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Q1a  Archaeology - mitigation 

 
In answering the Applicant States that ”no additional (no-dig) mitigation measures are proposed above and 
beyond the extensive swathes of areas that will be preserved in situ beneath the solar arrays, protected from 
the recognised and accepted, repeated seasonal damage from ploughing.” Modern arable farming practice 
today involves the use of minimal tillage techniques that do not turn over the soil, as is the case with 
ploughing, and therefore do not disturb the soil below a depth of 15cm. 
 
Q1b Archaeology 

 The Applicant claims that “the total (horizontal) displaced material within any given hectare of solar PV 
development would be at the very most approximately 6sqm or 0.06%.”  Measuring the negative impact of 
the piles in terms of sqm/ha (surface area) bears no relation to the way in which the piles could cause 
damage.  Piles per unit area (volume) would be more appropriate as that is the totality of the soil that will be 
disturbed. 
 
Historic England, in the publication produced in 20191 (see Appendix 4) explains: “When considering the likely 
level of impact from displacement piles, it is suggested that an area of impact equal to twice the width of the 
pile (ie one pile width either side of the pile centreline) is assumed, which equates to a fourfold increase in the 
area of pile impact; it is this value that must be factored in when assessing the harm to the significance of 
archaeological remains on site. Furthermore, where three or more piles are placed within a cluster, the area 
within this cluster will be very hard to interpret in the future. For the purposes of assessing harm to the 
significance of archaeological remains on site, the impact to this area is usually considered to be high.” 
MPAG would be interested to know if the Applicant has taken this into account in the calculations. 
 
Now that there is a time limit of 60 years it is highly probably the piles will have to be replaced. This is a 
major concern in terms of potential damage not just to the soil but also to any archaeological remains. What 
parameters will the Applicant set to identify the best time and approach to replacing the piles? Leaving it too 
late risks the piles corroding and snapping leaving 2 options as identified by an ADAS report produced on 
behalf of the Welsh Government2. “Most standard steel products corrode, particularly in the upper part of 
the pile and this may adversely affect the ability to extract the piles after 40 years. (Non-corrosive materials 
could be used but have cost implications). It may be that piles fracture and are difficult to extract without 
additional digging.”  

                                                 
1
 Piling and Archaeology - Guidance and Good practice 2019 

2
 ADAS: The Impact of solar photovoltaic (PV) sites on agricultural soils and land, work package 3, March 2023. 



The Applicant in REP2-037 outlines there will be approximately 1200 piles per hectare. Accepting the piles 
will have to be replaced once over the 60 years means there could be in the region of over 1m pile insertions 
i.e. (1200 x 420 x 2) and the same amount of removals. If a proportion of piles snap off on removal (or 
before) they will either have to be buried to a level of 1-1.2m to allow cultivations and drainage or they will 
have to be dug out as outlined in the report. Either way there is a huge risk of disturbance to buried remains. 
 
The report points out “there is no known reported experience of pile pull out within the solar industry in the 
UK”, so it does beg the question whether permitting the development to go through 2 panel life cycles (up to 
60 years) is worth the risk of damage and disturbance to archaeological assets,  
 
  



Q2 Land Use and Soils  
 
There is a review in Appendix 1 from Landscope of the comments the Applicant has made at deadline 8 

(REP8-019) to their report. To reaffirm, the point of the report was to understand, using an independent 

expert, whether the ALC testing conducted at stage 1 and stage 2 was robust in the context of the 

methodology and results, and where possible to access the Order Limits to verify any further information 

required. There was never the expectation that Landscope would conclude that the majority of the site was 

BMV, however any further increase from the stated 41% in the ES is important given the importance of 

protecting BMV land as outlined in all national and local policy documents. 

 

The Applicant’s interpretation of EN -3 paragraphs 3.10.8 may or may not be correct, we would dispute as it 

states “along with associated infrastructure, a solar farm requires between 2 to 4 acres for each MW of 

output”. Whether you use the Order limits or solar PV area/MW, the Proposed Development has a higher 

land take than all the NSIPs in the table below (provided by the Applicant in Appendix A of REP4-042). 

Developments of this scale taking up valuable agricultural land producing food should not use land 

inefficiently and without full justification, especially where high levels of BMV land are involved. The high 

level of land take/MW and high levels of BMV may be an indication that the scheme is not suitable in the 

location the developer has chosen.  

 

 

 
 

The Applicant believes MPAG are only concerned about land use with respect to BMV, this is not the case. 

