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Dear Sirs / Madams of Examining Authority,  

20045340 / RAM2-AFP223 Green Properties (Kent and Sussex)  

Written Representation: Rampion Extension Development Limited for an 
Order Granting Development Consent for Rampion 2 Offshore Wind Farm 

1. We write on behalf of our client, Green Street Properties (Kent and Sussex) to 

introduce the written representations in response to the application by Rampion Extension 

Development Limited for an order granting development consent for the Rampion 2 

Offshore Wind Farm Project. 

2. Our client is the owner and occupier of land referenced as Land at Kent Street Lane, 

Cowfold (plots 33/4, 33/22, 33/23, 33/24, 33/25, and 33/26). They strongly oppose the 

compulsory acquisition powers contained in the DCO, which directly affect their property.  

3. Green Properties (Kent and Sussex) is professionally represented by: 

• Annabel Graham Paul, Counsel, of Francis Taylor Building Chambers  

• Matt Gilks & Tom Etherton, Solicitors, of Lester Aldridge LLP 

• Simon Mole, Chartered Surveyor, of Montagu Evans  

4. The proposed construction method, which includes open cut trenches across a wide 

area of the Land, will lead to substantial loss of productive land and income. Additionally, 

the positioning of the cable route prohibits our client's participation in the Platinum 

Woodland project to celebrate the late Queen’s Platinum Jubilee, a project they hold in high 

regard. Our client has provided a written statement in respect of this, which are enclosed. 

National Infrastructure Planning 
Planning Inspectorate  
Temple Quay House  
Temple Quay  
Bristol  
BS1 6PN 
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5. We express serious concern over the Applicant's failure to adhere to Government 

Guidance on the use of Compulsory Acquisition powers. They have consistently neglected 

to consider alternatives, engage in meaningful negotiations, offer dispute resolution, or 

justify the extensive powers being applied for. 

6. The Land at Kent Street is a 32.38 hectare area, part of which, as we have said, was 

intended to be included in the Queen’s Platinum Jubilee Woodland Programme. The DCO 

Land Plans propose a 100m wide acquisition corridor, rendering the entire area unusable 

and unviable. This is particularly alarming given the additional consideration of the 

Woodland Trust's withdrawal of support due to the possibility of damage from the Rampion 

2 cable construction corridor. 

7. Furthermore, the Applicant's proposal to have acquisition rights for up to 7 years after 

the Order is made is unprecedented and unreasonable. This indicates a premature 

application and a lack of identifiable project funding. 

8. Our client has also received an approach from JBM Solar, owned by the Applicant's 

parent company, for a potential cable corridor for a solar array.  We ask the examining 

Authority to investigate this fully to understand the Applicant’s intentions.  

9. This has raised further suspicions around the Applicant's intentions for the large 100m 

width corridor over their land. 

10. In response, our client seeks specific modifications to the DCO. These include a 

reduction of the cable corridor width, relocation of the corridor further south to avoid the 

planted saplings, and provisions for Horizontal Directional Drilling underneath the land. We 

also request that the existing private field access from Kent Street (plot 33/25) should not 

be extinguished by the DCO. 

11. The written representation of Simon Mole details our concerns in full. We trust that 

these concerns will be taken into account by the Examining Authority during the decision-

making process. We look forward to your understanding and careful consideration of the 

matters raised. 

  

Yours faithfully, 

LESTER ALDRIDGE LLP 
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Statement of Green Properties (Kent & Sussex) Ltd 
 
The Examining Authority       
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I represent Green Properties (Kent & Sussex) Ltd 
 
I wish to disclose the following facts regarding my experience with RWE. 
 
Despite RWE’s false claim in a letter 16.12.2022 that they were not notified of the tree 
planting until November 2021, this was discussed at meetings at College Wood 11 
August 2021 and 13 October 2021. See Savills letter 15 December 2022. 
 
This was well in advance of the decision to site the substation. Quote from Agents 
email 22 November 2021: “This covers the entire Holding” RWE refused to accept 
throughout the information provided and were clearly resolute on simply destroying the 
project. 
 
I refer specifically to Savills letter 15 December 2022. The Queens Green Canopy 
Project paras 1 & 2. This very clearly sets out the facts and the contents of a letter from 
the Woodland Trust setting out their very rigid position which RWE have blatantly 
refused to accept in pursuit of their project throughout.  
 
