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Q1.0.1 

 
In simple layman’s terms there seems to be a disconnect: 

- on the one hand the Applicant says if the maintenance schedule involves the replacement of panels 

they can’t take place until the LPA agrees and the Applicant is confident those replacements will not 

lead to materially new or materially different environmental effects to those identified in the 

assessment of the operational phase of the Environmental Statement (ES). They claim replacement 

of panels is just an ‘ad hoc’ activity.  

- If replacing panels is just an ‘ad hoc’ activity, how is it possible for the Applicant to provide a 

maintenance schedule for the LPA to then approve? 

 

Para 2.2.1 of the OEMP is incorrect in its description as it alludes to “replacement of broken or faulty (as a 

result of reaching end of life) equipment.” There is no correlation between end of life and broken/faulty. The 

Applicant has explained that the panels will be replaced when they have reached the end of their economic 

life, they could still be fully functional, just no longer commercially viable. Therefore they are not necessarily 

faulty or broken. Perhaps the OEMP could be more appropriately worded to reflect this distinct nuance? 

The process of retro-fitting the inclusion of the full replacement of panels (as a result of the new 60 year 

time limit), does not sit comfortably or clearly in either the OEMP or dDCO.  

Q1.0.2 

 

 



MPAG respectfully ask the ExA to consider the probability of the panels being replaced in such an ‘ad hoc’ 

way given the commercial and logistical challenges which would drive the replacement schedule. If it is likely 

that the Applicant will need to exceed the threshold of 5 2 way HGV movements a day, then that should be 

transparent upfront now in the ES that there will be operational impacts from the Proposed Development, 

albeit not at the level of the construction phase. It feels as if the Applicant is trying to scope out all impacts 

and adverse effects from the replacement of panels in an attempt to make the proposed development more 

palatable overall.  

In Gate Burton Statement of Need para 7.7.8 states “degradation of solar panels occurs roughly linearly, so 
all solar panels will degrade at approximately the same rate”, negating the premise that it will happen in an 
‘ad hoc’ way.  
 
It also states at 6.10.26 “the entire array is assumed to be replaced midway through the design life.” Gate 
Burton also has a 60 year time limit. During ISH5 Part1 at 1.18.40 Mr Phillips, for the Applicant, said in 
answer to a question from the ExA as to why there was a difference in approach between Gate Burton and 
the Applicant, that there was no difference. He stated that they were using the same approach.  That does 
not appear to be the case in the approach to the replacement of panels. 
 
 

Q1.0.3

 

As the Applicant says the 2635 panels a day does not allow for any other electrical infrastructure to be 

replaced, other items like inverters will have to be replaced more than once over a 60 year period. Just 

taking panels alone it will take 201 days to complete a full replacement. It is unlikely the panel frames and 

piles will last 60 years, fencing certainly won’t, neither will other electrical infrastructure. Therefore aside 

from additional HGV movements, there would also be the liklihood of noise effects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Q1.0.4 

 

 

The Applicant says in paragraph 5.17.4 of the ES that replacement “will be on an ad-hoc, low frequency basis 

only to replace broken or faulty equipment”. That does not describe the replacement of panels due to 

reaching end of their commercial life, it only describes if they are faulty or broken. Panels that have reached 

end of their commercial life for the solar farm may still be operational and useful in another environment.  

Interestingly para 5.7.16 of the ES talks about the measures that control the type of activities, yet there is no 

mention of traffic movements in the ES. 

It seems at the time of writing the ES with a time unlimited consent that the Applicant  was keeping their 

options open and maybe never intended for the solar farm to run for longer than one commercial life cycle 

of the panels, hence why the replacement of panels was never reflected in the ES. Now with a 60 year time 

limit in place it is clear there would need to be a full replacement at some stage, yet the Applicant is just 

relying on the OEMP and DCO to pick up the full extent of the meaning of ‘replacement’ and/or 

‘maintenance’. MPAG believe this activity should have been fully scoped into the ES and a realistic 

acknowledgement given to some operational effects. As in Q1.0.1 MPAG does believe it would be beneficial 

to separate out economic replacement of panels vs. ad hoc replacements due to being faulty or broken. 

Q4.0.2 

 



 

 

The Applicant explains “that Plots 02-29 to 02-36 and 02-38 are still required to provide working room for the 

installation of the cable from Plot 02-23”, yet there is no explanation why the cable route back from 02-03 could not 

run alongside the bridleway and come out almost opposite Uffington Lane, instead of the proposed route going via 

02-28 which cuts across fields rather than going down the side of fields. Using plot 02-28 would cause unnecessary 

disruption for the residents opposite on A6121 and also necessitate more complex traffic restrictions on what is 

already a busy road with a dangerous bend.  

 

 

 

 



Q6.0.7 

 

 

In the same way the Applicant believes it is important to commission the solar farm as quickly as possible, MPAG also 

believe the converse should apply on decommissioning and there should be a finite amount of time to decommission 

the scheme so that the land has the opportunity to be restored and returned to arable farming practices ASAP. If it is 

going to take 2 years to construct, there is less involved to decommission the site e.g. vegetation will stay in place, 

some cables will remain buried. It should be a legal requirement enforceable via the DCO not just via the DEMP, 

otherwise if the LPA disagrees with the plan they have no power realistically to speed up the decommissioning 

process. There is already concern there is no concrete way of protecting the funding for decommissioning in the 

absence of a bond. 

 

Q6.0.8 

 



 

 

MPAG feel Requirement 19 should be retained in the DCO for LPA approval in consultation with the EA. Given the 

uncertainties of the impacts of Climate Change on flooding and 2077 being over 50 years away, there needs to be an 

opportunity to review and address the flood mitigation measures. Even in 2023 it is clear the EA cannot predict the 

outcomes when we look at the impacts from Storm Babette just over a week ago. 


