Sunnica Energy Farm (EN010106)
March 28 2023

Peter Danks — Reading Agricultural Consultants:

Commentary on Communications between Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Instructions

1.

Reading Agricultural Consultants Ltd (RAC) is instructed by Say No To Sunnica Action Group Ltd
(SNTS) to prepare a commentary on minutes of meetings between Sunnica and Natural England
(NE) to discuss soils matters, specifically with regard to the Statement of Common Ground in
respect of Sunnica Ltd’s application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) for the construction,

operation and decommissioning of Sunnica Energy Farm.

This commentary has been prepared by Peter W Danks, Senior Director of RAC.

Issues

At the end of the Examination process, many issues relevant to the application concerning

agriculture and soils remain, including the:

. acquisition and analysis of evidence relied on by the Applicant in its baseline assessment:
. taking into account irrigation in grading agricultural land; and

° failure to consider the productive value of agricultural land.

Since Deadline 9, NE has disclosed in email correspondence, minutes of meetings and the contents
of email correspondence between its officers and Sunnica Ltd’s soil and EIA specialists. This

material is attached at Appendix 1 to this commentary.

It has become apparent since the end of the Examination with the publication of material at
Deadline 8 [REP8-057] and as a result of consequent investigations by SNTS, that the concerns of
SNTS and NE regarding the application of fundamental scientific principles to the grading of

agricultural land remain unaddressed.

On October 6™ 2022, in advance of a meeting with Sunnica Ltd, NE asked for the following matters

to be addressed [Appendix 1 p8]:




10.

. “ALC Mapping. The discrepancies between the ALC Grades identified by the soil core data
(Appendix 12B) and the mapped ALC Grades (Figures 12-2 [APP-238] and 12-3 [APP-239]).

. Droughtiness Calculations. Explain assumptions and approach for determining
droughtiness. e.g. There is no discussion as to whether the chalk is rootable and at what
depth the chalk becomes impenetrable. How has available water been considered (chalk
and flint).

° Soil Pits. There is no discussion with regards to soil types and whether the soil pits have
been located to reflect the distribution of soil types. It is not clear as to whether the Soil Pit

data has been used in verifying soil structural and stone descriptions for the wider area.”

These concerns echo strongly the concerns of SNTS as set out in its written representations [REP2-

240d].
ALC Mapping [Ref 08 — meeting minutes Appendix 1 p9]

The minutes of the meeting between NE and AECOM (for Sunnica) [Appendix 1 p9] indicate that
following a presentation regarding the scheme in general and the production of a Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG) NE pointed out significant errors in the mapping of ALC across the
scheme area [Appendix 1 p11] and omissions of data from the baseline assessment [APP-115].
This information was sent to Sunnica’s soils specialist (DBSC) in order that they could be

investigated.

DBSC also presented and discussed images of selected archaeological trenches included in the
baseline assessment [APP115 p82 & 83] to demonstrate the extreme variability of soils over short
distances, indicating the localised nature of soil types. These characteristics are typical of soils
affected by periglacial conditions as seen in Appendix 1 [REP4-032 p43 & 44] to the Technical Note
prepared by DBSC as response to NE’s requests at the meeting. The light and dark patterns seen
in the images reflect relatively shallow and much deeper chalky soils typical of this part of the
scheme area. These are the distinctive, highly productive, versatile soils known as the
Cambridgeshire ‘Redlands’ that have not been identified as a distinct unit in the baseline

assessment.

In its technical note to NE, DBSC addresses the gaps in observation data with a statement that
they were omitted in transfer from field notes to spreadsheets. Failure to identify missing data
points, which were not shown on DBSC own mapping attests to the low level of attention to detail
that is apparent at many stages of the baseline assessment. In its submission at Deadline 8 [REP8-

057], NE fails to pursue this matter further, accepting that the missing data would not be




11.

12.

13.

14.

incorporated into the baseline assessment and so not be shown on baseline mapping or taken into

account in the impact assessment, despite its requests for this to be done.
Droughtiness calculations [Ref 08 — meeting minutes Appendix 1 p10]

With regard to droughtiness calculations, Daniel Baird (DB) of DBSC, the soil surveyor and author
of the baseline report opened by demonstrating that ALC would be limited to Grade 3b even with
access to full rooting depth. The assumptions regarding soil texture and stoniness underlying this
demonstration are not given and appear to be wrong given the soil textures to be expected in the
soils of the area as mapped in detail by the Soil Survey and Defra [REP4-121 pp 130 - 132 & 137 —
141]. DB explained that his “normal practice in sites such as this would be to dig as far as possible,
put pits in to see what can be loosened and for what cannot be dug past to give an extra 20cm
with an additional 20% of the stone type”. This is not standard practice in ALC, which sets out strict
guidelines as to how Moisture Balances (MB) should be calculated and sets precise allowances for
shallow and stony soils [REP2-240n p47]; ALC does not allow for the random introduction of
allowances. Calculations should be carried out for each observation point and blanket ‘allowances’

are not accepted.