Since submitting the Landscope report, the ADAS report mentioned earlier  - “The impact of PV sites on 

agricultural soils and land quality 2023” – also draws attention to many issues with respect to the effects of 

compaction, soil mixing, soil disturbance, the potential impacts on ALC grading and the reversibility (or not) 

of soil compaction. MPAG has drawn some extracts from the report and made comments in Appendix 2 (the 

full ADAS report is in Appendix 3). 



 
Q4 Water and Flood Risk 
 
The ExA’s questions in blue italics: 
 
“In terms of the overall implications for the conclusions of the Flood Risk Assessment [APP-086] and Chapter 
11 of the Environmental Statement [APP-041], the Applicant states they “remain unchanged with the 
introduction of a 60 year time limit on operation i.e. no displacement of flood waters and no significant 
effects.”  
 
a) Please can the Environment Agency provide comments on the flood risk modeling submitted by the 
Applicant at Deadline 7, including confirmation of whether the conclusions and suggested approach to 
mitigation are satisfactory?  
 
b) Can the Environment Agency, Lincolnshire County Council, Rutland County Council and South Kesteven 
District Council confirm if they agree with the Applicant’s position that the conclusions of the Flood Risk 
Assessment and Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement remain unchanged with the introduction of a 60 
year time limit?  
 
c) Do Lincolnshire County Council, Rutland County Council and South Kesteven District Council have any 
further comments on the Applicant’s updated consideration of flood risk?” 
 
MPAG are still deeply concerned that there seems no acknowledgement in particular by the Environment 
Agency of the off-site fluvial flood risk for villages adjacent to the Proposed Development. The EA does 
acknowledge that water levels are likely to rise over the 60 years but accepts that position as there are 
mitigation strategies in place that will protect the solar panels. What they have not explained is whether the 
defenses in place today further down river (off-site), are capable of processing the higher levels of water and 
increased speed of flow so as not to result in flooding in Greatford and other areas off-site i.e. Essendine 
church, Banthorpe Lodge.  
 
Whilst MPAG understand desk based modeling has to take place when looking well into the future, so should 
the reality of what happens at a local level be captured. The flood warden at Greatford has 10 years on-the-
job experience and has lived in the village for 40 years, so is well placed to understand the local dynamics. 
The pictures shared in REP2-090 Written Representation show the extent of flooding in and adjacent to the 
Order Limits. The recent drone pictures of flooding from storm Babette (REP8-030) highlight how susceptible 
the river is to flooding. This time we were lucky as the ground was relatively dry being early winter and there 
was less fluvial flooding, but a repeat performance of rainfall levels will almost certainly deliver a different 
outcome next time, with the full effect from both fluvial and pluvial flooding. Both Essendine church and 
Banthorpe lodge, important heritage assets, are already on the edge of their limits. 
 
The EA recognize in Greatford today that the river can breach its banks but are not prepared to invest in 
shoring up the banks to prevent it entering the back of Greatford. 
 

  



Q5a Panel replacement 

 

 

 
 The Applicant continues to ignore the necessity of replacing all panels and associated equipment and the 
reality of these being replaced at more or less the same time. 
 



The work involved would have a considerable impact damaging habitats, bio-diversity, grassland under 
panels, soil structure etc, all of which would take years to recover. 
 
It would also mean that during period of replacement of panels the level of power would decease and the 
contribution of the Proposed Development will be impacted.  The Applicant has not factored in these in their 
calculations. 
 
 
Q5b Carbon benefit 

 

 
The Applicant has taken an unusual approach to the calculations in that we would have expected them to 
start again with 30+30 years calculation, rather than building from the 40 year baseline. Having only received 
the calculations in Excel the same day as deadline 8A we were unable to check the figures any earlier. The 
arithmetic appears to be correct, however the end result is the net carbon benefit saving for 60 years now is 
no greater than the original amount claimed in Chapter 13 of the ES para 13.4.18 which equaled 1.9 million 
tonnes of CO2 and was calculated over 40 years. 
Please note a separate submission providing a specific response to the Applicant’s submission (REP8a-010) 
on carbon. 
 



 
 
 
 
Q5c  Homes 

 

 

 
 
As noted in Q5b above the arithmetic is correct however the methodology is slightly strange when they talk 
about 0-40 years and 41-60 years. The important point to draw out is that the number of homes quoted in 
the original documentation and marketing materials was 92,000 homes. That was reduced to 85,000 homes 
at REP5-012 and now is just under 80,000 homes. Whilst the Applicant will argue they are being prudent, this 
is probably offset by times when the solar farm (or parts of it) will not be producing any energy e.g. 
breakdowns and when the economic replacement takes place, especially if new piles have to be inserted 
when the Proposed Development would experience greater downtime.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


