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05:00 
All right. Well good morning everyone and welcome to this the second of our issue specific hearings 
into the application for the longfield solar farm project. This hearing is into environmental matters. I'm 
Rory Cridland, the examining inspector, supported here today by Simon Ray wood, the case manager, 
as well as Ryan's Sedgman and Phoebe Charlie's from the case team. Now, if you have any queries 
outside the hearing or any difficulties accessing it, then please do let them know by emailing the project 
email address, which you should be able to find at the top of any of the correspondence sent to you by 
the planning Inspectorate in relation to this project. As I mentioned at the start, a digital recording is 
being made. And so it would be helpful if you could clearly identify yourselves before you speak. This 
recording is retained and published on the project page of the national infrastructure website for five 
years following the Secretary of State's decision on the application. And so once again, can I ask you 
all to avoid referring to any information that you wish to be kept private and confidential. This hearing is 
also being live streamed on the internet. And again, for those of you who do not wish to have your 
image captured, you should keep your camera turned off. I'd also ask again, the cameras and 
microphones are capped off unless you are speaking or actively participating in a particular discussion 
point. Now, I know some of us have already met at the hearings earlier in the week, but we do have a 
number of additional speakers today. And so I'd like to start off by asking today's speakers to introduce 
themselves if we can start with the representatives of the applicant, please. 
 
06:36 
Good morning, sir. My name is Alexis Coleman. I'm a solicitor at law firm Pinsent, Masons LLP, 
representing the applicant longfield solar energy farm limited. We are appearing virtually from our 
offices at Pinsent Masons. And I'm joined in the room by my colleagues Richard Griffiths and Alex 
Tresidder. In also solicitors at Pinsent, Masons. Carly Vince, Chief Planning Officer at EDF Energy 
Renewables Matt bussy Assistant Project Manager from pushing consultants and the ultimately 
technical director EIA from AECOM, who were the EIA consultants for the applicant. So we will also 
have other experts and they're all on the line currently from a common EDF joining for relevant agenda 
items in the room currently for the BMV the first main point of discussion, we have Allison leader 
technical director planning from AECOM, John health Associate Director associate social economics 
from AECOM and Ruth Metcalf RFK aid is limited, responsible for preparing the applicant soil resource 
management plan. I wasn't proposing to introduce all the other experts at this time, by the end, 
probably otherwise, wait for each relevant agenda item, but I can introduce him now if that's if that's the 
preference. 
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07:49 
No, I think that's fine with Coleman. Thank you. Good morning. And yes, thank you for introducing the 
ones that you have. But I think as we move through, I have asked that speakers introduce themselves 
as they come forward. And so that would be be useful at that time. 
 
08:04 
Okay, so a few of those other experts are on this call. So you may just see other names on there that 
will be introduced later. 
 
08:11 
Thank you very much. Thank you. And then we have representatives from Braintree District Council. 
Thank you might be Mr. Hivos. Mr. He was here this morning. 
 
08:25 
Good morning, sir. Yes, I am. So I'm Tim pavers, the planning lead for Braintree District Council. We've 
got a number of people with us today. Julio Hora from Braintree is planning policy team. Then for 
landscape we have Jill Wynn Williams and Bobby Brown of when Williams associates who are 
representing us and also Charleston city council and Essex County Council. For heritage we have 
Laura Johnson of Play Services, who's our BDC representative for Recology, Hamish Jackson, also 
play services, who is representing BDC and Chelmsford city council, and then we have environmental 
health, Pam sharp, who's the Braintree district council representative. And we have two sorry, one 
observer, Carol Wallace, who is BDC planner from the policy team. 
 
09:26 
Mr. Davis, as I discussed briefly with Miss Coleman a moment ago, if when any speakers come 
forward, if they could just introduce themselves before they speak, that will be useful both for the 
recording and for myself and for the others watching as well. Okay, thank you very much. And then we 
also understand have representatives from Chelmsford City Council. 
 
09:49 
Play, sir, that's right. So I'm Ruth Mabus. I'm the chancellor planning lead for the proposal. Today we've 
got with us my colleague, Michael Hurst, who is our principal heritage officer who will be Providing 
heritage advice. And as Tim has just said, we also have Bobby Brown and Gil when Williams from 
when Williams associates who will be providing landscaping advice with ourselves, Braintree and 
Essex. In addition, we have Hamish Jackson from Play Services and who is providing ecology advice to 
us as well and in addition with Braintree 
 
10:22 
Thank you very much. Good morning again was Robert Thank you, pan for Essex County Council 
 
10:30 
to go and insert Rachel Donovan Lee planning officer, the six county council. So we're joined today by 
Matthew Bradley, who is strategic development manager representing the highways authority. Also 
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Robert Lee, who is public rights of way officer representing the Highway Authority. Glen shore water 
regulation engineer representing the lead local flood authority, Teresa O'Connor Historic Environment 
consultants. We also have Phillip bash, principal Planning Officer minerals and waste planning 
authority. And finally, Claire Tomlin also principal planning officer that case officer bulls lodge already 
see representing vehicles and waste planning the policy 
 
11:27 
was on fun and thank you again, just a quick reminder if when any of those speakers come forward if 
they could introduce themselves that will be that will be very helpful. Um, do we have a representative 
from the Essex County Fire and Rescue Service this morning? 
 
11:50 
Take that as a no. I think we may have Mr. swash from the Boerum Conservation Society. 
 
11:59 
Yes. Good morning. I'm here. 
 
12:04 
Good morning. Mr. swash. Just wonder if you could introduce yourself for those of Yes, 
 
12:09 
yes. Alan Alan swash. And I represent born Conservation Society. 
 
12:16 
Thank you very much, Mr. swash. And then do we have the representative from the ethics local asset 
access forum? 
 
12:29 
Yes, can you hear me? Yes. Okay. 
 
12:32 
Good morning. 
 
12:33 
My name is Mrs. Catherine Evans. I'm the chairman of the Essex local access forum representing the 
local access for 
 
12:40 
Good morning again, Mrs. Evans. Thank you. Is there anyone else here today who hasn't already been 
introduced? who wishes to speak or otherwise make themselves known? 
 
12:54 
Yes, good morning, sir. I'm Linda Reed from Boren parish council. 
 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 4 - 

13:01 
Morning, Mrs. Reid. Thank you very much. And is there anyone else? Nope. Well, welcome everyone. 
And we do have quite a few in the meeting today, and quite a few people wishing to speak. So as I 
said, if you could all introduce yourselves, as you come forward before you speak, both for the 
recording and also for my benefit and benefit of those watching on the live stream. Now, those of you 
who have attended or viewed the other hearings this week may already be familiar with the format. But 
for those who aren't, and again, for the benefit of those watching on the livestream, the hearing today 
will take the form of a structured discussion led by me and based on the agenda that I previously set 
out. And the purpose is to explore some of the issues that arise in relation to environmental matters or 
from the environmental statement, and to give you an opportunity to make oral representations on the 
items listed and expand on the points that you've made in your written responses to date. I wonder if 
someone from the case team could bring the agenda please? 
 