There is no evidence of DB digging any pits as part of the original survey, the only pit descriptions
having been prepared more than a year after the original soil survey. The Deadline 10 submission
states that pits were dug across the site during lengthy ALC surveys — why this has not been
disclosed before is unclear, but it is clear that no evidence of these pits or the findings from them

has been put before the Examination.

NE asked that this detail be added to the appendix including where Flint and Chalk have been
identified, highlighting that both of the stones have been considered with regards to their impact

on the available water content within the soil profile. This has not been done.

Following the publication of the Technical Note [REP4-032] NE evidently remained sceptical and
DBSC issued an email on 28" February 2023 [Appendix 1 p17] setting out its response to
unminuted comments justifying retrospectively the use of allowances in the calculation of MB.
The three examples used (CP104, CPa7 and BF100) [Appendix 1 p14] all lack grade calculations in
the relevant part of the Appendix to the baseline [APP-115 Annexe F]. The grade result using the
allowance was verified by RAC for CP104, but not for any other point. NE has analysed a further
three points using the ‘allowance’ [REP8-057] (BF113, LF4 and EL14) and found the calculated MB

values to vary from those produced by DBSC.




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Given the rigid framework within which the ALC calculation system works, there should be no
variation in the calculation of MB using observed data or incorporating a standard ‘allowance’.
This highlights the lack of transparency in the recording of observations from the auger survey,

clarification of which was sought by NE at an early stage.

Thus, these requests for explanation or clarification from NE have never been fulfilled as required
and no justification has been made for the assumptions applied to observations generally, or for
the observations themselves justified by supporting observations from suitable located soil

observation pits, discussed below.
Soil Pits [Ref 09 — meeting minutes Appendix 1 p10]

NE’s requested clarification of the distribution and characteristics of the six soil pits excavated by
DBSC, that the locations of the pits were included on the map of farming circumstances in the
baseline assessment [APP115- p79], that clarification be given regarding the use of soil pit data to
adjust manual texture assessments carried out in the field and that areas of peat in the scheme

area be identified.

The baseline survey fails to identify extensive areas of peat in the northern part of Sunnica East
identified in trenches excavated by Oxford Archaeology as part of the Sunnica EA [APP-075 pp272-

274] even though hand auger observations were made in these areas.

Regarding the suggested use of soil pit data to inform and adjust manual auger observations, there
has been no attempt to link the two sources. The soil pits were dug retrospectively in September
2021 with the results of analyses being produced in October 2021. The bulk of the original auger
surveys were carried out in 2015, with surveys of additional land in 2019 and 2021. The baseline
report was published as part of the ES in November 2021. Soil pit data could not have been used
to inform the findings of the auger survey, which should therefore treated as unconfirmed by

laboratory measurement.

Further, the distribution of soil pits is not representative of the soils of the scheme area. Close
examination of the 1:250,000 scale mapping used by DBSC shows that there are six soil
associations mapped in the scheme area. Whilst five pits were excavated retrospectively, these
represent only three of the mapped associations. Examination of more detailed (1:63,360 scale)
soil series and soil association mapping confirm that the location of pits appears to have been
selective, representative only of soils likely to be more droughty in nature than other significant

soils of the area.




21.

22.

The pits have not been mapped by DBSC in the context of the soils of the area, the texture of
subsoils has not been verified by laboratory analysis and there is no photographic evidence of the
findings of the excavations. Furthermore, it is stated by DBSC that he would normally dig pits in
areas where augering was limited by stones or rock. This procedure does not appear to have been
followed at any stage of the auger survey, despite the large proportion of auger observations that

were stopped at less than 50cm by stone or rock.

None of NE’s requests for clarification of the use of soil pit data or justification for the location of
the pits excavated have been provided by Sunnica. This implies that standard procedures normally
implemented during soil surveys, and identified by DBSC were not implemented as part of the

baseline survey.

Natural England’s understanding of SNTS position

23.

24,

25.

26.

