From: Emily Greenwood

To: Emily Greenwood

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]:RE: APP/P3040/W/23/3330045: Land East of Hawksworth and Northwest of Thoroton,
Thoroton

Date: 15 July 2024 11:10:58

Attachments: Robert Browne Note on Additional Landscape and Visual Effects.pdf

Robert Browne Note on the Rushcliffe Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study.pdf
ET PlanningProposal[11[2].pdf
JB Statement - Notes on Towers.pdf

OFFICIAL

From: PlanningAppealsAdmin

Sent: 12 July 2024 16:24

To: 'Brown, Kerr' <KERR.BROWN@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>

Cc: Claire Chamberlain <claire.chamberlain@res-group.com>; Helen Hamilton
<marchesplanning@gmail.com>; Michelle Dunne <MDunne@rushcliffe.gov.uk>;
kgarvey@kingschambers.com; Emily Temple <Emily. Temple@etplanning.co.uk>; Bobby Browne
<robert.browne@w-wa.co.uk>; James Bate <jbate@rushcliffe.gov.uk>; Helen Knott
<hknott@rushcliffe.gov.uk>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL]:RE: APP/P3040/W/23/3330045: Land East of Hawksworth and
Northwest of Thoroton, Thoroton

Hi Kerr,

Please see below and attached the response of the Planning Authority on the various matters
requested by Inspector Woolcock.

Written statement about the effects of the development shown on Figures 12a and 12b.
Please find attached landscape and heritage statements about the effects of development
shown on Figures 12a and 12b.

In light of the additional harm identified, this reinforces the Great and Significant weight | afford
to Heritage and Landscape matters respectively, in the planning balance.

Written statement setting out how the WIMS applies to this appeal.
The WMS is a material consideration in the determination of this appeal. The weight to be given
to it is a matter for the decision maker, but it weighs against the proposal.

Witten statement on the Landscape Capacity Study
Please refer to attached report.

Written Statement to the Inspector’s without-prejudice questions on various scenarios
The Inspector will need to decide the appropriate approach to distinguishing, on the basis of
capacity, between an NSIP scheme and one which is not.

The first question is whether this could be achieved by means of a suitably worded planning
condition?
Yes, the LPA considers it can. However, if the Inspector were to determine the proposal is an
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

2.1

Introduction

This addendum is written in response to a request from Inspector Woolcock in a note
dated 14'™ June 2024. The Inspector states, “The main parties will submit written
statements about the effects of the development shown on Figures 12a and 12b". This
refers to additional infrastructure items that will be required to connect the proposed

Longhedge Solar Farm to the existing electricity grid.

Figure 12a refers to ‘Client/DNO Substation Plan & Elevation Option 1'. This shows an
additional pylon tower measuring 23.3m in height, which will be located adjacent to
the new substation in Field 8, connecting to the existing 132kv pylon tower in the

northern part of Field 8. This will be referred to as ‘Option 1'.

Figure 12b refers to '‘Client/DNO Substation Plan & Elevation Option 2'. This option
would require two additional wooden poles measuring 9m in height. Similarly to
Option 1, the poles would be located directly adjacent to the proposed substation in
Field 8, with connection shown to the existing 132kv pylon tower in the northern part

of Field 8. Within this addendum this will be referred to as ‘Option 2".

My original evidence regarding the effects of the appeal scheme on the landscape
character and appearance of the site and surroundings did not consider the effects of
either additional infrastructure item. This addendum assesses the predicted landscape

and visual effects of the two connection options.

In order to maintain consistency with my original proof of evidence, my methodology
for this assessment uses the criteria and definitions from the methodology provided

within the Appellant’s submitted LVIA.

Landscape and Visual Baseline

My original proof of evidence considers the landscape and visual baseline for the site
and surroundings in detail. It also identifies the relevant landscape and visual
receptors that could potentially be affected by the appeal scheme. Due to the location
of the additional infrastructure features within the appeal scheme, | consider each of

the identified landscape and visual receptors to still be valid in considering effects of
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2.2

2.3

3.1

3.2

Option 1 and Option 2. | rely on the judgements of value, susceptibility, and sensitivity

previously stated for these receptors within my proof of evidence.