On 28 March 2023 I received a threatening letter from RWE that they would “remove 
saplings along the cable corridor”. 
 
Having ignored all our detailed correspondence on the Woodland Trust and Queens 
Green Canopy Committees very genuine concerns. RWE had now despicably and 
recklessly destroyed an amazing legacy to our Late Queen Elizabeth II. “The Queens 
Platinum Jubilee Wood”, a wish of the late Queen to plant 70 woods of 70 acres each 
throughout the UK, one for each of her years of reign. This was the first new planting 
of 70 acres under this initiative in the whole of the Southeast of England. 
 
 
Two alternative routes were proposed to RWE. To date there has been no definitive or 
compelling response. This would have saved the Woodland Project in its entirety. The 
utter hypocrisy of sacrificing this very unique legacy which would all have made a 
contribution to carbon offsetting and climate change and net zero is beyond belief. 
 
RWE refuse to pay the Company their substantial professional fees yet made demands 
at will. And have no shame in making dishonest statements. 
 
Green Properties (Kent & Sussex) Ltd. Have been forced to incur considerable 
professional costs as a result RWE refusal to accept information provided. Green 
Properties (Kent & Sussex) Ltd are taking it extremely seriously that they have 
dishonestly been misrepresented to the Examining Authority by the Applicant. 
 
Apart from a dormouse survey the Applicant or the representative of the applicant has 
never ever met or engaged on site with the Landowner or any representative of the 
Landowner at Kent Street. The Applicants claim that the Landowner has requested not 
to be sent Heads of Terms for the proposed route is entirely dishonest. Quite the 
opposite, see our several requests in Correspondence. The Applicants claim to be fully 
engaged in active discussions. 
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I have just waited almost 6 months for a partial response to a 9 page letter I wrote to 
the applicant on 31 July 2023.  
The experience and Green Properties (Kent & Sussex) Ltd could just be the tip of the 
iceberg. These issues may well run more widespread. 
 
We believe the Examining Authority cannot possibly approve this application where 
there is clear evidence of dishonest representation of Landowners opening the 
possibility of challenge in the High Court. With evidence from the Landowners. 
 
We will vigorously resist any attempt to extend the corridor to 100 m. and close of  the 
only access road. A letter from RWE 27 January 2023 clearly states “our construction 
corridor can be reduced further to a construction corridor of 30m” width and a 15m 
permanent easement. 
 
It is blatantly clear that the extra 70m is not required for the Rampion 2 project but an 
attempt to control it for a completely unrelated project by a subsidiary of RWE. 
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Application by Rampion Extension Development Limited for an Order granting 

Development Consent for the Rampion 2 Offshore Wind Farm Project 

Written Representations submitted jointly on behalf of Green Properties (Kent & 

Sussex) Ltd  

20045340 / RAM2-AFP223 Green Properties (Kent and Sussex)  

Planning Inspectorate Reference: EN010117 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A-5



 

1. These Written Representations are submitted on behalf of Green Properties (Kent & 

Sussex) Ltd (Our Client) in response to the application by Rampion Extension 

Development Limited (the Applicant) for an Order granting Development Consent for the 

Rampion 2 Offshore Wind Farm Project (the Draft Order). 

 

2. This section relates to the compulsory acquisition powers contained in the DCO and the 

impact they will have on our client’s property.  

 

3. Our Client is the owners and occupiers of land referenced within the DCO limits as Land 

at Kent Street Lane, Cowfold (plots 33/4, 33/22, 33/23, 33/24, 33/25, and 33/26 – “the 

Land”).  

 

4. The land is directly affected by compulsory acquisition powers sought in the Draft Order. 

 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  

 

5. Our Client’s position on matters remains as substantially set out in the Relevant 

Representations submitted on 7th September 2023 which are attached at Appendix 1 of 

these Written Representations.  

 

6. Our Client objects to the acquisition of rights and imposition of restrictive covenants over 

their Land.  

 

7. The proposed construction method of open cut trenches across and unjustified wide area 

of the Land will lead to the loss of substantial parts of productive land and will result in the 

extinguishment and loss of income for a sole trader farmer. 

