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Total site area of 492.3 hectares (ha), of which 387.6 ha is arable 
land, where the development will take place (although the actual area of 
solar panels is not clearly stated);

Around 2,900 ‘tables’ or solar panels, each approximately 28m by 
25m and with a maximum height above ground level of between 3m and 
3.9m, to allow for flood clearance;

The tables will be arranged across 26 ‘fields’ across the development 
site;

72no transformers across the site, each 8.2m by 2.3m, and 3m high, 
typically coloured green;

An electrical compound of 325m by 250m, surrounded by a soil bund 
around 20m across and between 3.3m and 4.8m above ground level, and 
containing:

15 km of 2m high deer fencing (timber and stock netting) enclosing 
the operational area;

Around 240 CCTV cameras on 3m poles;

Lighting will be limited to the substation and transformers, and will 
be sensor-activated;

A stone ‘spine road’ of around 2.8km in length will provide the main 
access, with other access via existing farm tracks or grassed tracks; and

The development site will be grazed by sheep during operation.

Existing public rights of way through the site will be retained;

A habitat management area will be established, comprising 41 ha of 
arable land and 37.1 ha of freshwater grazing marsh – details of this 
area are set out in Appendix 5.2;









The total area of land that will be covered by solar panels should be 
clearly stated.

The date and source of consultation comments should be clearly 
stated in Table 7.1.

We recommend that a 5 km study area be adopted for both 
landscape and visual effects. This

The ZTVs should be shown out to 5 km;

The approach to modelling trees in the ZTVs should be clearly 
explained;

The involvement of stakeholders, interest groups and other technical 
disciplines in the evaluation of sensitivity should be fully explained;

The approach to identifying landscape value should be reconsidered 
by the applicant, with reference to GLVIA3, so that designated and 
undesignated landscapes are considered on the same scale of relative 
value. Clarity is required in relation to the local landscape designation 
AHLV;

The approach to assessing magnitude of landscape change is 
appropriate, but is not clearly presented, and the applicant should be 
asked to revisit Section 7.2.7 in general in Table 7.9 in particular;

A similar review of Section 7.2.8, in relation to assessing magnitude 
of visual change, would also be beneficial;

The applicant should clarify that moderate effects are considered 
significant, in the context of the EIA Regulations: although this is how 
the assessment is reported, the methodology proposes a higher cut-off at 
moderate-major;

The reasons for using a different methodology in the RVAA for 
assessing significance of effect on residential properties should be set 
out, and justification provided that the findings of the two approaches 
are comparable;

A methodology for identifying magnitude of cumulative change, and 
thereby levels of cumulative effect, should be supplied as part of the EIA 
Report.

The applicant should be asked to include proper acknowledgement of 
the AHLV that covers the site, as well as other local landscape 
designations in the study area. If available, the reasons for designating 
these areas should be discussed in the LVIA, alongside the special 
qualities of the Kent Downs AONB in so far as they relate to the site 
area;

The assessments of landscape value should be revisited following 
review of the methodology;

The reasons for selecting each viewpoint should be clearly set out by 
the applicant, in line with GLVIA3, as well as the further reasons for 
producing visualisations for only selected viewpoints.

The link between the proposed mitigation measures, and the effects 
that they are aiming to mitigate, could be more clearly explained by the 
applicant.

The applicant should clarify whether year 1 and year 10 effects on 
landscape have been assessed;

The applicant should be asked to revisit terminology used to report 
effects, so that the level of effect and its significance are both clear in 
each case;

The applicant should be asked to remove the qualifications that 
follow most of the findings of effect, since these factors should have been 
included in the assessment;

In the EIA Report, the applicant should more clearly explain how 
mitigation measures are linked to specific identified impacts, and how 
these lead to effects changing from negative to positive over time;

The applicant should be asked to reconsider effects from routes as a 
whole, rather than simply from static viewpoints on routes; and