Considering the proposed pylon tower in Option 1 is substantially taller than other
elements of the appeal scheme, | have identified additional visual receptors not
previously considered to be affected. This includes people using Thoroton Footpath
FP2 to the south and Thoroton Bridleway BW3 to the east. A small cluster of

residential properties along Longhedge Lane are also additional visual receptors.

Based on the baseline established within my original evidence, | assess the visual

sensitivity of additional receptors to be:

— People using Thoroton Footpath FP2 — high sensitivity
— People using Thoroton Bridleway BW3 — high sensitivity

— Residents along Longhedge Lane — high sensitivity

Additional Landscape and Visual Effects of Option 1

From footpath FP2, south of the appeal site, Option 1 would introduce an additional
pylon tower that would be visible along most of the route. In each sequential view, the
proposed tower would be viewed alongside the existing towers, visible above existing
field boundary hedgerow. This would be a change in the existing regular pattern of
pylons and the new tower would appear noticeably shorter and misaligned. Although
slightly visually jarring, this would represent a low magnitude of change and not alter
the overall balance of features within the view. Applying professional judgement, |
assess the predicted visual change for users of FP2 to be minor adverse at Year 1,

remaining at the same level by Year 10.

Bridleway BW3 runs eastwards away from the eastern boundary of the appeal site,
towards Longhedge Lane. There is also a small cluster of properties along Longhedge
Lane in the vicinity of Shelton Lodge Farm. The existing pylon towers and associated
cabling are currently visible side-on, running broadly north-south. Similarly to effects
predicted for users of FP2, the new tower would slightly disrupt the rhythm of existing
pylons, but would not introduce a new or dominating influence on available views. This

would equate to a low magnitude of change and minor adverse level of visual effect
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3.3

3.4

3.5

4.1

4.2

for users of BW3 and residents along Longhedge Lane. These effects are predicted at

Year 1, with proposed mitigation not reducing effects by Year 10.

From Bridleway BW®6, traversing Field 5 within the appeal site itself, the additional
tower would be visible in some views. However, existing trees along the boundary
between Fields 5 and 6 would provide some screening, causing the views to be
intermittent. This is illustrated by the Appellant’'s updated visualisation from Viewpoint
6. For users of BW6, Option 1 would lead to a very low additional magnitude of visual
change. This would not materially change my original assessment of major adverse

visual effects at Year 1, reducing to major to moderate adverse by Year 10.

For visual receptors identified within the western portion of the appeal site and further
west, including residents in Hawksworth and users of Bridleway BW1, the Option 1
tower would be almost completely screened by existing woodland clusters. | therefore

do not predict any increased level of visual effects arising from the additional tower.

| do not predict a material increase in landscape character effects as a result of

Option 1.

Additional Landscape and Visual Effects of Option 2

The proposed 9m high wooden poles included within Option 2 are likely to be visible
above existing boundary hedgerow in some views from within and around the appeal
site. Considering the smaller scale of this change and the presence of such features in
the existing low voltage cable route running across parts of Fields 4, 5, 6, and 9, | do
not predict more than a very low additional visual change to any identified receptor.
For users of FP2 south of the appeal site and some parts of BW6 in Field 5 this would
equate to a negligible adverse additional visual change at Year 1 and by Year 10. |

predict no further material visual change to other receptors.

No material increase in landscape character effects are predicted as a result of Option
2.
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5 Methodology for Visualisations

5.1 | have read a response letter from the Environment Agency relating to a query about
flood risk on the appeal site, dated 5% July 2024. The letter states that some elements
of proposed equipment will need to be raised above predicted flood levels. It is difficult
to determine if this has been factored into proposed visualisations of the appeal
scheme, including updated visualisations of tower Options 1 and 2. Further
information from the Appellant on the methodology used for creating visualisations

would be useful to ensure the proposed development is being represented accurately.
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1.1

1.2

2.2

Introduction

This note responds to a request from Inspector Woolcock on 14™ June 2024 which
states, “If RBC's emerging solar farm capacity study is published prior to 1 August the
parties will submit a written statement setting out any considerations relevant to this

appeal”.

