to emphasize the importance of
measures, particularly in areas where
the Principal Aquifer is unconfined by
clay-rich superficial deposits (e.g., the
Oadby Member), such as in Green
Hill F, due to its increased sensitivity.
While the Principal Aquifer remains a
key controlled water receptor across
the site, the sensitivity is lower in
areas where overlying clay-rich
formations are present, creating a
natural barrier. Nevertheless,
mitigation measures are to be
implemented across the site for the
protection of the Principal Aquifer.
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GCC-
06

Risks to
Controlled Waters

EA Relevant Representation

Feedback
EA ref: EA/WQ/13
Issue:

Incorrect use of sensitivity
tables. Potentially significant
effect concluded to be “not
significant”.

Additional narrative/
explanation:

The applicant states that,
where principal aquifer is
unconfined, there is a High
to Medium Sensitivity and
Low Magnitude, which has a
worst-case Moderate
significance of impact with
embedded mitigation, but
could also be

Moderate/Minor significance. ; . Position.

This agrees with Table 22.5, appl_led correc_tly and consistently o

the significance matrix. The | Within the Environmental Statement. | It would have been beneficial for

applicant goes on to The outcome of “Moderate to the applicant to acknowledge the

conclude this is “not Moderate/Minor” reflects the two conflicting outcomes in the

significant’. The definition in | conservative nature of the main report and provide some

25 4 13 is that methodology. The matrix applied commentary therein. Use of

“Moderate/Minor” and lesser | fesulted in two conflicting outcomes | professional judgementis

effects can be defined as and therefore, it was necessary to acceptable,. and we note this is
apply professional judgement to mentioned in 22.4.9, but not

Risks to controlled waters are Resolved. Matter
assessed in the ES Chapter 22: Agreed
Ground Conditions and
Contamination [REP1-025] and the
Water Framework Directive
Assessment [EX5/GH7.22 BREPS5-
081]. Chapter 22 applies the receptor
sensitivity and significance criteria set

We do not agree with some of
the applicant’s response,
however in general we are
satisfied that the risk is not
significant due to the proposed
embedded mitigation.

out in Tables 22.3 to 22.5. For We consider a conservative
unconfined Principal Aquifers, a approach, as suggested by the
receptor sensitivity of High to Medium | applicant, would use the worst-
and a Low magnitude of effect was case scenario. That would be
identified, giving a classification of Moderate significance.
“Moderate to Moderate/Minor.” As The “Moderate to

defined in paragraph 22.4.13 of the
ES Chapter 22: Ground Conditions
and Contamination [REP1-025],
effects of Moderate/Minor or less are
considered not significant, whereas
Moderate effects are considered
significant. The Applicant considers
that this assessment has been

Moderate/Minor” classification
was determined including
embedded mitigation, and no
additional mitigation measures
are proposed (Table 22.6). As
such, we question the strength of
this part of the Applicant’s
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“not significant”. As such,
Moderate significance
should be treated as
Significant, which the
applicant has not done.
Further mitigation may be
required to manage the
significant risks to controlled
waters where principal
aquifer is unconfined. We
require further information to
provide surety this is in
place. Significant risk to
principal aquifers should be
included in Chapter 26
(summary of significant
effects).

determine the overall significance. In
addition, the inclusion of embedded
mitigation incorporated into the
Scheme design further reduces risk,
confirming that the effects will be
‘non-significant’. These mitigation
measures are secured through the
OCEMP Revision A
[EXSEX6/GH7.1_BC], the OSMP
[APP-550EX6/GH7.6 A], and the
OBSSMP Revision A
[EX5/GH7-7-BREP5-075], and
include pollution prevention controls,
lined containment for hazardous
materials, firewater isolation and
removal procedures, and strict
requirements for the handling and
storage of soils and fuels.

On this basis, the Applicant maintains
its conclusion that the residual effects
on controlled waters are not
significant. This conclusion is
consistent with the findings of the
Water Framework Directive
Assessment [EX5/GH7.22 BREPS5-
081], which confirms that the Scheme
will not result in deterioration of WFD
water body status.

repeated directly in relation to
this classification.

Consultee Position following
Applicant Response
17/03/2026

We thank the applicant for their
acknowledgment of the
hydrogeological setting. We are

satisfied with the mitigation
measures proposed.
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Applicant Response to Consultee
Position

Whilst we recognise that sections of
the route run through areas of high
sensitivity groundwater (principal
aquifer), overall, the risk with
reference to hydrogeology is
considered to be moderate/minor and
it is considered that further mitigation
over and above the embedded
mitigation measures as part of the
construction and operation of the
Scheme is not a requirement.

GCC-
07

Water Framework
Directive

EA Relevant Representation
Feedback

EA ref: EA/IWQ/14
Issue:

Very limited information or
discussion on WFD
Groundwater bodies. No
proposed mitigation (Section
8) specifically mentions
groundwater. We are
concerned WFD
Groundwater bodies have
not been fully assessed or
understood.