14:18 
Thank you. Now, as I explained in the other hearings this week, the rule six documentation that you 
received does include details of the different types of hearings held under the Planning Act 2008. This 
is an issue specific hearing, and we'll explore the specific matters listed in the agenda. Now, if anyone 
present wishes to raise matters outside of those identified please note that there is an open floor 
hearing scheduled for tomorrow, or interested parties will be given an opportunity to make oral 
representations on any of the matters contained in the written representation or relevant 
representations. Having said that, if the matter that you wish to raise relates to specific issues arising 
from the environmental statement You might find it useful to raise it today when there are as you 
already seen a number of interested parties and various representatives present who might be better 
placed to contribute to the discussion, you will see that there is an opportunity to raise other matters 
under item four. Now, as you can see from the agenda, I've listed a number of main discussion points 
under item two. These include best and most versatile agricultural land, ecology and biodiversity, 
battery technology and safety, historic environment, as well as some other points of clarification. Miss 
Donphan following on from our brief discussion at yesterday's compulsory acquisition children, I've also 
added minerals and waste to the agenda item under item number four, other matters. Now while in 
most cases, the discussion will take the form of questions posed by me to various parties, interested 
parties will be given an opportunity to comment on the matters discussed as we move through the 
agenda. As with all the other hearings this week, I plan to break after around 90 minutes, and then 
around one o'clock, there is quite a bit to cover. So it may be that we go on beyond lunch, although that 
will depend on how the discussion progresses. But either way, I do expect to complete all items on the 
agenda today. And so can I ask you all to try and be as concise as possible, please. I have been made 
aware that there may be some interested parties present who may have some time constraints, which 
means they may need to leave early. Is there anyone present who does wish to speak but may not be 
available at any particular points during the day? 
 
16:44 
Now Oh, that's great. In that case, does anyone have any questions on the purpose or the 
arrangements for the hearing this morning? Okay, well then starting off, I'll move on to item number 
two, the main discussion points, if we could start off with best and most versatile agricultural land. And 
you can see from the agenda the first point is policy. Miss Coleman. I see that the planning statement 
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sets out the applicants view on the policy basis for the Secretary of State's determination. I don't think 
we need to go through all of it. But I do have a few queries that I'm hoping you'll be able to help me 
with. Firstly, I wanted to touch on the 2015 written ministerial statement insofar as it relates to solar 
farms. And it has been mentioned by a number of interested parties. I assume you're familiar with the 
statement? Yes, I am. I don't seem to be able to find any mention of it in the application documents. 
And I just wondered, does the applicant consider it to be an important and relevant matter to be taken 
into account by the Secretary of State on determining the application? 
 
18:01 
Thank you, sir. We I did have an update to provide you in this respect, because in relation to those 
ministerial statements which various written representations of cupboard clarification has recently been 
provided on this point by letter dated sixth September 2022. From the Right Honourable George 
Eustice MP, who was then Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, and the relevant 
part of that letter states, I would like to take this opportunity to clarify that BNB land is actually defined 
by natural England's guide to assessing development proposals on agricultural land and in the NPPF 
as land above, but not including grade three B. So that clarification, I think, brings that definition of BMV 
land in line with the definitions that are found in the MPs NPPF and in natural England's guidance. 
 
18:52 
Yes, I'm familiar with the lesson. Thank you, Mr. Cohen. What I was interested in here is the 
applicability more widely widely of the 2015 ministerial statement insofar as it relates to determination 
under Section 105. 
 
19:11 
Just give me one moment, sir. Thanks simpler to bring this problem yes, I think we will take the point 
away to respond in more detail. But I would just reiterate that in terms of the predominant policy that 
that is relevant. It's the NPS and then the draft MPs. So, ultimately, it's up to you and then the sexual 
state as to what wait those that ministerial statement is given. But we will, we'll come back to in our 
deadline three summary just to confirm more in more detail on what we say in that respect. But I don't 
think that changes the overall approach to policy as set out in the planning statement. 
 
20:56 
Like he was calling, I suppose just to give you some useful direction of what I'm really interested in is 
whether or not it's been taken into account by the applicant? And if so, how. 
 
21:09 
Thank you. That's helpful. We will address that. 
 
21:12 
Thank you very much. I'm not staying with the planning statement for a moment, I can see that the 
applicant acknowledges that the Secretary of State is likely to consider national and local planning 
policy, among the other matters that are important and relevant to the decision. This is really just a 
small point of clarification really, I noticed some of the local policy references in the planning segment 
are now out of date following the adoption by Braintree District Council of their new local plan. And, 
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really, I'm not aware that there is any major difference in substance between the adopted policies and 
the emerging policies as they were at that time. But I do think it would be useful if we could have an 
update to that document to refer to current adopted policy, and to take account of any changes, for 
example, to the policy wording that occurred between pre and post adoption versions of that plan. And 
also to remove I suppose any of the no longer extant policy references in there as well. 
 
22:11 
Yes, so we can do that. And you're correct. That brand tree local plan, section two was adopted in July 
of this year. And then with respect to there's also a Chelmsford solar farm development SPD that I'm 
aware has was, was adopted since that planning statement as well. So we can we can take that away. 
And I understand there's been discussions with the local planning authorities in terms of those those 
new policies. So we're, we're discussing that as well. So we can we can do that for the next deadline. 
But 
 
22:39 
that's really helpful. Thank you very much. While we're on that point, as you've raised the issue of the 
SPD from Chelmsford, members, are you are you still on the call? Yes, I am, sir. I just wanted to I did 
have it listed for my second set of written questions. And I just wonder if perhaps you could provide 
copy of that SPD, and enter it into the examination at a relevant deadline, I can include it in my second 
set of written questions. But just to to give you some advanced notice, it would be useful if I could see a 
copy of that, during the course of the examination, 
 
23:18 
also can not a problem until 
 
23:21 
Thank you very much. Mr. haos. Staying with policy for a moment, I understand that brain free district 
councils position is that the scheme would not be compliant with local policy insofar as it would result in 
the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land. I think the relevant policy plan St. Gregory is now 
LPP 73. And I just wonder if you could expand on that and identify for me which parts of those policies 
that council consider the application wouldn't have called with? 
 
23:56 
Yes, thank you, sir. Tim pavers branch District Council planning lead, so that the policy is from our 
newly adopted local plan. And I think the overarching thrust of the policy is to seek the protection of 
best and most versatile land. So the conflict that that we've identified, this is just a general conflict. 
Notwithstanding that there is within the policy, it does state that there is a balancing act to be 
undertaken, and that the amount of renewable energy that a scheme would generate needs to be 
balanced against the identified last, the best and most first time approach will land. So I think what we 
what we're saying is that there is a degree of conflict insofar as that policy seeks to protect best and 
most fertile land, however, there would then be a balancing act to be carried out, and the amount of 
energy generated will be weighed against that loss. And then obviously, it would be for yourself. So to 
come to that conclusion. 
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24:51 
I think, Mr. Davis, if I'm correct, that balancing act from the council's perspective has been undertaken 
in the local impact report that you've submitted. 
 
25:00 
to degree so although I think our position was that the our understanding of local impact report was that 
we were we were not to undertake a planning balance in the way that we would in a committee report 
for a strategic scheme where we'd normally come to a clear and definitive conclusion. 
 