The Rushcliffe Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study was published on
4™ July 2024 and this note considers the relevance of the report in relation to the
ongoing appeal regarding Land East of Hawksworth and Northwest of Thoroton,

Shelton Road, Thoroton, Nottinghamshire.

Aims and Objectives of the Study

The Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study was commissioned by
Rushcliffe Borough Council and compiled by Arup. The report operates at a strategic
scale and aims to provide an overview of landscape sensitivity to inform an
understanding of potential capacity for solar development within the Borough. It is
noted in Section 1.1 that the findings of the study “do not determine whether planning
applications are appropriate but rather provide an indicator of suitability based on
likely effects to the landscape by area”. This caveat goes further to state that
determination of individual applications should be based on “an individual assessment
of likely impacts to landscape and visual amenity as submitted by the prospective
developer as part of their planning submission and the appropriateness of mitigation

and enhancement measures”.

Section 1.3 of the study outlines the limitations of its findings. The text includes a
focus on potential cumulative effects, further emphasising the strategic nature of the
study. It states, "As a general rule of thumb, LAUs where the study indicates a high
capacity for a particular typology are less likely to be affected by cumulative impacts,
though this still needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Siting, intervisibility,
receptor types and sequential views can all contribute to the perceived sense of
development in an area and are all site specific”. Therefore, it is my opinion that the

report is useful in offering an overview of indicative capacity for solar development
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3.2

3.3

across the scale of the Borough, but site-specific assessment is required to fully

understand the suitability of individual applications.

Landscape Assessment Units

The findings of the study are organised into areas within the Borough, referred to as
Landscape Assessment Units (LAU). Each LAU is broadly taken from the 2009 Greater
Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment Draft Policy Zones (DPZ), with the
appeal site falling within DPZ SNO6: Aslockton Village Farmlands. The Capacity study
uses the same boundary and refers to the area as LAU K: Aslockton Village Farmland.

It is the largest LAU included within the report.

Descriptive text for LAU K reinforces some characteristics identified within the Greater

Nottingham Character Assessment, including the following extracts:

The landscape is largely rural, comprising predominantly arable agricultural

land.

— The scale of fields ranges from small scale adjacent villages to large-scale

modern agricultural fields in open countryside.

— Field boundaries are formed by hedgerows and are often fragmented in larger

agricultural fields and intact around small-scale pasture.

— Woodland is confined to small irregular blocks scattered throughout and higher

concentrations adjacent rural villages.

— Expansive views are available across the landscape, particularly to the south of

the LAU and pylons are a constant feature due to the topography.
The study identifies the key characteristics for LAU K to be:
— Dispersed settlement.
— Modern agricultural landscape.
— Commuter town of Bingham.

— Small woodland blocks scattered throughout.
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3.4

4.1

Whilst this is useful baseline information on the character area surrounding the site, it
does not introduce any finer grained landscape characterisation than previously

available to the Inquiry.

Baseline Assessment of Landscape Value and
Susceptibility

Landscape value across LAU K is assessed using Landscape Institute TGN 02-21:
Assessing Landscape Value Outside National Designations (C.D 3.26), this is the latest
guidance available. Value descriptions include the following points of relevance to the

appeal site and surroundings:

Natural heritage - The landscape has a number of watercourses, though they

are difficult to discern within the landscape due to the topography.

Cultural heritage - The area includes a number of historic rural villages. Church
towers and spires form prominent features within the landscape due to the
landform. Agricultural land is predominantly modern in scale and pattern,
though smaller scale pasture and historic field pattern is present adjacent to

villages.

Landscape condition - The landscape is in moderate condition with evidence of

fragmented hedgerows around large-scale arable land use.
Distinctiveness - The LAU is typical of a rural agricultural landscape.