WFD groundwater bodies underlying
the Scheme have been scoped into
the assessment, as set out in the
Water Framework Directive
Assessment [EX5/GH7-22 BREPS-
081]. The assessment concluded that
the Scheme will not cause
deterioration in the status of any
groundwater body or prevent the
achievement of WFD objectives. The
Applicant acknowledges that the
presentation of groundwater
information in the Water Framework
Directive Assessment
[EX5/GH7-22 BREP5-081] is less
detailed than that provided for surface
waters. However, the supporting

Resolved.

We thank the applicant for the
additional narrative given herein,
the additional data added to
Table 2 of the WFD Assessment,
and the detail added as
paragraphs 5.6.3 to 5.6.6. We
look forward to reviewing
detailed designs in due course.

Matter
Agreed
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Additional narrative/
explanation:

Table 2 does not give the
chemical status of
groundwater bodies, which
is one of the two basic
classification categories.
Annex A does not haven
tabulated WFD status for all
groundwater elements, as it
does for surface water. One
of the WFD Groundwater
bodies has an overall Poor
classification. We expect a
report such as this to detail
the reason(s) for not
achieving Good. Section
3.2.5 refers to the “objective
year” for Good status, but
the years are not given in
the report. All WFD
Groundwater bodies are all
scoped in (Section 6.3.1), so
the absence of further detalil
is concerning. The
groundwater level and flow
assessment (Section 2.6.1)
is based on a single
borehole record where
groundwater was not

baseline is provided in the ES
Chapter 22: Ground Conditions
and Contamination [REP1-025],
which describes the underlying
aquifer designations, geology and
hydrogeology, and confirms that the
Sites are not located within any
Source Protection Zones. The
groundwater bodies relevant to the
Scheme are the Nene and Ouse
management catchments, one of
which has an overall Poor chemical
classification. The reasons for status
are identified within the Environment
Agency’s published data, and no
activities associated with the Scheme
are identified as pressures
contributing to poor chemical quality.
Potential pathways for impact are
limited due to the nature of the
Scheme, which has very low water
demand, no requirement for
groundwater abstraction, and
embedded pollution prevention
measures secured through the
OCEMP [EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC], the
OSMP [APP-550EX6/GH7.6_A] and
the OBSSMP [EX5/GH7.7_ BREP5-
075]. These measures include
impermeable containment for
hazardous materials, isolation and
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recorded. The depth of
borehole is not stated, but
our records show it was only
to 3.30mbgl. This is clearly
not enough information to
support a groundwater level
and flow assessment. We
are concerned the applicant
has not fully considered, or
does not understand, WFD
groundwater bodies
underlying the site.

removal of any contaminated
firewater, and strict controls on soils,
fuels and construction materials. On
this basis, the Applicant maintains
that the Scheme will not adversely
affect WFD groundwater body status.
The Applicant is content to clarify
within the final detailed drainage
design and management plans
secured under the DCO how
groundwater bodies have been
considered, including reference to
chemical status and objective years,
to provide greater transparency, but
no change to the assessment
conclusions of the Water Framework
Directive Assessment
[EX5/GH7-22 BREP5-081] is
required.

GCC-
08

Preliminary Risk
Assessment

EA Relevant Representation
Feedback

EA ref: EA/IWQ/15

Issue:

Preliminary risk assessment
lacking important
information. Information from
data search has not been
used. Potential
contamination sources have

A request for additional borehole data
in ES Appendix 22.1 Geo
Environmental PRA [REP1-081 to
REP1-094] did not appear to have
been made during scoping. Previous
scoping feedback has been reviewed
with all requested amendments
having been undertaken. Site-
Specific Geology, BGS Borehole data
has been added for all sites. See
Section 2.2 of ES Appendix 22.1

Resolved.

We are satisfied with the
applicant’s response, and
various changes made to the
relevant reports listed. See also
our response to GCC-04.

Matter
Agreed
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been ignored. CSM is not
sufficient. Our comments
from EIA Scoping have not
been taken into account.

Additional narrative/
explanation:

At the scoping stage, we
expressed concerns about
the quality and
completeness of reporting in
this assessment. An updated
report was not available at
PEIR review stage. This
report was updated for the
Environmental Statement,
but we have still found it to
be inadequate. At scoping
we queried why in Section
2.2, Site-Specific Geology
section, only boreholes from
Land at Grendon and Green
Hill F had been reviewed.
This has not been updated.
We are pleased to see that
groundwater levels from
other boreholes, one for
each panel area, are given
later in the table. Section
2.4.2 states “Within the
wider area, Sywell Airfield is