Throughout the examination process, NE appears to have misunderstood the basis for SNTS
conclusion that the baseline assessment of ALC should be verified. NE and the Applicant have
consistently expressed the opinion that the discrepancy between RAC’s assessment and that of
the Applicant is due to the fact that the ‘Provisional’ ALC maps used by SNTS, are only intended to
be used as a strategic guide and are not accurate at the field scale. This fact is not in dispute and
has been acknowledged and accepted by RAC throughout the Examination and significantly
misrepresents what is the case. The opinion that SNTS has used only the strategic guide whereas

DBSC did a detailed survey in line with best practice is wrong.

Further, NE’s understanding regarding the role of productivity as affected by irrigation is wrong.
Whilst it is of the mistaken opinion that the 1988 Guidance has been rewritten and thus irrigation
has been discounted from consideration in the ALC system, even in its own words it stresses that
irrigation affects productivity, which itself should be taken into account. The responsibility of NE
extends only to the protection of soils and it has no concern for productivity in the planning

balance so its lack of a position in this area is understandable.

However, this misrepresentation of the source of the discrepancy as expressed by the Applicant

is a source of significant concern to SNTS.

SNTS relies on NE’s own predictive ALC map, which is based on the Provisional ALC 1:250,000
mapping, for an indicator that there is potential for a significant difference between DBSC’s

baseline and what can be found on the ground.




27.

Given this hypothesis, it is tested using memoirs and detailed mapping of soil series carried out by
the Soil Survey of England and Wales and MAFF at a scale of 1:10,560, a more detailed scale than
the 1:18,000 used by the Applicant in its assessment. The detailed mapping and the associated
detailed descriptions of the soils of the area confirm the hypothesis that there is a significant
difference in the two surveys that should be verified by an independent third party as
recommended by the results of using the British Society of Soil Science’s test for a robust ALC

assessment.

Summary

28.

29.

30.

31.

Despite repeated requests for data and procedures to be described, clarified or provided, the
Applicant has failed to provide satisfactory resolutions to those requests. Disclosure of NE
correspondence and meeting minutes strongly suggests that NE had reasonable grounds to
question the findings of the baseline survey and there remains no justification from the Applicant
for the failure to excavate representative observation pits contemporary with the baseline auger
survey in order that the auger observations could be verified across all of the soil types mapped

by Authority as being present in the scheme area.

The Applicant has frequently resorted to invalid comparisons with earlier survey work in the area
but has failed to verify those surveys and reflect their findings spatially, in the context of readily

available detailed mapping of the spoils of the area.

These failures call into question the veracity of the baseline survey and the weight which should

be given to its conclusions, despite NE’s apparent satisfaction with them.

The site should be surveyed by an independent third party in order to verify the conclusions of the

Applicant’s baseline assessment of soils and ALC.

Solution

32.

At Deadline 7 the four host local authorities, Cambridgeshire CC, East Cambridgeshire DC, Suffolk
CC, and West Suffolk C, have identified the dispute that remains between the Applicant and SNTS,
stating that “it would appear that the soil science experts reporting to the SNTS Group have
identified anomalies that seem to raise reasonable and significant doubts about the assessment
undertaken by Sunnica’s experts”. The Councils go on to suggest that the ‘Rochdale’ envelope

approach should be used in this case.




33.

34.

This would mean that, given that significant doubts exist about the Applicant’s analysis, a
‘reasonable worst case’ approach should be applied to the assessment of the evidence. This
permits the ExA to be confident that any eventual scheme will fall within the ‘Rochdale’ envelope
and that all the information necessary has been provided for the Environmental Statement. This
would extend to the assessment of best and most versatile agricultural land included within the

scheme.

In this case, the reasonable worst case should be based on the strategic scale Natural England (NE)
Predictive BMV map [Appendix 5 & REP2-097u] which shows that 82% of the scheme area is 60%
or more likely to be BMV. Detailed soil mapping and associated memoirs also show that the soils
of the area are generally accepted by soils scientists to have physical and locational characteristics
that make them BMV [REP2-240d pp21-26 & pp139-140, REP2-097f pp4-5, APP115 p10 & REP4-
121 pp130-131 & 137-141].




Appendix 1
Minutes of meetings and correspondence between
Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Email Natural England to AECOM (for Sunnica) adding agenda items to meeting 10/10/2022

Subject: RE: Sunnica Energy Farm - soils discussion - 10 October 2022
Hi Stuart,
Thanks you for the powerpaint, if we could also add a few agenda items suggested by our specialist to give your consultants some time to look into them.
* ALC Mapping. The discrepancies between the ALC Grades identified by the soil core data (Appendix 128] and the mapped ALC Grades (Figures 12-2 and 12-3).
+ Droughtiness Calculations. Explain assumptions and approach for determining droughtiness. e.g. There Is no discussion as to whether the chalk Is rootable and at what depth the chalk becomes
impenetrable. How has available water been considered (chalk and flint)
* Soil Pits. There i5 no discussion with regards to soil types and whether the sail pits have been located to reflect the distribution of sail types. It is not clear as to whether the Soil Pit data has been usedin
verifying soil structural and stone descriptions for the wider area.