25:16 
Thank you, Mr. He was useful. Miss Coleman, is there anything else that you you'd like to come back 
on? Or say at this point? 
 
25:28 
I'm happy to address the policy went from brain tree, if that would be helpful. So looking at that policy, 
sir, LLP 73. There's an as it's relevant to best and most versatile and it starts by referring to that 
balancing exercise that Mr. Heelas has referred to which says proposals for renewable energy 
schemes will be encouraged with the benefit in terms of low carbon energy generate generating 
potential outweighs harm or loss to best and most well, various factors, including best and most 
versatile land. Mr. Hill has said they haven't done and applied that part of the policy, I think, what's 
helpful is the position of Chelmsford in their local impact report, Rep. One B dash 0636148, as they 
come to a similar similar conclusion in terms of the loss of BMP, but have done that further step of 
balancing and conclude that that loss is outweighed by the delivery of low carbon energy generation. 
And we would submit that that is that is an appropriate conclusion. And that in that narrow view that is 
outweighed the next part of the brain tree policy requires a sequential 
 
26:46 
Muskellunge Can I just come in for a moment? You said that chumps would have undertaken the 
balancing exercise, but they haven't done that in terms of the brain for you local policy? 
 
26:58 
No, they have, but they have come to a similar conclusion before proceeding to that balancing exercise, 
but you're right, that's in relation to their own policy position. Apologies. The next part of that brand tree 
policy is to provide a sequential assessment which we have done in our planning statement, and I have 
not seen any issues raised by that from brand tree. They then say that justification would must be 
provided for proposals on high quality agricultural land, which we say there is justification. And we can 
take you through that justification in terms of demonstrating how we've minimised impact but also for 
the BMV that's left within the order limits, how that use is justified and its inclusion is outweighed by 
various sustainability considerations. And then, when proposals are accepted in agricultural land, they 
should demonstrate how the installation allows for continued agricultural use and or enhances 
biodiversity around the panels. And part of that is a later agenda item in terms of continued agricultural 
use. I would note also in that respect, that we've worked very closely with the landowner in order to 
ensure the ongoing operational viability of the remainder of that agricultural holding, and which which 
assists with that agriculture use as well. And obviously, we've got various biodiversity enhancements 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 8 - 

around the panels and the Arndale, including our biodiversity net gain of 79%, in compliance with that 
policy. And then the final part of that brand tree policy relates to conditions securing the commissioning 
and restoration, which are requirement 20. In the development consent order does secure in terms of 
restoration under the various decommissioning management plans, and obviously earlier this week, 
we've also confirmed that time limit of the 40 years of operation that we'll be amending in the 
requirements for deadline three, so we would say sir, that we are compliant with that policy in the brain 
tree local plan. 
 
28:54 
Roscommon who's going I'm variously referring to with Mrs. Coleman and Miss Coleman. I've just 
realised you have a preference. 
 
29:05 
Mrs. Fine. I'll answer to either. 
 
29:08 
I apologise if I miss Donovan, if I can bring in Essex for a moment here. I just wanted to clarify quick 
point with you in terms of policy. 
 
29:28 
Morning, I can see from the local impact report from from the county council that you support both 
Braintree and Chelmsford in their positions and I just wondered if you could perhaps clarify the County 
Council's position on that. 
 
29:46 
What we sought to do in the local impact report is to not cover matters which were within the remit of 
the local planning authorities which are uncertain and brain trees so on on the issue Do you have the 
best or most versatile land? Quite clearly in our lives. Essex County Council is supportive of both cyclist 
authorities position in that there is concern that there will be loss of some best most versatile land that 
recognising that there is a balancing act to be had. But I just really want to confirm that very supportive 
of the positions that Braintree and Chelmsford have made in their local employment reports and, and 
the explanations and clarifications that they're making today. 
 
30:44 
Thank you, Tom. Well, in that case, Does anyone wish anyone present wish to say anything and 
ensure in relation to the policy position insofar as it relates to best and most versatile agricultural land? 
 
31:02 
Um, so if I could just add Miss Coleman from the applicant, I understand the position from brain trees 
local impact report is that it reaches that conclusion on the basis that disagrees with the applicant as to 
the that the 40 years of b&b loss is a temporary loss. And I think that's Chelmsford position as well. I 
think we're supported in our view that sorry, that it's a temporary loss by the agreement we've reached 
with Natural England who also reflect that and that's in the socg with Natural England rep. 2022. Were 
at line 32, we record agreement with them. In this respect, and Natural England has said, we consider 
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that the proposed development of temporary as described is unlikely to lead to significant permanent 
loss of BMV agricultural land as a resource for future generations. And that positions also has 
precedent in the Secretary of State's decision on Little Crow at paragraph 450. A little crude, there was 
a 35 year lifetime, but we would submit that's comparable to the to the 40 years here. And the 
conclusion there was that that BMP land would be affected for the 35 year lifetime with the proposed 
development, and then be returned agricultural use, and the XA considered this did not amount to a 
permanent loss of farmland. At the end of that paragraph, the secretary of state records their 
agreement with the examining authority in that respect. Thank you. 
 
32:34 
Respond, and was behaviours. Is there anything you'd like to come back on on that point in terms of 
the temporary nature? Of the loss? 
 
32:42 
Yes, thank you. So I'll just clarify, really, I don't think we've definitively said that our position is that we 
believe 40 years is permanent? I think we've just we've almost raised it as a question. It's a long period 
of time. So whereas normally a temporary planning consent would be for a significantly shorter period 
of time, in my experience, 40 years is quite a substantial time. So I don't think we're saying that we 
disagree completely. That that's temporary. I think we've just raised as a question mark, as to whether 
that could be viewed in the normal media were temporary, or whether it just needs to be acknowledged 
that it is actually quite a long period of time. 
 
33:17 
Am I correct? Was that a was that the council's position isn't that there would be a permanent loss to 
the best most first time cultural land? 
 
33:24 
That's correct. So other than the small area, which we've identified in in our local impact report. 
 
33:30 
Thank you. That that's useful. Thank you very much. Does anyone else wish to raise anything in terms 
of policy around best and most fertile agricultural land? 
 
33:47 
Yes, I can see. Ms. Mabbott. Is it? Sorry, I believe all your names are not coming up. Yes. There's 
merit? Yes, 
 
33:54 
that's right. So just kind of in response to that matter, in respect to the the temporary loss, our 
responses given at six paragraph 6.145 of the local impact report, whilst the position of the counsellors 
that we do understand that this is not a proposal would not result in permanent loss of land. The 40 
year time frame is a considerable period of time for the loss of agricultural land, and it would not be 
perceived by those who frequent the area as being temporary. And there will be comments to make on 
that matter, 
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34:27 
if I'm correct, but it's the perception of the period as opposed to the council position be in the 
determinant loss? 
 
34:35 
That's right. Yes. 
 
34:37 
Thank you. I also see Ms. O'Hara, because your hand is up. I can see Mr. swash as well. I will come to 
you as well now Mr. swass as Ohara 
 
34:51 
Julio Hannon Planning Policy Officer Vintry District Council. I would just like to make a comment on the 
Earlier issued the the ministerial statements. Yes. Yes. Just to highlight that reentry District Council do 
see this as relevant. And to our knowledge, it has not been withdrawn. 
 