 

8. The chosen route for the cables led to our client being unable to participate in the Platinum 

Woodland project to celebrate the Queen’s Platinum Jubilee.    

 

9. The Applicant has completely failed in their duty to satisfy Government Guidance on the 

use of Compulsory Acquisition powers at every level. They have: 

 

(i) Failed to consider alternatives and suggested route changes put forward by our 

Client. 

(ii) Failed to negotiate prior to the submission of the DCO application. No heads of 

terms have been issued during the pre-examination phase. 

(iii) Failed to engage in meaningful consultation with our client and in some cases failed 

to include them in consultation events.  

(iv) Failed to offer dispute resolution.   

(v) Failed to justify the extent of powers being applied for  

 

 

 

 

 

A-6



WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  

 

Background 

 

10. The Relevant Representations attached hereto set out details of our Client’s ownership. 

In summary, the Land at Kent Street comprises 32.38 hectares of permanent pasture and 

woodland owned by our client. The fields are occasionally grazed and not ploughed and 

are abundant with flora and fauna.  

 

11. Part of the land comprises of saplings planted intended to be part of the Queen’s Platinum 

Jubilee Woodland Programme.  

 

Effect on Agricultural Land and Businesses – Land at Kent Street Lane  

 

12. The land at Kent Street Lane included in the Draft Order will grant rights for the Applicant 

to take possession of a linear strip of land of some 327 metres in length for an undefined 

period of time for the purposes of the Onshore Connection Work. 

 

13. The powers being sought are defined at Work No.19 on the Works Plans which is referred 

to in the Draft DCO as being the onshore cable installation works including the installation 

of two transmission cables and temporary construction consolidation sites, construction of 

a haul road and accesses and other rights. It is understood Work No.19 will grant 

permanent rights to the Applicant. 

 

14. The DCO Land Plans identify a much wider width of land being impacted by the 

compulsory acquisition powers understood to be 100 metres. The Applicant has not 

communicated (or justified why) a width of 100 metres is required here. Not least Work 

No.19 makes reference to up to 2 transmission cables being installed as opposed to four 

cables in the Work No.9 land where the permanent width is only 40 metres. This is covered 

in more detail below in the section “Compulsory Acquisition – Clear idea of use of land”.  

 

15. The impact of a 100m swathe of land being permanently impacted by the rights is to render 

the whole area of land unusable and unviable. There are no crossing points proposed or 

identified and there is no provision for our Client to pass and repass over the Order land 

to access land either side of the acquisition corridor and onto the public highway as their 

gateway is within the Order Limits.  

 

16. Our Client seeks a binding commitment from the Applicant, which includes detail and 

agreement on how shared access arrangements would be safely managed. To date no 

offer of such a commitment has been made by the Applicant. 

 

17. Our client applied to the Woodland Trust for inclusion in the Platinum Woodland project 

for the Queen’s Green Canopy Programme for her Platinum Jubilee (see - 

https://www.royal.uk/the-queens-green-canopy-0). He was delighted to have been 

accepted by the Woodland Trust and saw this as a real honour.  

 

18. Our client communicated this to the Applicant in May 2021 and asked them to take this 

into consideration when designing the cable corridor. At the time the Applicant was 
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consulting on two potential corridors across the Kent Street Land (known as the Northern 

and Southern options). Our client made representations through their agent that the 

Southern corridor would avoid the proposed Platinum Woodland area and was his 

preference. Indeed our client has planted saplings within the land and left a corridor 

unplanted for the cable corridor. Unfortunately the DCO corridor is much wider than the 

corridor left by our client.  

 

19. Subsequently the Woodland Trust confirmed they were no longer able to support our 

client’s plans to plant a Platinum Wood at Kent Street whilst there is a possibility of the 

woodland being threatened or damaged as a result of the Rampion 2 cable construction 

corridor.  

 

20. The Applicant included both routes in their consultation material right up to their Autumn 

2022 Statutory Onshore Consultation (attached at Appendix 2).  

 

21. A letter received from Vicky Portwain from the Applicant dated 18th May 2023 (Appendix 

3) confirms the Applicant’s decision to proceed with the Northern Corridor. The reasons 

given are in paragraph 5 onwards including a “combination of engineering requirements 

and policy constraints for a small SSSI immediately to the west of Kent Street, reconfirmed 

that the southern route option would involve greater environmental impacts than for the 

northern route and that there was no justification to progress this route”.  

