


APPENDIX A 
 
Response to Pinsent Mason’s letter dated 10/8/23. 
 
                

 

 

 

a 

App 1 – Natural England Predictive BMV plan 
App 2 – ALC plan 
APP3 – ALC Summary  
APP4 – Inspection pit plan. 
APP5- DBSC ALC map showing location of DBSC soil inspection pits.  
APP6- Pinsent Masons letter dated 10/08/2023. 
 

In response to Pinsent Masons letter dated 10th August 2023 [appendix 6] Point 7 Other 
Matters: 

 
               7.2  
               Calculation and Methodology do support the SNTS claim as set out below: 
 

a/ SNTS asked on three occasions for access to resurvey the Sunnica site as it is clear that the 
soil survey by Sunnica’s soil consultant Daniel Baird Soil Consultants Ltd [DBSC] which found 
less than 1% Best and most versatile land (BMV) on 924ha surveyed is incorrect.  [APP -115-
6.2 page 12 table 5-3] gives the summary of the DBSC soil report. On each occasion our request 
for access was refused. See an example of these requests at [REP6-051 Appendices 4to7]. 
Our calculations and methodology had therefore to be done ‘off’ the Sunnica site and were 
as follows: 

 
1/ We asked a professional firm of chartered Surveyors Bidwells to map on to the Natural 
England (NE) predictive plan the Sunnica site boundaries and calculate the areas of each 
category of likelihood of BMV. [See plan attached at appendix 1]. This plan shows that 83% of 
the site is 60% or more likely to be BMV.    
2/ We also asked Bidwells to map the Sunnica site onto the Agricultural Land Classification 
plan. [See plan attached at appendix 2 and ALC summary at appendix 3] that show the site is 
53% BMV. 
3/ Patrick Stephenson Ltd Agricultural Consultants report dated October 2022 [REP2-097f] 
surveyed neighbouring land as access was denied to the Sunnica site. A sample survey of 
80hectares found 78% BMV. This conclusion is supported by 10 inspection pits whose 
locations are shown blue on the plan at [appendix 4]. All pits were confirmed to evidence BMV 
land.  
4/ Sam Franklin a member of BSSS video recorded a single auger boring on the boundary of 
Sunnica East A this is shown at [REP7-109c]. The auger boring confirms BMV land. This auger 
boring was taken 4 metres from the boundary of Sunnica East A and opposite the DBSC auger 
boring LF164 see [APP-115- page101]. DBSC has graded LF164 as grade 4, Sam Franklin grades 
the land as grade 2. It is highly unusual for professional soil surveyors to be two grades apart 
over such a short distance. Sam Franklin’s grading is supported by the NE and ALC mapping. 
DBSC’s is two grades below. 
5/ Local farmers confirm a crop rotation will include potatoes, onions, sugar beet, malting 
barley, rye, maize, and milling wheat. All these crops have been seen growing on land within 
the Sunnica site. This crop rotation is consistent with BMV soils see [REP4-053-appendix5-
page9] as are the yields achieved on neighbouring land which are above national averages. 
See [REP2-097e]. A 924 hectare farm on this soil type in the rotation described would produce 
in excess of 32,000 tonnes of produce per annum at a value of £6.3million. A farm purely in a 
cereal rotation would produce around 6,000 tonnes per annum at a value of £1.9million.     



6/ SNTS have provided the professional opinions of Patrick Stephenson, Sam Franklin, Peter 
Danks and Paul Wright clearly stating the DBSC report is substandard and unreliable and that 
the site contains more than 1% BMV.  
 
7.3 
 
SNTS were denied access to the Sunnica site. SNTS have therefore had to rely on mapping and 
evidence gained from sampling neighbouring land as detailed above. SNTS have detailed the 
range of crops grown, the level of yield, and the consistency of yield on neighbouring land 
which are also requirements of TIN049. SNTS would have liked nothing more than to have 
access to the site to survey it.    
SNTS have proved that the site, in common with neighbouring land grows a variety of high 
yielding crops that are consistent with the description of BMV in TINO49. They have proved 
that high levels of BMV exist on neighbouring land by a soil survey and inspection pits [REP2-
097f]. The findings of SNTS are consistent with the predictive and ALC mapping described 
above. It should also be noted that the ALC and Predictive maps are consistent in identifying 
approximately the same areas of BMV unlike DBSC’s report which can only find less than 1% 
of BMV land on 924hectares surveyed which contradicts the cropping and mapping evidence.  
 