35:26 
Thank you, Mr. Hora. I think the applicant, Miss Coleman did say that there'll be the applicant will be 
put in in written response to to that particular issue. And no doubt. There'll be opportunities as well for 
brain injury and all other interested parties to comment on. On that paper when it is received. Mr. 
GRIFFIS? I can see see you appeared on to Mr. swash, I'm assuming you want to come back on that 
point? 
 
35:51 
Yes. On behalf the applicants? Yes, thanks. From recollection, the Secretary of State and the 
examining thoughts in little crew, the 2015 ministerial statement was not referenced at all in terms of 
policy. But of course, the applicant will confirm that to get a written submission and check that position. 
That's for my recollection. The other point to notice this is a 2015 ministerial statement and policy has 
moved on into perspective solar quite considerably, in terms of national policy statements of which this 
is obviously an N sip, and therefore the national policy statements are what it was, we are 105 case still 
take the greater weight in the 105 Balancing Act. Back in 2009 10, when the MPs were originally 
drafted, solar wasn't considered economical at such an insert stage. Hence, they weren't expressly 
referred to in the intervening period of 10 plus years, solar has large scale solar economically has 
become more efficient and viable. And hence, over the last 10 years, solar has therefore become a key 
element of the transition mix. By 2015. That still wasn't the case. So you've got to consider the Polit, the 
ministerial statement in light of the circumstances at that time, and that was talking about solar in the 
TCPA Tanna Country Planning Act regime. We're now in a situation where solar is actively considered 
by the government in recent strategy, papers, documents, sorry, and policy as 50 megawatts plus, 
therefore means nationally significant infrastructure projects. And therefore, the national policy 
statement and the draft national policy statements and the policy relating to BMV. In those statements, 
should take precedence over previous ministerial statements that have to be read in the context of 
which they're written over seven, eight years ago, when solar is now at a different position in terms of 
our ability in the energy transition mix, and the most recent government pronouncements on the need 
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for renewable energy as part of that transition. And that also links into that. That's my overarching 
comment on the 2015 Muna statement, and we'll put this in writing and explain how literally or no way 
to actually should be given to that 2015 ministerial statement. And hence, the the lack of bit of 
reference in the planning statement, in terms of the 40 year points, I think the that time period, whilst I 
understand that for someone living in a home, 40 years is a is their lifetime in that home, I understand 
that. But of course, we're talking about nationally significant projects, and 40 years in the transition from 
carbon intensive energy to renewable and low low carbon energy. 40 years is that transition. And that is 
what projects such as this one is seeking to do is help the country move from high intense, high carbon 
intensive energy to low carbon intense energy for 40 years, whilst other forms of low carbon renewable 
come on stream. And so that 40 year timeframe has to be considered in that national policy context. 
 
38:50 
Maybe Mr. GRIFFIS that was useful, and I think I'll find the written detail of that very useful as well. So 
I'm presumably that'll come in at deadline three, 
 
38:59 
they'll commit deadline three. Yes, sir. 
 
39:01 
Can we script that Mr. swash? 
 
39:13 
Yes, thank you. Yes. Alan swash bone Conservation Society. I just wanted to make the comment that 
40 years is a long while. And many of the people in this meeting won't even be around in 40 years time. 
So I think that's worth just bearing in mind. But the the other thing I was going to say was that the I think 
it's important when you're looking at best and most versatile land is to look at the land that is actually 
improved production. As opposed to that that's not and to an in particularly in terms of the current 
environment when the need for the UK to be more self sufficient in its food production, I think is an eye 
think is particularly relevant when it comes down to this balancing act between what is how you offset 
the value of the the solar farm, which I'm sure we all support in principle, and the taking out of food 
production, the the land that is actually there to produce food as opposed to agricultural land that's up 
there for more amenity purposes. 
 
40:29 
Resource, we may come on to some of these and touch on some of these points as we move through 
the agenda. And so at the moment, we're talking about policy in particular. And was there a policy point 
that you wanted to raise at this this juncture? I'm sorry, Mr. swash, you're okay. Your microphone was 
switched off there. It didn't catch them. 
 
40:50 
Now, I just wanted to make that point. I'm not quite out to the technicalities of what's the policy and 
what's not. 
 
40:56 
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That's, that's fine. Thank you very much. I've noted that down. So thanks very much. Mr. swash was 
comment. Is there anything you'd like to respond to at this point? I know we just had a detailed 
response from Mr. GRIFFIS, which I think has covered most of the issues raised. 
 
41:09 
Yes, that's right. Thank you. So I won't touch on the 40 year point, again, as Mr. Griffith has discovered 
that just in terms of the policy perspective, in relation to food security, there's no specific policy on food 
security for the purposes of deciding the application under the Planning Act. The policies aimed at 
minimising impacts on the use of BMV land go hand in hand with food security, as those policies are for 
the purposes of providing protection for best, most versatile agricultural land, which is land that is 
obviously used for cropping, food production, running livestock, that sort of thing. So the applicant 
hasn't and will in the subsequent agenda items address compliance with that. But that's where we say 
that policy position is reflected and captured as part of that BMV. Land Policy position. 
 
41:56 
Thank you. Sorry, I just it did cut out from on. But if I understand correctly, the applicants position is that 
food production has taken account of already within those policies. 
 
42:07 
That's right. And there's no additional policy requirement that respect. Thank you very 
 
42:11 
much. Mr. swash, I'm not sure if you're got your hands still up from previously or if you're trying to come 
back in, it's gone up, thank you very much. Okay, then I can't see anyone else's hand up. So moving on 
to the next item on the agenda, which is baseline and operational effects. What I really wanted to 
explore here was the applicants approach to the assessment of impacts or effects during the 
operational phase. And Ms. Comilla, can see that as chapter 12 appears to rule out any assessment of 
the effects during operation on the basis that there wouldn't be any additional effects to those identified 
during the construction phase. And I think what I'd find useful here is if the applicant could just explain 
this in a little bit more detail. And so for example, it just seemed to me that looking at the baseline, 
where the land currently supports a certain type of agriculture, which arguably could be lost during both 
construction and operation. And so there may be an ongoing effect. And I was just wondering whether 
that's been taken account of and if so, how? 
 
43:21 
Thank you, sir. Yes, so those impacts are introduced during construction and then ongoing throughout 
operation. As you've mentioned, I will pass it over to the author of that chapter. I'm John Howard's 
Associate Director at social economics from AECOM. To just give you a bit more detail on that point. 
 
43:39 
Pretty much it's common. 
 