 

22. We have checked Natural England’s Open Data Publication which is a record of all SSSI’s 

in England. According to Natural England’s maps there are no SSSI’s to the west of Kent 

Street or in the vicinity of the land.   

 

23. In addition to the binding commitment sought at paragraph 17, our client also seeks a 

modification to the DCO so that the cable corridor is located within the land left clear of 

saplings by our client.  

 

Land take and severance during construction 

 

24. The Draft Order will grant rights for the Applicant to take possession of a linear strip of land 

at Kent Street of some 327 metres in length for an undefined period to install 2 cable 

circuits in an open cut trench within a linear strip of land up to 100 metres in width.  

 

25. The powers being sought are defined at Work No.19 on the Works Plans which is referred 

to in the Draft DCO as being the onshore connections works including the installation of 

two transmission cables and temporary construction consolidation sites, construction of a 

haul road and accesses and other rights. It is understood Work No.19 will grant permanent 

rights to the Applicant to all of the land in the DCO (i.e. across the entire 100 metre width).  

 

26. However, the Applicant confirms in their Cable and Grid Connection Document (Document 

Reference 5.5) the required permanent corridor width (permanent rights) is only 25 metres 

in maximum as a reasonable worst-case scenario. It is not clear how the extent of land not 

required permanently will be released from the permanent rights and in effect the Applicant 

is burdening more land than is needed for the operation of the Project. This is 

unsatisfactory and an ineffective way to use compulsory acquisition powers.  
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27. The DCO Land Plans affecting the Land at Kent Street (sheet 38) show the linear parcel 

of land effectively severing the holding into 2 halves. Article 25 of the Draft DCO confirms 

that all existing private rights over the Order land will be extinguished. There are no 

crossing points proposed or identified therefore permanently depriving the ability for our 

client to pass and repass over the cable corridor area.  

 

28. In addition the access point and gateway serving the land from Kent Street is also included 

within the DCO limits and is therefore unavailable both during the construction period 

which is undefined and permanently due to the way Article 25 is intended to work.  

 

29. Our Client requires a binding commitment from the Applicant, which includes detail and 

agreement on how shared access arrangements would be safely managed. To date no 

offer of such a commitment has been made by the Applicant. 

 

Unreasonable extent of powers 

 

30. Article 23 of the draft Order proposes the Applicant can have up to 7 years after the Order 

is made to serve acquisition notices. This period is unprecedented and wholly 

unreasonable in burdening private land for such a long period. Similar DCO Projects (e.g. 

Bramford to Twinstead Reinforcement) have requested a period of no more than 5 years 

after the Order is made to serve acquisition notices.  

 

31. The 7 year period requested by the Applicant suggests their application is premature and 

has no identifiable funding to pay for project.  

 

Compulsory acquisition – Clear idea of use of land 

 

32. DCLG Guidance: Planning Act 2008 Guidance related to procedures for the compulsory 

acquisition of land (‘CA Guidance’) sets out the relevant tests. It states at Paragraph 9: 

 

“The applicant must have a clear idea of how they intend to use the land which it is 

proposed to acquire.” 

 

33. The Applicant does not have a clear idea of how they intend to use the Land which is 

proposed to acquire. The Applicant is uncertain as to how the Land will be used and are 

applying for powers over a greater extent of land than is required.  

 

34. The Applicant is applying for permanent rights over (at least) 100 metres width of land. 

The submission documents confirm that only 25 metres width is required.  

 

35. In addition the Applicant has confirmed in correspondence with our client (see Appendix 

4) in a letter dated 27th January 2023 that: 

 

“In fact, we have now considered further the matter of our construction corridor width and 

have concluded that the section of the route between Oakendene and the NGET Bolney 

substation can be reduced further to a construction corridor of 30m width and 15m wide 

permanent easement”  
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36. Clearly there is no justification for the DCO corridor at Kent Street as submitted by the 

Applicant which is supported by their own statements.  