Geo-Environmental PRA [REP1-081
to REP1-094]. In addition, ES
Appendix 22.2 Geo Environmental
PRA Cable Route Corridor [REP1-
095 to REP1-106] includes nearby
BGS Borehole data along the entire
length of the cable route corridor.
Both reports should be reviewed in
conjunction. Wording on the location
of Sywell Airfield in relation to Green
Hill C has been amended in Section
2.4.2 ES Appendix 22.1 Geo-
Environmental PRA [REP1-081 to
REP1-094]. PFAS has been listed as
a potential contaminant of concern
associated with Sywell Airfield and
included within the Conceptual Site
Model (Section 3.0) of both ES
Appendix 22.1 Geo-Environmental
PRA [REP1-081 to REP1-094] and
ES Appendix 22.2 Geo-
Environmental PRA Cable Route
Corridor [REP1-095 to REP1-106].
Landfills associated with Earls Barton
Quarry, Mears Ashby Road, Sywell
Range, and OS Fields Bozeat are
discussed and assessed within the
relevant report sections, including the
Conceptual Site Model (Section 3.0)
of both ES Appendix 22.1 Geo-
Environmental PRA [REP1-081 to
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located in the central area”.
This is immediately adjacent
to the cable route and Green
Hill C. We consider this is a
potential source of
contamination including
PFAS (Per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances).
It should be in the CSM
(Section 3.3); itis in the
CSM for Appendix 22.2, but
not Appendix 22.1. PFAS
are not listed as a potential
contaminant in Appendix
22.2, and we consider they
should be. Risks from the
Earls Barton Quarry
(identified in Section 2.5) are
not ruled out in the report
text, and this source should
be in the CSM. The fact that
the landfill is off site does not
preclude the risk to sensitive
receptors on the site. Risk
from Sywell Range landfills
is ruled out in Appendix 22.1
Section 3.3 (CSM), but other
landfills are not mentioned.
The landfill is included as a
source in Appendix 22.2
(PRA for cable route),

REP1-094]] and ES Appendix 22.2
Geo-Environmental PRA Cable
Route Corridor [REP1-095 to REP1-
106]. It should be noted that the
historical landfill at OS Fields Bozeat
is not included in ES Appendix 22.2
due to its distance from the Cable
Route. In contrast, Sywell Range is
discussed in greater detail within ES
Appendix 22.2, given its closer
proximity to the Cable Route, in
comparison to Green Hill C. Landfills
near Earls Barton Quarry, Sywell
Range, and Mears Ashby Road
(Barton Plant Ltd) are addressed in
ES Chapter 22: Ground Conditions
and Contamination [REP1-025].
The landfill at OS Fields Bozeat
assessed in ES Appendix 22.1 Geo-
Environmental PRA [REP1-081 to
REP1-094], is located at closest
approx. 75m north of the Green Hill F
boundary and is therefore considered
unlikely to be encountered during the
development. The Hotspot Protocol
has been amended in Appendix G of
both ES Appendix 22.1 Geo-
Environmental PRA [REP1-081 to
REP1-094] and ES Appendix 22.2
Geo-Environmental PRA Cable
Route Corridor [REP1-095 to REP1-
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Section 3.3 (CSM). There is
no explanation why the
assessment of risk differs
between the two reports. We
have records of historical
landfills adjacent to the site
boundary which are not
mentioned in Appendix 22.1
at all (Ashby Road and OS
Fields, Bozeat). Both
landfills are included in the
attached Envirocheck
reports, along with
numerous records of Local
Authority Landfill Coverage.
Some of these are within or
immediately adjacent to the
site boundary but have not
been discussed in the main
PRA and therefore are not
considered in the main ES
Chapter 22. This is a
disappointing omission.
Risks from historical landfills
have not been assessed or
understood.

106]. A Discovery Strategy will be
implemented if suspected landfill
material is encountered during
construction or decommissioning.
This is set out in the OCEMP
[EX5EX6/GH7.1_BC] and secured in
Schedule 2, Requirement 13 of the
Draft DCO [EX5EX6/GH3.1_DE].
The EA historical landfill sites have
been assessed for potential impacts
on controlled waters (see Sections
22.8.11 22.8.14). Applicant
acknowledges that ES Appendix
22.1 Geo-Environmental PRA
[REP1-081 to REP1-094] and ES
Appendix 22.2 Geo-Environmental
PRA Cable Route Corridor [REP1-
095 to REP1-106] were prepared at
different times by different authors,
alignment of both reports has been
undertaken, with risks and
recommendations outlined in the
CSM. Both reports should be read in
conjunction.
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4 Signatories

4.1.1 The above SoCG is agreed between Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd. (the Applicant)
and the Environment Agency, as specified below.

4.1.2 Duly authorised for and on behalf of Green Hill Solar Farm Ltd.

Name:

Job Title:

Date:

Signature:

4.1.3 Duly authorised for and on behalf of the Environment Agency.

Name:

Job Title:

Date:

Signature:
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