Many Thanks,

Niall Walkden
Senior Adviser | Sustainable Development | Norfolk & Suffolk

Dragonfly House_ 2 Cilders Way, Norwich NR3 1UB
Phone:

wwaw.gov.uk/natural-england

Thriving Nature

for people and planet NEES

These need to be addressed to determine the robustness of the survey output.
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Minutes of meeting held between Natural England and Sunnica Ltd 10" October 2022

AZCOM

Minutes

Me=cting name Subject Attendess Circulation list Apologies
Sunnica - Discussion Amesting to discuss ER Attendees Mone

with Matural England specific issuss on JP

on sails soils in the SoCG NW

Mecting date Time 5

10th October 2022 14:00-15:00 sT

Location Project name FO

MES Teams Sunnica Energy Farm

Project numbser Prepared by

00550004 FO

Rl Action Responsible
o1 After Introguctions, DE began the mesating with the agenda and Toilowed with an overview of

the Sohema and sols baseine. The Site is predominartly ight and droughty amble land with
rotations Inciuding high mangin crops Righly depandent on imgation. The (and i mosty fat
with ALC Gradas 3 and 4. Thers are some STl areas of Grade 33 land induding ona on
south eastem side of tha SHe which ks 3t the base of 3 hil. There Is a paricutarty low lying

plece of mough pasture In the wastam part of the Site.

o2 DE presanted figures showing the agicuitural land classfication acmes the Scheme and
highlighted areas of Grade 3a land.

03 DE presanted a shode on 5ol dsturbancs and explained that the sxdent and depth of sol
disturbance would be very Imited. This would be mostly Imitad b acosss tracks where the
tDpesoil woul be Siipped and stored 35 wel 35 cabie fTenches, SEcuUrty POSts, e35aments,
COMpOUNd and SaRgear housIngs.

LT DE presanted a shde on land take and agreed with ME that It 15 uniliesly bo rasut In significan:
loes of BV Land. The Scheme would result In the suspension of arabie production for 40
yaars out not any lces of agriculiural land resous.

05 DE presanted 3 shde on standards of restoration. Defra RAD showesd coneliersble sucsess In
Il restoration to Me same ALC grade demonstrating that we can resion: land to a high
quallty on sites which ane far more challenging,

A Soil Management Plan {SMP) will be Incorporatad Into the relevant management plans and
will cover suitable plant, work practice, monitoring of soll consistence and supenvision by a
sufably quaitied scientst

05 DE presanted 3 5hoe on 5ol rEsources and sofl heaith and axpianad that ALC system does
not FECogniss the standand of managament to ansurs that thare s no Incentive for tha
Iandowner b degrade thair she for better acoess o panning permission. Pemanent gresn
cover will ba provided which wil protect agalnst water and wind erosion.

o7 DE moved onio the finee poinds that had been raised oy Naiural England In an amall on &
Ocipber 2122

The first of these was regarding ALC mapping and discrepancias between ALC Grades
identified by the soil cor data (Appendbc 128 of the Envimnmental Statement) and he
mapped ALC Grades (Figures 12-2 and 12-3 of the Environmental Statement). ER pointed to
specifi: areas on te figures where NE had noticed the land had not been surveyad and In
other ancas where grades In the Tigures were dHerent to thosa provided in the ppendte. ER

ER sent anotaiad
figures on 13H0.
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Minutes of meetings and correspondence between
Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Minutes of meeting held between Natural England and Sunnica Ltd 10/10/2022 (continued)

Mrutes

Raf

‘Sunnica - Discussion wih Natural England on solls

Acton Responsibis

agresd 1o send arnotated Nigures wher thase disemepancies had been kdentfled for DE 1
Invasigate.

DE dscuesed photographs wiin Appendlx 125 of the Environmentsl Statement that weme
taken on sHe of frenches dug by the archaeology t2am wiich showed |arge areas of chalk win
abrupt changes to deaper subsoil demorstrating the localisad nature of the soil types. SR
requested that this detal be Inciuded within the ALC reports and followed through Into e
SHP.

DE.