 

37. Our client received a letter from JBM Solar (owned by the Applicant’s parent company) in 

July 2023 seeking an option agreement for a potential cable corridor for a solar array in 

the local area which may require a route over the Kent Street land to connect into the 

Bolney substation. Our client finds the timing of this approach suspicious given the 

Applicant included a 100m width corridor over their land.  

 

38. We remind the Applicant that, if granted, the DCO will only provide permission for the 

Rampion 2 project and its associated cable infrastructure. It is not an opportunity to grab 

more land for future projects.  

 

39. Our client seeks a modification to the DCO to reduce the width of the construction corridor 

subject to Work No.19 to be reduced to no more than 30m in width.  

 

Compulsory Acquisition – reasonable efforts to reach agreement by negotiation. 

 

40. CA Guidance states: 

 

“Applicants should seek to acquire land by negotiation wherever practicable. As a general 

rule, authority to acquire land compulsorily should only be sought as part of an order 

granting development consent if attempts to acquire by agreement fail.” (paragraph 25) 

 

41. Case law, other guidance and recent Inspector Reports following Public Inquiries confirms 

that such efforts should be reasonable. 

 

42. The Applicant failed to issue Heads of Terms (HOTs) for an agreement or attempt to 

engage with our client until January 2024 which was only triggered by the submission of 

our client’s relevant representation. Terms were finally issued on 26th January 2024 and 

contain a number of points which are inconsistent with the DCO including the width of land 

over which rights are required.  

 

43.  Our Client does not consider the terms to be reasonable because they require even more 

onerous and restrictive rights to be created than provided for in the Draft DCO, and over 

a much larger area of Our Client’s Land than the Order Limits (described in the HOTs as 

the ‘Grantor’s Property’).  

 

44. Examples of onerous obligations over the Grantor’s Property in the HOTs include 

requirements to: 

- Enter into an Option Agreement for a temporary Construction Corridor, 

Construction Access and other rights as necessary including an Easement Strip 

over the entirety of our Client’s Property including dwelling houses and buildings. 

- Unlimited rights to enter the entirety of the Client's Property as may reasonably 

required in connection with the Project.  
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- Seek the Grantee’s consent before routine property management decisions, 

including disposing of any interest or letting in the Grantor’s Property (not just in 

the Order Limits). 

 

45. Our Client is committed to constructive engagement with the Applicant to seek to agree 

terms by negotiation, however to date and in light of the onerous HOTs presented, do not 

consider the Applicant has made reasonable efforts to acquire the rights it seeks in the 

Land by agreement. 

 

46. We also question the motive of the Applicant in only issuing heads of terms after the 

submission of Relevant Representations which raised this as a matter of concern.  

 

47. We note in the Barking Vicarage Fields decision, the Inspector analysed whether the 

applicant in that case had followed the specific recommendations of compulsory purchase 

guidance when considering if reasonable efforts had been made to use compulsory 

purchase as a last resort. The applicant’s failure to follow guidance in that case was a 

significant contributing factor in the CPO application being rejected.  

 

48. We conclude the Applicant’s failure to follow guidance throughout the planning process is 

a relevant consideration as to whether reasonable efforts have been made to use 

compulsory acquisition as a last resort.  

 

Failure to consult with our Client 

 

49. As can be seen in from the above, a number of alternative suggestions to the cable corridor 

are being considered by our client in an attempt to alleviate the impact of the Scheme on 

the use and enjoyment of their property.  

 

50. This includes a modification to the cable route to enable our client to participate in the 

Queen’s Green Canopy and plant a Platinum Woodland on their land.  

 

51. It is clear from the correspondence received from the Applicant (see Appendix 4) that they 

have failed to follow through on their promises.  

 

52. It was not until the letter received from Vicky Portwain (see Appendix 3) in April 2023 that 

the Applicant finally revealed their reasons for pursuing the northern corridor. Although as 

we have established the reasoning appears to be on false prentices.  

 

Use of HDD  

 

53. In addition to suggesting an amended corridor, our client has suggested of the Applicant 

employing HDD installation technique to mitigate the impacts of the scheme on the land 

at Kent Street.  

 

54. The plan at page 51 of Volume 4 Appendix 4.1 Crossing Schedule (Document Reference 

6.4.4.1) show that HDD is being used to cross Kent Street and partially into our client’s 

land.  