Previous work of Reading Agricultural Consultants (RAC) is referenced. The overlap of RAC’s 
work amounts to 3.3 hectares of the whole Sunnica site 0.3% of the area. See [APP-115-6.2 
page9 table5.3] RAC’s conclusions are consistent with the NE predictive map and the ALC map 
for this area of the site unlike DBSC’s report in other areas. Pinsent Masons’s letter tries to 
persuade the reader that this is RAC’s opinion of the remaining 978 hectares which is clearly 
not the case. It is RAC’s professional opinion that over 50% of the site is BMV.  See [REP2-240 
page24 – 5.1.38]       
 
Pinsent Masons letter fails to mention the other third party survey which overlaps into part 
of the Sunnica site which is also included at [APP-115-6.2page9 table5.3]. This is a MAFF 
survey of 188.9 hectares, 51.6 hectares of which are now included in the Sunnica site. 28.5 
hectares of the 51.6 hectares amounting to 55% of this area are graded BMV. It should also 
be noted that the MAFF survey dug eight inspection pits on 188.9 hectares. By contrast DBSC 
surveyed 924 hectares and dug only 6 inspection pits, 4 of which were in land shown to be 
grade 4 and 2 in edges of fields. All areas of predicted BMV were avoided by DBSC. This is 
consistent with the methods used by DBSC in previous work and criticised by a Planning 
Inspector. See 7.8 below.                
 
DBSC’s report does not correspond with the Applicants archaeology report. Auger borings in 
areas shown to be peaty by the archaeologists have been omitted from the DBSC report.  See 
[REP10-058f -p1- point 1.5] for detail. 
 
7.4  
SNTS accept that the NE plan is a predictive map. However, as DBSC’s report is contrary to all 
mapping and local evidence and SNTS were denied access to the site it is the best overall site 
information available. What SNTS do not accept along with four soil experts and neighbouring 
farmers is the difference in the conclusions of DBSC’s report and the NE predictive plan. 
Neither DBSC, Sunnica or NE can give an explanation for the difference. SNTS know the 
conclusion of the DBSC report relies on a flawed soil survey which reaches its conclusion by 
ignoring the productivity of the land, ignoring the yields achieved, ignoring irrigation, ignoring 
crop rotation, ignoring the NE predictive plan, ignoring the ALC land classification plan, 
ignoring the 1:10,560 and 1:63,360 mapping of the area. All these items must be ignored to 
find less than 1% BMV on the survey site. 



Therefore not surprisingly DBSC’s report does not comply with the British Society of Soil 
Science [BSSS] guidelines or the Government document dated 5th February 2021 ‘Guide to 
assessing development proposals on agricultural land’ [GGAL] see 7.9 below.      
 
7.5 
Soil series are an important part of soil classification and are a detailed indicator of soil quality, 
to be considered when surveying land. DBSC mentions soil associations but only 3 when in 
fact there are 7 mapped. See [REP2-240d appendix3- point7.1] which are available on large 
scale mapping. Soil series are a more detailed definition. As DBSC’s report was differing so 
much from the predicted mapping, soil series mapping should have been used to back up the 
findings. This was not done by DBSC as the soil series mapping confirms the presence of soil 
types consistent with BMV land. Please see the submission by Reading Agricultural 
Consultants at 11th September 2023 for conformation. 
   
7.6 
Soil does not change over time. SNTS’s position as clearly stated on numerous occasions is 
that the ALC plan shows that 53% of the site is BMV. It has never been explained how NE could 
accept a report that despite the ALC prediction finds less than 1% BMV on 924 hectares of 
surveyed land. SNTS wanted to try and resolve this by resurveying the land but were refused. 
See [REP6-051 appendices 4to7]  
NE have accepted the findings of a report that fails the BSSS and GGAL guidelines. If the report 
had been prepared following these guidelines more than 1% BMV would have been identified. 
Sunnica know this and that is why requests for a resurvey were refused. 
 