DE moved onto the next point raised by NE on the assumpbions mage wimin droughtiness DB
calcuatons. DB provided an exampls that I you made an assumption In the chaiky solls hat a
potatn crop would be abile to aceess s full T0em of rooting for that matedtal the caiculason sl
TeELits In 3 very strong Emitation o Grace 2b or worse for the potato moisture balancs. DB
axplaned Mat his nomal practics In 525 such 35 ks wouid be bo g 3 far a5 possibie, put

pits I o 522 whiat can be loosened and for what cannct be dug past i gve an exra 20em

with an addional 20°% of the stone type. ER rquesiad that this detall be added to the

appendlx Inciuding where FInt and Chalk have baen kentttiad, highilghting that both of the
SI0NEE NavE 22N Consitared Wit fegars 1o alr IMpact on Me avalable wabar content wiinin

the sail proflie.

DE moved onto the tnal point ralsed by NE on 5ol pbs and clartfed that six soil pits were DE.
taken along with soll sampies for lab anaiysts. DE described the locations and charactenistics

of the 50ll pis on a map Incuded on page 73 of Agpends 126 of M Emironmental

Siatement. ER: requested that the soil pit locations were added o the soll data points figure

and explained Mat soil pits were important In understanding soil structur: and stone conter.

ER requested that fe relevant report Inciude clarfcation 35 to whether the soll pit dta has
been extrapoiabad and used o adiust the data presented I Appandly 128 of the
Emnvinnmental Satement and whather the (3D particks 5ize distribution had been used 1
ad|ust any texture assesEment at had basn dane by iand in the fiid. ER commented that
NE would axpect for detall be Included within the E5 and SMP where fens are solls that may
[ more at risk during handing as wel as any areas of pedl.

DE clarified that the pipette method was used 1o determine paricle slze dstribution and 1065
on Ignition for organic matter.

ST prasanted & slie on the Siatement of Common Grolnd (SOCG) and explained Mat Mere

will be four deadines thrughout xamination whene It will be submitted. The st of Mese s

Deadine 2 which Is the 11* of Novembes. An InfSal dratt of the SoCG was sent 1o NE on e

7* Defobar. ST suggested that once ME have had 3 chancs to review that anomer mesting Is

amanged to discuss the SO0 spacically.

JP Siated I3t iney WOk D aDie 10 FOVIE SOMe Infial COmmMENs on the SoCG Dy Frigy ;
and Men they would |ook Into whether It would be worh having an additional mesting to ool

diSCUsE @y comments. MW agreed with this. :E‘:?m .

ADE

W requested that during Examination, If thers |5 a speciic cocument submitted that i
relevant tn NE that thay are Infonmed of this 50 that Mey have more tme to provide feedoack.
ST agreed.

W question=d whether thers was a programme of repors to be submitsd &t vanous
deadines. ST axplained that this was avallabie for Deadine 1 and 2 cuenty and would
avnive throughout examination.

10
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Document prepared by Natural England for Sunnica Ltd after meeting of 10/10/2022
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Minutes of meetings and correspondence between
Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Document prepared by Natural England for Sunnica Ltd after meeting of 10/10/2022
(continued)
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Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Copy of letter from Natural England to ExA dated 13t March 2023 [REP8-057]

Date: 13 March 2023
Qurref: 424748
Your ref: EN010106

Sunnica@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Mr Kean

Customer Services
Hombeam Houss
Crewe Business Park

Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 BGY

T 0300 D50 3900

NSIP Reference Name / Code: Sunnica Energy Farm, EN0O10106
Natural England's comments in respect of Sunnica Energy Farm Project, promoted by Sunnica

Ltd

Examining authority’s submission deadline 8, 13 March 2023

Matural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

The following constitutes Natural England’s formal statutory response for Examination Deadline 8.

1. Comments on moisture balance calculations

1.1. Clarification has been sought by Natural England on the assumptions and calculations used in
the Sunnica Solar Development Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) Droughtiness calculations
originally provided within Appendix 128 of the Environmental Statement [APP-115).

1.2. Daniel Baird Soil Consultants (DBSC) have provided written clarification within the Technical
Mote: 'Clarification Requested by Natural England on Agricultural Land Classification’ [REP4-
030] with further clarifications provided in an email (28/02/2023).

1.3. Droughtiness is the dominant limiting factor across the Proposed Development site, as
presented by DBSC and in previous ALC surveys'

1.4. DBSC have provided clarification on their assumptions; including the contingency of an extra
20cm depth with an additional 20% volume of stone made for material below where roots were
found. This contingency was applied across all drought limited land surveyed. With the

N ¢ ding Agricultural Consultants (RAC) survey

for a eonsented minerals development

13
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Minutes of meetings and correspondence between
Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

Copy of letter from Natural England to ExA dated 13t March 2023 [REP8-057] (continued 1)

contingencies included in the assessment, the Droughtiness limitation is often reduced from
Grade 4 to Subgrade 3b.