 

A-11



55. Our client would like the HDD to extend further east into the third field before resorting to 

open cut trenching as this will avoid the saplings.  

 

56. This should be perfectly possible without incurring any additional costs as there is no HDD 

compound required with the cables simply being pulled upwards towards the trenched 

section.  

 

Conclusion 

 

57. The project will have a detrimental impact on the use and enjoyment of our client’s land by 

destroying saplings and permanent pasture habitats.  

 

58. In addition, significant amounts of land will be lost during the construction period and 

reinstatement of the land, this period could be up to 3 years.  

 

59. Our written representation demonstrates there is no justification for a 100m width corridor 

and the DCO will need to be amended.  

 

60. Our client has put alternatives to the Applicant to mitigate these impacts. He has been 

repeatedly ignored throughout the pre-examination period. It is only latterly the Applicant 

has provided scant information to justify their approach to their land, and on investigation 

this appears to be untrue. 

 

 

61. Planning Act Guidance related to the procedures for the compulsory acquisition of land 

(Sept 2013) confirms that Applicants should carry out early consultation with landowners 

to build up a good working relationship with those whose interests are affected by showing 

that the applicant is willing to be open and to treat their concerns with respect. We consider 

the Applicant has failed in their duty and has not treated our client with respect.  

 

62. In respect of negotiations the Planning Act Guidance states: 

 

Applicants should seek to acquire land by negotiation wherever practicable. As a general 

rule, authority to acquire land compulsorily should only be sought as part of an order 

granting development consent if attempts to acquire by agreement fail.  

 

63. The Applicant has failed to adhere to the guidance. There were no attempts to acquire our 

client’s interest by agreement. Heads of Terms were only issued in January 2024, 4 

months after the submission of the DCO and only after receiving our client’s relevant 

representation. This is poor practice and follows the pattern established in consultation 

with our client.  

 

64. Our client considers that there is not a compelling case in the public interest to authorise 

compulsory acquisition of their land in accordance with the Draft DCO. 

 

65. Our client seeks to amend the Draft DCO to reduce the width of the cable corridor and 

either relocate it further south to avoid the saplings or to include provisions to HDD 

underneath the land as suggested in paragraphs 54 to 57.  
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66. In addition the existing private field access from Kent Street (see plot 33/25) should not be 

extinguished by the DCO otherwise the entire block of land will be severed.  

 

67. The Order powers should be available no more than 5 years after the Order is made.  

 

 

Simon Mole  

Montagu Evans LLP  
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~~ Rampion' 
~/~j ~i ~J i~ F~~~M 

MrThomas Ralph Dickson 
College Wood Farm 
Spithandle Lane 
~l`/IStOII 

Steyning 
West Sussex 
BN44 3DY 

 

18th May 2023 

Dear Mr Dickson, 

Proposed Cable Route in respect of .the Rampion 2 Project 

Rampion 2 Project 
Rampion Extension Development Ltd 
Windmill Hill Business Park, 
Whitehill Way 
Swindon 
Wiltshire 
SNS 6P8 

 
@rwe.com 

write further to the letter from Vaughan Weighill dated 28 h̀ March 2023 and our subsequent 
telephone discussions relating to your Kent Street land interest. 

Kent Street 

You submitted a representation during November 2021 objecting to the Rampion 2 cable route which 
is proposed to run through your land interest at Kent Street. The cable route would be the `northern 
cable route' option (as presented in our summer 2021 statutory consultation— see enclosed Works 
Plan July 2021 42285-WOOD-PE-ON-PN-MD-0004 shown as "Works no. 12") as it exits eastwards 
from our proposed Oakendene substation. In our summer 2021 consultation we also consulted on a 
potential alternative substation location at Wineham Lane South. As you are aware, the Oakendene 
substation site was subsequently identified as our proposed substation site, in preference to 
Wineham Lane South. The cables following the northern cable route through your land interest 
would be required to run from our Oakendene substation at 400 kilovolts (kV) to connect to the 
National Grid substation at Bolney. 

An alternative 'southern cable route' option, running largely to the south of your land interest, was 
also proposed in our summer 2021 consultation —shown on plan 42285-WOOD-PE-ON-PN-MD-004 
as "Works no. 6". The proposed 'southern cable route' was principally based on cables arriving from 
the south from the wind farm and then heading directly east towards our Wineham Lane South 
option. 