7.7 
TIN049 states that “Detailed guidance for classifying land can be found in: ‘Agricultural land 
classification of England and Wales: revised guidelines and criteria for grading the quality of 
agricultural land (MAFF 1988). These guidelines clearly state Irrigation should be a factor when 
deciding a land grade. See [REP4-053 appendix5 -p27] A single email from an employee of NE 
does not overturn a MAFF document which is quoted in TIN049 without referring to any 
updates or amendments. See [REP4-54-appendix6]. The applicant has not been able to 
provide any conclusive evidence to show that irrigation should be excluded from the 
assessment of land. See freedom of information request at [REP054 – appendix6] and also see 
[REP4-045] for full details. DBSC’s report takes no account of irrigation. Whatever 
interpretation you put on the above it is incorrect to ignore irrigation. 
 
7.8 
The DBSC report does not comply with BSSS or GGAL guidelines. Please see the conclusion of 
Paul Wright a Fellow of BSSS at [REP10-057-appendix2].  
DBSC produced a similar soil report as the Sunnica soil report for an inquiry into the Ripon 
Motorway Service Area referred to as the Savills report [REP2-240D P94-98 paras 146to177]. 
The Planning Inspector found the DBSC approach to justifying a reduction from BMV to grades 
3b and 4 as in the Sunnica case “largely unconvincing”. The same methods to unjustifiably 
downgrade the land have been used in the Sunnica report which are: 
               a/ auger borings were not supported by laboratory analysis. 
               b/auger borings were shallower than expected. 
               c/ the application of a drought calculation was not transparent.  

                             d/ stoniness was overstated. 
e/ trail pits were mentioned but without corresponding records.       

 
 
 



 
7.9 
The DBSC report fails the BSSS Guidelines in eight categories not just the one as indicated. It 
also does not comply with GGAL. See [REP4-045] for full details. Some other points not 
addressed in Pinsent Masons reply: 
a/ DBSC were employed by Sunnica Ltd to prepare the soil survey. For the Sunnica application 
to be successful it required there to be a minimum amount of BMV on the site.  
b/ BSSS guidelines require a plan locating the soil inspection pits. A plan was not provided. 
When SNTS used the grid references to plot the positions of the inspection pits 4 were shown 
to be in land predicted to be grade 4 land and the other 2 pits were on headlands. No pits 
were dug in land predicted to be BMV. A plan clearly illustrating this would not have been 
helpful to the applicant’s case. [See plan attached at appendix 4] showing DBSC pit locations 
in red. 
c/ The soil inspection pits were dug up to two years after the auger boring survey. They should 
be dug during the auger boring survey. To help inform the survey. 
d/ An inadequate number of pits were dug see point 7.3 above. 
e/ Photographs of two unidentified shallow Archaeological trenches were included. No 
photographs of soil inspection pits were included. 
f/ DBSC produced two ALC plans showing the results of their auger borings and submitted 
them to the examination [APP238 and APP239]. 4 of their soil inspection pits are in land DBSC 
has graded as 4. See [Appendix 5- APP238] attached with pits marked in red for identification.    
g/ DBSC’s pit 3 is located at the same point as observation point ER24. The pit description 
describes the land as 3b the auger boring says it is grade 4. See [REP2 -240d -p138-139 
point5.25]    
h/ See [REP4-045] for other reasons the DBSC report fails the BSSS and GGAL guidelines. 
I/ GGAL also requires reference to a 1:10,000 scale plan.  See [REP 4-048 page 8] DBSC only 
references at [APP-115 page 18] 1:250,000 mapping. 
 
7.10 
NE have not engaged at any level with SNTS or their professional advisors. NE have never 
attempted to explain why they are satisfied with DBSC’s report and have ignored their own 
predictive plan and all the evidence that clearly shows that the conclusions of the DBSC report 
findings of less than 1% BMV are at odds with their own plan and what is happening on the 
ground for all to see. NE have failed in their duty as the Government advisors on ALC 
matters.       
 
Other comments on Pinsent Mason’s letter dated 10th August 2023 – using their numbering: 
 
2) Battery Energy storage system design and hazardous substance consent The absence 

of detail in respect of the Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) is of huge concern. We 
live within 1 mile of the proposed BESS at Sunnica East B. It is not acceptable for Sun-
nica to not give full details of the BESS, seeking to defer the details of BESS until after 
the decision has been made. Details of the BESS should be a fundamental part of the 
decision process. 

 
3) Isleham Bomber plane crash 

I think using this proposed site displays a disastrous lack of respect to the plane crash 
and the residents of Isleham. Solar panels should not be placed here. 

 
 6)         Stone Curlews 

Natural England cannot make a decision without providing evidence. The whole point 
of the NSIP process is for evidenced based decisions to be made.  
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