43:43 
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I had a guest, John howls asked him for the for the applicant get happy to assist on that, on that point. 
Wanting the yes, the rationale undertaken at the assessment is, is based on the the guidance is as 
outlined in the in the in chapter 12. I want to go into the into the detail of it. I think our our general 
approach to undertaking the assessment was to consider what was a temporary impact and what was a 
a permanent impact, that being fairly fairly, fairly, fairly typical EIA practice. So, in our in our 
construction phase assessment, we we've considered what is what is what is sort of taken up 
temporarily and the the assessment of impact on that concludes that the the there is there is 439 
hectares required during construction of which some of it is is is is BMV. Land Of course, the the the 
relevant assessment and in terms of the temporary losses that because it's temporary, then based on 
the on the Natural England guidance is that is assessed to be to be not significant? We've considered 
what the what the permanent loss would be. In terms of BMV. Land, I think we've already sort of 
touched on that in the discussion so far. The the approach that we've that we've taken, I think, I think 
reflects the fact that the guidance isn't isn't isn't overly prescriptive on, on how you should undertake 
each part of the assessment. However, we've we've undertaken to, to discuss our, our approach with 
with with Natural England, who've agreed with the approach taken to the assessment, or take it in the 
assessment. The Yeah, I think it's fair to say that the the, then we're that we've seen operational 
impacts covered by way of what is what is temporary and permanently lost such that then the there isn't 
an additional assessment required within the within the operational effects assessment. I hope that's 
helpful as an overview, if there's more more detailed points to drill to drill down into, I'd be happy to 
assist. 
 
46:08 
Because I think what I'm trying to understand is whether the ongoing impact and I think it's common 
recognise a moment ago that there was an ongoing impact during the operational phase. And whether 
that is been considered within the assessment that was undertaken? Or is the applicants position that 
the impact only occurs during construction? And then there's no ongoing impact after that, because it's 
already occurred? 
 
46:34 
We just take that away for a moment. 
 
46:38 
I think so what? Yes, so in terms of the actual the, the ongoing impact in terms of taking that land out of 
agricultural use happens in construction, and then continues during the operation of the scheme. And 
the assessment has, has taken that into account sought to also take into account our various soil 
resource management measures that were proposed to put in place as part of that assessment, which 
we have the author of that management plan here who can also expand on that if that's helpful. 
 
47:10 
Yes, I think we're touching back on that on thinking under the next bullet point under this item. But I 
think you said a moment ago, Miss Coleman, that food production, for example, is already covered by 
the BMV policy bases. And so when looking at this issue, what I'm trying to understand is whether for 
example, the idea of food production and the loss that may occur during the operational phase, or the 
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effects that may occur during the operational phase has actually been taken into account in the 
environmental segments and the assessment undertaken. 
 
47:48 
If you could just give me a moment to think. 
 
47:50 
Thank you. If I'm being unclear on my question, and please do let me know. And I'll see if I can 
rephrase it. 
 
48:17 
To search pictures, and I just clarify what you mean by loss in this context, because obviously, there's 
potential 
 
48:24 
loss, so I'm not so so in terms of the effects, let's use the word effect rather than loss of effects during 
during the operational phase and trying to understand if and where they have been taken into account 
in the assessment undertaken in Yes, chapter 12. So the or is the applicants position that they don't 
need to be taken into account because they they have already happened during the construction phase 
and take being taken account of there. 
 
48:53 
That's, that's the pointer. So the the impact on the on the land occurs at construction stage by stripping 
the soil to construct the scheme, that if that's the effect, that effect, then that's all is managed, and we 
have the soil management plan and we can bring in the experts in respect of how that goes, you have 
confidence that that plan will ensure that lands that soil that is stripped from the surface is then retained 
its BMV status. The project then operated for two years, so there's no continuing the original effector 
construction then of course carries on but the actual doesn't get any worse doesn't get any better it 
stays as it is during construction. And then at decommissioning the scheme is decommissioned 
pursuant to requirement 20 and the soil is restored is returned. And due to the soil management plan, 
the land is is retains it as BMP status, and of course it's been rested and therefore the land is returned 
to agricultural loose use apart from a small proportion. I think it's 15 hectares. asset is probably lost as 
a result of various mitigation measures, etc. Is that help? 
 
50:08 
Yes, yes, yes, I understand that. I think what I'm trying to understand is the land use. So for example, 
Miss Coleman mentioned food production. And I understand that there's no policy basis to require an 
assessment on food production. But at this point, looking at the baseline, it's the land currently supports 
a certain type of agriculture. And that would no longer be supported either during construction or 
operation. So just wondering whether that effect has been taken account of in the ES. 
 
50:42 
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See your question. So I'm just I'm clear. So I started on the same page, as your question that has the 
environmental statement. Considered the effect of the loss of X amount of crops being grown on that fit 
on the on the land? It's what's actually the land is that what is that your question? 
 
51:02 
But not necessarily. It's whether or not it's taken account of changes to the baseline? And that may be 
one of them? 
 
51:11 
Well, I mean, the baseline, of course, can change. What is the baseline? It's a key question in terms of 
in terms of how that how the farmer uses that land, a farmer can leave it to feel its fields to fallow can 
disgrace it, it can do anything at once on those fields. In terms of the baseline, the it's the BMV, land 
quality, that's the key position. And our argument is that only 15 hectares is permanently lost to BMV. 
The rest of it is, is is worse, it's not growing crops as being the land itself is being used for another form 
of another form, which is solar generation, which actually does help food security which would come on 
to, and then after the 40 year time period, then the soil is returned and the beer and has been rested 
and the land can return to its original agricultural use, subject to what the landowner, of course wants to 
do with this land in 40 years doesn't necessarily need to, it'll be returned to our cultural campus dance 
landowner. I'm not quite clear. No, that's 
 
52:07 
helpful. Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS? I think what I was trying to to get to is whether the the assessment 
the applicants position was that the assessment was conducted on a land use basis or on a on or the 
change of land use or under the type of agriculture that was being carried out to present because in the 
ES chapter, it talks about the baseline in the context of what is grown on the land at this given point in 
time. And then obviously, if you look forward, that ceases. And I just wanted to see whether that was 
something that the applicant considered needs to be taken account off. But I think your answer clarifies 
that point for me. So thank you very much. 
 
52:45 
Thank you. So I just would make points but I kind of hinted at it that I think there is a misconception that 
solar is at odds with food security. And I think that's wrong when you use renewable energy. It totally 
aligns with food security, when the greatest threats to food security is of course, climate change. And 
renewable energy, can therefore is the whole point of renewable energy is to assist in that transition to 
a low carbon energy supply, which can of course then help with food security in the future. And when 
you look at the percentages of the government's aim, in terms of gigawatts of solar, by 2035, from his 
current position, which arrives an increase about 56 gigawatts gigawatts, then the total coverage of that 
across the land in UK would be up to about naught between naught point four naught point 6%. So I 
think there's, whilst I appreciate interested parties may want to use current geopolitical situations to 
make their points, I think we have to take a step back and look at the overarching context. And the 
reality in putting the balancing exercise together. 
 
53:53 
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But it was the the numbers that you were just referring to, I assume, come from the energy security 
strategy. 
 
54:02 
That is correct, sir, the British energy security strategy. 
 
54:04 
Thank you. Does anyone else have anything they'd like to add in terms of baseline and operational 
effects and the discussion that we've just had? 
 
54:19 
Okay, well, then moving on to the agricultural land survey, and this is the soil resources and agricultural 
Quality Report. And for those of you who need it, it's reference a PP. 092. Mrs. Evans, I can see your 
hand has just gone up. Is that in relation to the previous item? Yes, sorry. Sorry. There's a slight delay. 
There is a slight delay, so that's fine. 
 