1.5. A subset of 6 profiles presented in Appendix 128 have been checked against the Moisture

Balance calculations provided by DBSC. As the table below shows, there are some small
discrepancies between the presented data and the Natural England calculated values (largely
occurring for the moisture balance calculated for potatoes), however these discrepancies are
small and do not result in differing ALC grades. Therefore Natural England remains satisfied that
the results of the ALC surveys are reliable.

DBSC Presented data

Natural England calculations

Sample

MB
Wheat

MEB
Potato

Droughtiness
limitation

MB
Wheat

MB
Potato

Droughtiness
limitation

Motes

(NE Assumptions)

CP104

-22

3b

-22 -15 3b

MDW=119; MDP=115

(Climate data point 6)

CPa7

-43

3b

-43 -36 3b

MDW=119; MDP=115
hard stone

(Climate data point 6)

BF100

-34

3b

-35 -27 3b

MDW=117; MDP=113

(Climate data point 7)
H1 and H2 assumed
to be all hard stone,
although both hard
stone and chalk noted

BF113

-56

-60 -53 4

MDW=117; MDP=113
(Climate data point 7)

H1 and H2 assumed
to be all hard stone,
although both hard
sRtone and chalk
noted

LF4

-28

3b

-28 -18 3b

MDW=121; MDP=118
(Climate data point 1)

hard stone

EL14

-5

-5 -7l 4

MDW=118; MDP=114
(Climate data point 2)
hard stone

14
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Copy of letter from Natural England to ExA dated 13" March 2023 [REP8-057] (continued 2)

2. Comments on the Framework Decomissioning Environmental Management Plan (DEMP)

2.1. Natural England is now satisfied with the measures set out in the Framework DEMP [REP7-034]
regarding impacts on soil and recognises that agricultural soils will be managed, preserved,
retained and reinstated in accordance with Depariment for Environment Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra) guidance.

3. Comments on the Report on the Implications for European Sites (RIES)

MNatural England notes that there are issues the examining authority considers to be outstanding
regarding impacts to European Sites. We wish to make the following comments on those issues to clarify
MNatural England’'s position.

3.1. Potential for LSE on drainage and hydrology at Chippenham Fen from grid connection route B

3.1.1. Natural England is satisfied with the conclusion that there will be no likely significant effect
on Chippenham Fen as a result of hydrological impacts from the cabling route.

3.2. Potential for LSE from light spill on Chippenham Fen

3.2.1. Following the removal of panels from the land directly adjacent to Chippenham Fen and
based on the information provided by the applicant within the examination, Matural England
is satisfied that there will be no likely significant effect on Chippenham Fen from light spill
and noise disturbance.

3.3. Evidence from NE used to determine to functional linkage

3.3.1. The full document is still in draft and not ready for external publication. We are, therefore,
unable to share it in its entirety at this time. However, a summary has now been provided at
deadline 7 [REP7-104].

3.4. Likely consequences in the event stone curlew mitigation is not successful or sub-optimal

3.4.1. The Framework Operation Environmental Management Plan [REP7-036] sets out the
monitoring requirements for the stone curlew offsetting areas. This includes annual
monitoring of the offsetting areas with reports being provided to the Ecology Advisory
Group. The Ecology Advisory Group, as set out within the Landscape and Ecology
Management Plan (LEMP) [REP7-015], will be able to advise on measures required to
improve the provision should it be found to be inadequate. These monitoring measures are
also within the applicants Report to Inform an Appropriate Assessment [REP5-045]. Natural
England is, therefore, satisfied that suitable required offsetting habitat will continue to be
provided throughout the scheme.

3.5. Potential for LSE from air-guality in-combination effects at Breckland SPA

3.5.1. Although Breckland SPA was mentioned as being vulnerable to air quality in our response
at Deadline 2 [REP2-009], this was an error. None of the interest features of Breckland SPA
are sensitive to air pollution. Matural England is therefore satisfied that the in-combination
assessment provided by the applicant in [REP5-045] considers all relevant designated sites
and interest features.
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Copy of letter from Natural England to ExA dated 13t March 2023 [REP8-057] (continued 3)

3.6. Level of detail on dust management in CEMP

3.6.1. Natural England has no comments to make related to this issue.

3.7. In addition to the above, it is noted that table 3.1 discusses the presence of an additional record
for great crested newst (GCN) at Chippenham Fen. Matural England were made aware of this
record. However, on further inspection it was found that this record was an error in the dataset
and there have been no valid records of GCN at Chippenham Fen. MNatural England, therefore,
remain satisfied that there will be no likely significant effect on this interest feature of Fenland
SAC.