You have previously indicated on many occasions that your key concern with regard to the `northern 
cable route' was its effect on your Queen's Green Canopy proposal (QGC), which you say has 
resulted in the Woodland Trust recent) confirmin to ou in writin that the would not ualif our Y g Y g Y q Y Y 
woodland under the QQC. In light of this, you confirmed that you would be agreeable in principle to 
our southern cable route, as it would not sever the woodland scheme in the same manner. . ,~--~ 

,~, ~ 

Further to your communication of the above, Rampion 2 re-visited the potential for using the 
southern cable route option (as consulted upon in summer 2021) specifically for cables running from 
the Oakendene substation towards Bolney National Grid substation. A combination of the 
engineering requirements and policy constraint for a small Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
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immediately to the west of Kent Street, reconfirmed the conclusion that the southern route option 
would involve greater environmental impacts than for the northern route and that there was no 
justification to progress this route. 

Further modifications to the southern cable route were also explored by the Rampion 2 team, to 
establish if a route with comparable or only marginally increased impacts to the `northern cable 
route' could be identified which would be acceptable both to Rampion 2, having regard to objectively 
assessed impacts, and to you, and would therefore enable us to reach an agreement on the land 
rights required for Rampion 2. 

Through this exercise, a further modified route immediately to the north of the southern cable route 
was identified as shown cross hatched green and orange on the enclosed plan ref 42285-WOOD-CO-
ON-PN-MD-0020, which was hand delivered to your address on 7th April 2023. We discussed this 
plan further and you stated that, as the cable routeing went through the centre of the field, it would 
have a sterilising impact on your farming and as such you considered it unacceptable. You requested 
that Rampion 2 consider: 

1) the movement of the cable route towards the southern boundary of the field and 
2) an extension of the proposed trenchless cable installation (by Horizontal Directional Drill 

(HDD)), eastwards into the next field. This would extend the drilled section further into the 
open cut trenched section (shown cross hatched green to the east on the enclosed plan). 

The above requested changes were considered by the Rampion 2 team. However, we concluded 
that such a change was not justified on balance. This was due to it having greater potential impacts 
(including the amenity of nearby residents, effects on trees and vegetation) and significant 

i, 
additional cost, 

We subsequently spoke on the telephone in light of the above and you indicated that the proposed 
cable route shown on plan 42285-WOOD-CO-ON-PN-MD-0020 would have a greater impact on your 
farming than the 'southern route'. You then asked for the cable to be located as far south as possible 
in the northern cable route corridor (as consulted on in summer 2021). I explained that there are 
tree and hedge buffers which need to be maintained which prevent the siting of the cable 
immediately adjacent to the field boundary, but that we would seek, in our final design, to site the 
cables as far south as possible within the DCO application boundary to reduce interference with any 
tree planting carried out by you so far as practicable. 

confirm that, further to the above, the northern cable route as shown on the enclosed plan will be 
included in our DCO red line boundary for our consent application. We remain of the view that, with 
ongoing planning and mutual co-operation, our proposals and the tree planting regime you have 
started to implement can both be delivered. Our position is based on our own analysis and publicly 
available information from the Woodland Trust (who administer the QGC "certification") regarding 
bio-diverse mixed woodlands. 

understand from our conversations that you have now planted some of the land in the proposed 
Rampion 2 northern cable route, but that you believe that you have left some space for the Rampion , ' 
2 cable corridor. As previously requested, please do send either Carter Jonas or I the plan for your 
planting scheme so that we can check the extent to which it is compatible with the cable routeing 
that we intend to submit as per the attached plan. We will commit to try and reduce impacts where 
possible through detailed siting within the DCO red line boundary. We would propose to secure any 
such route in a voluntary agreement and in this regard Carter Jonas will shortly be forwarding Heads 
of Terms for your consideration. 
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Please do contact me if you would like to discuss this further at this stage. 

Vicky Portwain ~ ' 
Land Transaction Manager, Rampion 2 

Enc. Plan ref: 42225-WOOD-CO-ON-PN-MD-0020 
42285-WOOD-PE-ON-PN-M D-0004 
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