54:41 
Yes. Will you be returning to the question of baseline and operational effects, in terms of other things 
other than best and most versatile agricultural land, specifically the impact of course on public rights 
away in Access? 
 
54:56 
Public price point access isn't something that I have listed on the agenda, it is something that should 
you wish to raise in other matters we can discuss then. Or alternatively, the open floor hearing 
tomorrow is another opportunity. I suppose it would depend in part on the queries that you have and 
whether they need further exploration with the experts that are present today. I think we do have a 
number of public rights of way. Yes, representatives here, both on the council. So if you wanted to raise 
that under item number four, we certainly could explore that matter a little bit further, then if you'd like to 
refresh your cameras on? 
 
55:36 
Yes. Which give us some of the options? Yes. And we will be happy to address that, as was discussed. 
Our on Tuesday, developer consent order hearing, I think that Miss Evans raised inclusivity of users on 
public rights way. And we took an action from that meeting to do some homework on the permissive 
pass and to clarify a few points and we're ready to make those clarifications that the appropriate item 
for later on today. 
 
56:03 
Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS? Mrs. Evans. 
 
56:06 
Yes, thank you. Yes, thank you. 
 
56:09 
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Thank you very much. Okay. So then sticking with the original product, sorry, the next item, agricultural 
land survey, and it was a PP. 092. I'm going to ask someone from the case team, if they can bring that 
up on screen. It may be useful as we we go through I just have a couple of queries. If once it's up, you 
can scroll through through around page 13, which is the appendix. Mr. Howls, I'm assuming that you 
will be dealing with this item, as they aren't specific questions. But if I'm mistaken, please let me know. 
 
56:49 
I think that's right. But we have also two other experts in the room and related issues. So we might see 
what the question is, and then which of those three will respond, 
 
56:59 
I'll ask my question, and then you can decide how best to answer it. So the first one, there were a few 
points of clarification around the document that I just like to touch on, I can see that the appendix that's 
now up on screen provides details of the observations that were undertaken. And then it allocates an 
agricultural land classification to each of the sample points. And there are a number of samples where 
there are brackets. For example, sample 53, on page 14, I wonder if someone could just scroll to that 
for a moment. And just wondering, it wasn't entirely clear to me on what those brackets signify. So if 
there's someone from the applicants team that could explain that. 
 
57:45 
Run, it might be useful if it if you could zoom in a little bit on that. And then you can look at if we bring 
up it's number 53. And it's I think it's probably a classification three a bracket. I just wasn't entirely sure 
what those brackets signify, as Coleman, 
 
58:08 
thank you. So we might have to take that one away, as we have the people who've done the 
assessment, but not the actual survey and produce that appendix. So if we can take that away and 
confirm that, in our written response, a deadline three, that would be appreciated. 
 
58:21 
Yes, it may be that they don't have any particular relevance. But it wasn't clear from the document. And 
then I have another question on the document, which again, you may need to take away in that case, 
which is that there are a number of samples in there that were identified as being borderline. And so 
some of them were identified as grade two or three A, and others as three a or three B, I think there 
were around 40 of these in total 15 of them classified as two or three A and around 25 is three, a three 
B, I think we can see that I'm number 27 is an example of grade two, dash three A, and then if we scroll 
down, there'll be others as well. I think I find it useful to understand how many of these fall within the 
order limits, because I understand that the survey itself was of a wider area, and also how they then 
feed of the ones that fall within the order limits how they feed into the table of agricultural land classes 
set out in table 12.3 of ES chapter 12. 
 
59:34 
Thank you, sir. That's the same position, we will need to come back and and respond to in writing on 
that point. 
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59:39 
That's great. Well, if as part of that, you could also include details of the factors that determined or 
whether or not they were classified in one or the other. And I suppose what I'm trying to understand 
with this question really is whether or not the classification in the ES chapter 12 tables represents a 
worst case scenario in terms of agricultural land under classifications will confirm that point. Thank you. 
Thank you very much. Does anyone else wish to come in on anything in terms of the actual survey, I'm 
calling it the several others the survey report. 
 
1:00:22 
pause for a moment, but I'm not seeing any hands going up. So let's move on to the continued 
agricultural use and factors that will determine whether the land is grazed during the operational 
lifetime. Miss Coleman, this seems to be a bit of uncertainty around this in the application documents. I 
think Mr. GRIFFIS did touch on it briefly earlier and seem to be a bit more certain about the situation 
then, but in the application documents, I can see various documents refer to grazing during the 
operational phase of the development, but it's not entirely clear about whether it will actually occur. So I 
can give you a few examples. Table 3.37 of the outline operational management plan states if sheep 
grazing is used for vegetation management, table 12, one of the ES chapter 12. Talks about an 
element of agriculture may be retained, and is an option being considered for the management of some 
of the habitats. And then the plan statements a bit more affirmative and the sense that it states that the 
scheme, effectively minimises impact by facilitating a continued agricultural use through Biodiversity 
Management and grazing throughout the operational life. The outline landscaping, quality management 
plan, and the outline soil Resource Management Plan also uses grazing as examples of management. 
And so I'm just wondering if the applicant could explain what factors would influence a decision on 
whether or not grazing would take place during operation and the confidence that the applicant has that 
grazing will in fact, take place? 
 
1:02:04 
Thank you, sir. Yes, so the applicants position is that there's the potential for grazing to be explored on 
the site. But it's not something we're able to commit to at this stage. In terms of the purposes of 
compliance with relevant policy, we don't rely upon the potential for that agricultural use, largely 
because we aren't able to guarantee that at this point. And because we consider we've demonstrated 
how the impacts on B and B land have been minimised both in relation to the amount of land 
temporarily affected and due to the soil management practices that would be in place, and the 
reversible and temporary nature of the scheme. So in terms of the factors that we might need to pass to 
collect to expand on this further, but there's nothing in terms of the design that would prohibit that 
grazing in terms of the height of the panels off the ground and the distance between them. And that sort 
of thing. I understand in practice, what often happens is that it rather than it being the Undertaker, who 
suddenly also becomes a sheep, farmer, other local sheep, farmers would would perhaps approach the 
developer to to run their sheep on some of those fields. So I understand to a certain extent, it's outside 
of our control, which is why we just can't necessarily commit to that. We're just also know in terms of 
just that agriculture use and and benefits from the scheme in that respect. We also do have the 
proposed biodiversity trial area on the site, which is proposed for academic research, which does 
actually touch on this point as well, because it's looking at solar farms and biodiversity and the 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 19 - 

relationship between grazing and biodiversity on solar farms and that sort of thing. So that's some work 
that will be done by the applicant alongside the operation of the scheme that will also feed into ongoing 
management in that respect with, with potential advantages that for agriculture and solid more 
generally, more widely, as well as at longfield. Do you want anything further in terms of the factors 
specifically because I can? No, no, I 
 
1:04:07 
think that definitely clarify points. If I understand correctly, then the the applicant isn't putting greeting 
forwards as a benefit as such. But the potential is, suppose it's a non sterilisation point. And what you're 
saying is that the land isn't sterilised for agricultural purposes during the 40 years, the potential to use it 
is still there, if I understand this correctly, and that whether or not it would be grazed is not a match for 
the applicant but more for the farmer. And, and other reasons. I'm sorry, I'm, I'm sorry, Miss Coleman 
your microphones on? 
 