This concludes Matural England's advice at this time, which we hope you will find helpful.
Yours sincerely

Joanna Parfitt
MNorfolk and Suffolk Area Team
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yaue|d pue 3jdoad

pue|Bua-jeinjeupjn AoD MMM

anL €N YyomioN ‘Aepp siapjio) Z ‘asnoH Ayuobelq
}I04NS 8 NIOHON | uawdojaAa( 3|qeurejsng | JSIApY pea
niyed euueop

syueyl Auepy

g€ apeJo 01 pue| ¢ 3pess swos SuiSpa ‘snosaual ase suoneywi| apess JySnoip pue sgw Sulnsal ay3 (saus ayl Jo Ayuolew 1sea ayl) pakanins | puej pajiwij ySnoup |je ssode paidde AsuaBunguod siyy
YUM "PUNOJ 3I3M S100J IBYM MO[3q |BLISIEW JOJ SPEW SI BUOIS JO SWN|OA %0Z |euonippe ue yum yidap wopz enxa ue jo Aouaduguod 3yl "3|qe] elep a3 uo papiodal si i Yidap e 1e Juasaid jeusjew
3|qejo0s sem 313yl §1 yid e yum yjeyd SuiApapun ayy ojui Suppoey Suipnpul ‘ud uondadsul ue Sui8ip usym pansasqo aq pjnod 1eym si uaAId 110s Jo yidap 3y} ‘suolend|ed 3say3 JO ||e Joj Jey] 310U Asead|d

‘pue| qE apeso Jo a1e303Yy 3|Suls e se Jis ueyy Jayies
¥ 3PEJO JO BIJE JAPIM BU] UIYIM PApPN|oUl 3G PINOYs 00T48 Julod Jey) si uogeiasdiaul AW ‘v 3pelo aJe [|e YdIym STT Pue ‘bTT ‘66 ‘S8 ‘¢844 suiod Aq papuno.ins s| 00T48 Juiod JaA3moY & 3pelo se
paddew s ease siyL ‘qe apesd 3ySnoup Buind pappe AduaBuguod ay3 yum Og-/vE- pue ‘(v apeaS) paniasqo 10s ay3 10§ TG- Pue G- 31e G "ETT Pue £TT Jo QW ‘£ Jujod ajew|d 03 asop st (zyT 28ed) 00148

‘paddew se ‘qg jo apess Jydnosp e Bund
AouaBuguod pappe ay) yum gp- pue £p- 0} Suiddoup (v apesd 3y8noup) ps- pue 8- a1e sgIA @Yl "STT PUe 6TT JO SOW YIMm 9 "ou Juiod ejep ajew|d 03 asod ulede si (yuawndop ay) jo ZeT aded) zedd

*([6€2-ddV 8€Z-ddV] €'ZT pue Z'ZT sain813) sueid uonnquisia apeus I ay3 uo paddew se qg apels 03 Jwi| IY3nop v "€Z- PUe ZZ- JO SQIN SIMI8 (3A0QE [10S 3Y3 Ul pUNOy JuIly 3Y3 Jou “yjeyd
s1 y3dap jeonaylodAy e13x3 SIY} 1O BUO]S BY] ||e SuILLNSSE PUE) SLWINJOA BUOIS %40T BIIXS UB YIM WDQZ [euoippe ue jo AduaBunuod 3y3 Suippy "WWSE- PpUe Zy- JO SHIYSQ SINISIOW Ul S)NsaJ uaAIg ejep
sji0s 3y} 01 asay} SuiA|ddy "01ej0d doid ulew Joj WWGTT PuUe 1B3yM JSIUIM JOJ WWETT JO S}0UaQ 3INISION Yum ‘g Jaquinu Julod ajewi|d 03 353500 S1 (Juswndop gzT xipuadde ay) jo 6T 38ed) 40TdD