1:04:52 
You're right. There's nothing prohibiting that grazing occurring. We're unable to commit to it at this 
stage, but it's something that we will have explore opportunities to undertake in the future. But yes, as I 
said, we because of the nature of how that might occur, we can't commit to that. And we don't rely upon 
that at this 
 
1:05:09 
stage. And you mentioned biodiversity net gain. Can I just checked us? Does that have any implications 
for the biodiversity net gain calculations? Should grazing not be undertaken? 
 
1:05:21 
No, I don't think I know it doesn't have an effect either way. 
 
1:05:24 
So it hasn't been taken into account when calculating biodiversity net gain, 
 
1:05:29 
the any grazing hasn't been taken into account. And if that grazing worker that wouldn't impact that 
biodiversity net gain. 
 
1:05:37 
Thank you. Thank you very much. And one final query or matter of clarification, I can see that the 
outline soil Resource Management Plan appendix was missing from the most recent version of the 
construction Environment Management Plan, or at least I think it was it may have come in separately. 
But when I was looking at the CMP, with the old blank CD MPO, it wasn't there. I'm assuming it was an 
oversight superclass if it is included in any further updates. And I also did wonder whether or not it 
should perhaps be a separate document. Because if I record it, it is specifically certified under the 
development consent order, as a separate is listed a separate document to the CMP. Something you 
want me to give some support to? 
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1:06:25 
Thank you, sir. Yes, we can submit that as a separate document that relates to a requirement to submit 
that for approval at three for construction operation and decommissioning, and so is a certified 
document. So if it would assist that we can submit that separately? 
 
1:06:42 
And will that pretty much covers the questions I have under that item? Does anyone else wish to raise 
anything under the continued agricultural use? I can see some hands going up if you bear with me 
when I find out who's they are? Dr. Reid? 
 
1:07:01 
Yes, just on the point of the effect of grazing on biodiversity net gain, 
 
1:07:09 
I think, could you just introduce yourself for the recording, again, 
 
1:07:12 
apologise. It's Linda Reed BoRam parish council. With regard to the impact of grazing on biodiversity 
net gain, I think many environmentalists would expect heavy grazing to have an impact because it 
would be important for the meadow to flower and seed to be able to support diverse insect populations 
and also birds. And so in order to support biodiversity net gain, we would expect grazing to be limited 
sheep graze on shorter grass, so potentially, it would be better to manage with a single cut, possibly 
followed by some limited grazing. 
 
1:08:10 
Thank you very much, Miss Coleman. 
 
1:08:24 
Sorry, so we're just confirming amongst ourselves who's best to respond. So I think the response to 
that is that the relevant requirement in that respect, commits to the 79%, biodiversity net gain. And we 
have various monitoring provisions that will be in the Oh lamp in relation to that delivering that 
biodiversity net gain. So that's a commitment from the applicant to provide that and so we would have 
to make sure that any grazing that we did facilitate on the site would ensure that we're still compliant 
with with that requirement. 
 
1:09:16 
Thank you, Miss Coleman. Read, does that address some of the points that you've raised? 
 
1:09:24 
Well, I understand the point I'm, I don't think we're totally persuaded on the 79% biodiversity net gain, 
but but I do understand the point. 
 
1:09:38 
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We've got biodiversity net gain listed under the next bullet point. And it may be that we can explore that 
further as part of that. That title. Does anyone else wish to come in at this point in terms of best and 
most fertile agricultural land? Well, thank you all very much. I think that was For useful, I'm moving on 
then to the next item, which is ecological. Oh, I'm sorry, 
 
1:10:05 
sorry, if I could just add the I didn't realise that was the end of the BMV agenda item, we are able if it 
would be helpful to you to take you through the b&b land that remains in the site, and we do have some 
further input from the lander and in that respect is to, to help justify that and to explain that in many 
cases that wouldn't actually be otherwise in agriculture use if not included in the site. Part of that is in 
our planning statement. But is would that be helpful for us to take you through that now? Or we just, 
 
1:10:33 
I'm happy, I'm happy. 
 
1:10:37 
I think we've provided a plan to share from the planning statement, which is figure if you just find it. Ah, 
thank you which shows identifies areas within the site, six areas of b&b land and, and we can take you 
to the justification for each of those. 
 
1:10:59 
If you can bear with me just for a moment while I bring that up to your examination Library Reference. 
 
1:11:04 
Yes, planning statement, rep one B 028. And it's figure eight which I think appears around Paris six 730 
onwards. 
 
1:11:25 
And it might be useful if someone from the case team if they're able if they're not already doing so to 
bring that up on screen so can all see it. 
 
1:11:38 
And so I'm going to pass you over to Allison leader from a calm to take you through to take 
 
1:11:43 
Roscommon Can I Can I just ask what page do you say again? Do your page 
 
1:11:48 
84 
 
1:11:52 
Ah, yes, I see. Thank you. 
 
1:11:54 
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It's a figure that has six areas identified on it. 
 
1:12:00 
Thank you. Thank you. I think it's good synergy 
 
1:12:04 
Africa ah areas of BMV agricultural land within order limits annotated. 
 
1:12:10 
Yes, I see it it's page 84 in the planner statement but for those of you accessing it on a PDF it's 87 
Thank you Miss leader if you can bear with us just for a moment when it comes up someone from the 
case team brings that up on screen and so then as you talked through we can all see what you're 
referring to 
 
1:12:37 
as well it's you're just bringing that up Allison leader from a calm on behalf of the applicant 
 
1:12:59 
I think whilst you're bringing that up it's I mean, I think the important thing here is that we've worked 
very closely with the landowners when we've been identifying the scheme and which areas are to be 
included and excluded. And we've taken into account of this the the results of the BMP survey. So we 
have already excluded a number of areas of BMV land from the scheme and those that we have 
retained within the scheme are very much those that we have reasons by on other sustainable 
sustainability considerations to retain and or areas that would be very difficult for the farmer to farm 
yeah with the scheme in operation 
 
1:13:45 
because we've I think the keys to I just trying to bring that document up if you could just bear with us for 
a moment. It shouldn't be shouldn't be too long. 
 
1:14:27 
That's perfect thank you 
 
1:14:49 
now just confirm the the page reference. 
 
1:14:51 
I mean, it's page 87. 
 
1:14:53 
You had it a minute ago. 
 
1:14:55 
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But think it's sorry, it's page PDF page 87. But um document page 84. So I think you'll need to get that's 
the wrong, that's g. So it's the next plan in the document. So if you scroll down that PDF 84, that's 
8586. That's the one. Thank you. Thank you very much as leader, thank you for that. That'd be useful. 
Thank you. 
 
1:15:24 
So so as you can see, the areas of the green in this plan are the areas of grade two lands, the light blue 
is three A and the dark blue, three B. So as you can see, the BMV land that is retained within the 
scheme are generally relatively oddly shaped, and small areas dispersed throughout the scheme rather 
than being an area that can be easily excluded. So area one, at the far south of the scheme, is an area 
surrounded by three woodland rocks. So from a landscape and visual impact perspective, it was an 
ideal location for the best to be located because you would have reduced impacts located in that 
location. So that has been retained for that reason. Also, being adjacent to Woodland can make land 
problematic in terms of pests, so you can have lower yields on lands we understand. And the access to 
that land being surrounded by by woodland makes it a little bit more awkward to farm as well. So for all 
those reasons that area has been retained. Notably there, we did have an area to the west of the 
scheme that was BMV land, and to the south of that area, that was BMV, that that has all been 
excluded. So we have excluded it where possible. area two is in the centre of the scheme. So again, 
that's a it's quite an awkward area to exclude, because we would have needed to separate the solar 
farm into two halves, and then have to have cables in between to keep those areas together. And we 
also have bringers wood in that area. Which are Yeah, on those areas in the centre aren't easy to crop. 
The landowners have said because there's a public footpath there, there's woodlands, and there's 
pylon lines through those fields as well. So omitting those would have meant that they were difficult to 
keep in agricultural production anyway with the solar farm to the north and on the south. So the most 
effective use of lumber here is to incorporate it into the solar scheme. And area three, which is up to the 
north west of the plan is on the opposite side of the of the agricultural hand holding from the crop 
storage areas and and the rest of the land. So to access that land with a solar farm in operation would 
be problematic, and would result in in higher fuel costs because the landowner would be needing to 
drive effectively around the solar scheme in order to access that, that parcel of land, and being how 
how that land is, is shaped and being a relatively small area. The position of the landowners was that 
wasn't an area that they would have wanted to retain in agricultural production, and hence, it's been 
included in the scheme. And area for right to the north of the scheme, which is a small area of three A, 
that land actually isn't in agricultural production at the moment. So it's, it's currently useful for 
biodiversity. So it's a it's around the river. And that use is continuing. So we're not proposing panels in 
that area. So what we're proposing in that area is to continue and improve the biodiversity use that's 
already there. area five is yeah, it's currently used for livestock grazing, grazing rather than arable 
farming. And I think this is an important point from earlier, I think there has been an assumption that all 
this land is in arable farming at the moment, and it isn't. So when we're thinking about the baseline and 
what the effects are of the use of this land, and you know, potentially what is reduced production 
because of a continuing agricultural use, so it's not lost. It's a reduced production, we need to take into 
account that these areas aren't actually on an arable production anyway. And the area five again, it's 
useful for biodiversity mitigation, the scheme it's not where we're proposing to put panels. 
 
1:19:41 
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And finally, area six and you can see from the shape of that area, that it is sandwiched between two 
areas of lower grade land, and again it is adjacent to the woodland and connecting connecting areas of 
the sky. So, again, the landowners give them the view that this, this isn't an area that that would be 
particularly beneficial for them to retain within their holding. And so very much we've taken a holistic 
approach to this and looked at what is the most effective use of land, we have emitted BMV land where 
possible in line with policy. And the policy is to limit that use and exclude where possible, it's not to 
avoid any significant effects, although we do do that through avoiding loss and permanent loss. I hope 
that's helpful. 
 
1:20:37 
So I think so just in drawing that together, what Alison has been through obviously we've we've 
minimised where we can, the inclusion of b&b land. And what remains, as Alison is just taking you 
through, we would say is justified based on those various sustainability considerations when considered 
in the round, and I think particular particularly the various data, those specific areas that Allison has 
taken you through demonstrates that to reduce the b&b b&b land any further would have an impact on 
the generation, you know, the renewable energy generation from the side and also benefits in terms of 
biodiversity, but wouldn't actually necessarily result in any increased use of that agricultural land for 
growing crops, for example, because of the difficulties with those various plots, which of which have 
and that's resulted from a lot of liaison with the landowner in order to identify the areas that are more 
difficult and awkward for them to crop and and has left them with their operational land holdings to the 
east. Thank you. 
 
1:21:46 
Very much leader that was very useful. And thanks for taking me through that. And thank you, as Robin 
was common for the summary at the end as well. Does anyone have any comments that they did wish 
to make at this point? Mrs. Evans 
 
1:22:07 
I'm haven't read the land usage and arguments closely, because it's not specifically relevant to pros. 
But I am aware, obviously having walked approach that there is a lot of livestock farming there. Just to 
comment imply that livestock farming has not been considered as agricultural production in the 
balancing arguments. 
 
1:22:35 
Would you like to address that? misleader? 
 
1:22:38 
I'm sure so so livestock grazing, of course, is an agricultural use. So say, yes, the continued agricultural 
use is beneficial. But we haven't relied upon the continued agricultural use through grazing, because 
we can't guarantee that because that becomes an economic viability point. 
 
1:23:01 
That was not my question. 
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1:23:03 
No, sorry. Okay. I'm sorry. Could you repeat the question? 
 
1:23:09 
I think if I, if I can come into your I think if I understood correctly, Mr. Evans, what you were asking is 
whether or not livestock farming had been taken into account as an agricultural use when assessing the 
impact on best and most fertile agricultural land. Did I understand that correctly? 
 
1:23:28 
I guess, yes. Yes, it's because what we have been doing is looking at the area of land lost, regardless 
of its current use. So 
 
1:23:41 
classification, if I'm, if I understand correctly, that misleader as opposed to what particular agricultural 
activities are carried out at any given point in time, and presumably, again, if I understand correctly, and 
please do correct me if I'm wrong on this, the farmer is entitled to farm their land in whichever way they 
feel is most beneficial to them at any given point in time. So the actual use to which it's put can change. 
 
1:24:13 
Is referring back to your policy questions earlier when the arguments for and against the balancing 
were made? And I just, I just wished to be reassured that when the balancing was done, that the fact 
that land was in use by livestock was part was taken into account in the balancing not just the land that 
was under arable production. 
 
1:24:37 
That is correct. Yes, all the land because because of the focus on the classification of the land, not its 
current use, and indeed, your agricultural land classification looks at effectively the potential yield from 
an area of land not its current yield, so it's not affected. That classification is not affected by the current 
use of land. 
 
1:25:00 
Thank you. 
 
1:25:02 
Thank you very much. So, simply put your hand on council Evans, is there anyone else who'd like to 
comment on anything in relation to best and most fertile agricultural land? 
 
1:25:25 
Now, when that's useful, if I can ask the case team to take the plan down and perhaps pop the agenda 
back up, that might be quite useful. Okay, so moving on, I think the next item when the agenda comes 
up is ecology and biodiversity. I am wondering, it's now 20 past 11. It might be that this is a useful time, 
I did say we'd go for 90 minutes. But I think if we continue on the agenda, right now, it may be that we 
run past those 90 minutes. So I wonder whether there'll be useful time to have a short break. And then 
when we come back, we can carry on with ecology and biodiversity. So so we say we'll take just over 
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10 minutes, and we'll come back at 1135. So I'm going to adjourn now until 1135. And I'll see you all 
back here shortly. So the hearing is now adjourned. Thank you 
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