‘papaau aJe sainBy adue|eg 3INISION 313yMm sjulod 331y3 punoy |
"puB| AN WOoJ} Wayl papnjoxa Apeaije suogeliwi| Jayio
se sjulod om] 353y} 10} SUOP SEM UOLIRIND(E JYSnoIp ON “ysu pooy Aq apess 01 payiwi| st £0T413ulod pue (pues) ainixa) jlosdol Aq gE apels 03 paiwi| si 247 JUIod ‘Dwayds ay3 ul |jas sjuiod ajdwes 104
*JN0 palLied sem UoLe|Ndjed 3YSnoJp ou OS UOLEIWI| SSBUIBM B sey 99 Juiod 3SIM3YIT "INO P3LLIEd SEM UOLe|nNdjed
1ySnoup ou 0s g€ 3peJo 0} UOLBIWI| YSII POOY B BABY £G PUE ‘ZS ‘TS ‘vb ‘EF ‘€€ ‘TT ‘0 ‘S ‘v SIUIOd "BaJE [|aM|IeuS Y3 Ul 3Je S3|qe] elep 3yl Ul uaAiS saouejeg a1n3siop Inoyum sjuiod jo Ajuofew ay|
*4 Xauue [GTT-ddv] 8 xipuaddy ay3 ui s3OYaQ 3INISION 3Y3 1€ J00| B dAeY 0 }oeq auos aey | Sunaaw Jse| 3yl 03 Jaypung
‘UOlJEUILIEXT BDIUUNS BY) 0} 3SUOdsal S31e| JNO Ul 0 PALIBJAJ |IBWS AY) JO SJUIJUOD 3Y} MOJBq 335 3Sea|d *|Iewa noA o) noA yueyL

‘19334 Jeaq

'£6:60 £20Z/E0/L1 uo aBessaw siyy 03 pandal nop AD

0°60 £202/€0/L1 44 - .
8| [ < [ & [ G |® I

90L0L0ON3 ‘wue4 AB1au3 eDjUUNS :Bp0D / SWEeN 32U31alay dISN 3y

17




Appendix 1

Minutes of meetings and correspondence between

Natural England and Sunnica Ltd

il correspondence between Reading Agricultural Consultants and Natural England

Copy of ema

(16/03/2023)

T T T

86¢8CE “equnu Auedwoo peieisiBey

SINVLINSNOD)
IVINITINORIDY
ONIAVAY

H¥0 8Oy Buipeay ‘@300poom ‘oL Buoq ‘wno) pecomydeeg
s1uRNSUO) [RanM M8y Suipeay
108

syueq M 193ad
1030d
‘354002 anp U1 NoA wouy Bupeay 03 pIemioy yoo |

$II0N |eauy2a L d1jqnd Apeasje ay) puoAaq ssa0id xa|dwod S1y3 JO Bulpuelsiapun ‘sandea||0d pue ‘AW 3sISse 03 Jap.o
ur Bulgs jIewa JueAd|ad dy3 Jo Adod e yym aw Alddns noA pinod a5e3)d *S1Y3 SAYLIRD YIYM ‘€202 Aerugayd 62 PRIEP ‘D580 UM 20UapuodsaLIod |1ew? JO JyPUIQ Y3 pey sey pue|Bul jeanjeN jey) Juasedde 513

*1028.102 3J€ suonduinsse 3y} Jey3 WIYUOd 03 SPA0I3L OU 38 3J3Y) YoIym Jo Ing apeds Aq 8np uaaqg aney sud a13ym sjulod UOREAIISGO JO JIBQUWINU B|GRIBPISUOD

€ 5IS1YL [ZE0-¥dIY @ ION [eduYa] 5,7580 J0 9'T°Z exed) ,appds 10 1abno puby A Painiiauad aq Jou pjnoa puo y3dap josiniddp wg'T 3y yim punof som (pLaow Juaiod ajgpawsad 31aym,, 'pakanins
pue| payiLl| 3yBnoup ||e ssosoe paljdde sem AJuBURUOD SIYL *PUNO) 313/ SI00. AIBUM MOJI] |BLISIEL 10) BPELL BUC)S JO BWN|OA %07 [EUOLIPPE UB YIIM L3dap WO(Z BJIX3 UE JO BJUBMO||E U O uonedljdde
ay3 sayusnl 1o 3o paause sey (D5@Q) S3URYNSUO) (105 paieg [PIueq Moy Jeajp Ajl21Qud Jou (145 51 31 Ing s JudwdoPaag pasodold 243 550400 1030ey Bugiwi| Jueurwop ay3 st ssaulydnaip jey3 paasse <1 Dwy

‘ea.le Juawdojansp
pasodoud ay3 Jo uoneayIsse|d pue [einynondy ay3 uo uonisod s pueBus [eanjenN asieuy pue Ajlie|o 03 30 S)3s YIIYM ‘g 3UIPeaQ UOKRBUIWEXT JO) 3suodsal AJOINJels [ewo) s, pue(Bu3 |einjeN O3 JBYUng S3UM |

‘euurof JPa3Q

90TOTON3 ‘wue4 AB1au3 eauung :3poJ / Bwen U333y dISN :33lgns

9S:01 £COC Y21y 91 Jues

‘ ny Aiday G

90L0LONT ‘wue4 Abisu3 eoiuuns :9po)) / dWeN 22ua13)9y dISN 3Y

18



Appendix 2
Letter from Natural England

19