Recreational - The LAU is relatively well connected by public right of way routes

connecting smaller rural villages.

Perceptual (scenic) - The LAU affords long distance views across the landscape,
though pylons are a frequent feature of views due to the topography. Smaller

scale, scenic views are often available at the fringes of villages.

Perceptual (wildness and tranquillity) - The LAU has a moderate sense of
tranquillity due to the small scale of rural villages and expanse of agricultural
land in between. Presence of urban features such as pylons and the modern

scale of agriculture reduce the perception of wildness.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

Many of these elements are identified within my original proof of evidence. The
capacity study goes on to provide a summative ‘'medium’ value assessment for LAU K.
This is in line with my assessment of medium value for the site itself, as well as DPZ
SNO06. However, the scale of the study does not allow for finer grained assessment of
value fluctuations within each LAU. The report, therefore, does not reflect the medium
to high landscape value that | identified for the Hawksworth and Thoroton settlement

edges.

In terms of landscape susceptibility, the capacity study highlights one characteristic to
be particularly susceptible to solar farm development, the “rural and tranquil
character” of the area. As detailed in much of the evidence before the Inquiry, this is a

prominent characteristic across the appeal site and within the surrounding area.

The study assesses landscape susceptibility to be ‘medium’, this is lower than the high
susceptibility | assessed each landscape receptor to have in my evidence. Looking
through the detailed methodology in Appendix A, Table 4, it is my opinion that the
appeal site and surroundings display many more of the indicators of higher
susceptibility than lower susceptibility. It is the scale of the study that prevents it from

recognising these attributes on a site-specific level.

Baseline Assessment of Landscape Sensitivity

Combining ‘medium’ value and ‘'medium’ susceptibility, the capacity study provides a
summative assessment of ‘medium’ sensitivity for LAU K. This is a blanket assessment
that the authors believe to be most appropriate for the whole LAU. My evidence also
assesses medium sensitivity for the site itself and wider SN06. However, | assess the
separate settlement edges of Hawksworth and Thoroton to hold a medium to high
sensitivity to the proposed change. This is based on finer grained assessment of the
specific sensitivities within the area surrounding the appeal site, as well as a specific

consideration of the proposed solar farm.
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6.2

6.3

Assessment of Capacity for Solar Farm Development

Table 26 on Page 42 summarises the study’s conclusions on landscape capacity for
solar development within LAU K. It assesses the LAU to have ‘high’ capacity to
accommodate all scale of potential solar development. Once again, it is important to
stress the strategic scale of this assessment and the report draws this conclusion,
without identifying specific potential locations. Considering the site-specific elements
of landscape value, susceptibility, and sensitivity, which have been outlined in detail in
my original evidence, it is my opinion that the appeal site and surroundings display a
low capacity for solar development across each scale. | would, however, agree with the
text accompanying the capacity conclusion which states, "Careful consideration of
settlements connection to the rural landscape should be given to minimise potential
impacts”. As outlined in my proof, the site performs and important role in the rural

setting of both settlements

The descriptor for 'high’ capacity within Table 6 in the detailed methodology included
within Appendix A states, "Combined judgments on the overall sensitivity of the LAU,
the amount of existing solar development, and the overall scale of the LAU indicate
that it could have potential to accommodate multiple solar farm developments within
the defined parameters”. This reinforces the strategic nature of the conclusion and the

importance of carrying out a finer grained assessment for each individual site.

The text for LAU K identifies two key design principles that “are considered key to
aiding the integration of any future solar development proposals within the LAU".
These are principles 6 (villages in the rural landscape) and 7 (field pattern restoration),
which are outlined earlier in the report on Page 17. Whilst | agree that these are key
design principles when considering potential development within the vicinity of the
appeal site, | would also add principles 2 (long distance views), 3 (historic setting), 4
(landmarks), and to some extent 5 (exposed slopes), as relevant to the scheme.
Whereas principles 6 and 7 may be relevant across the whole of the LAU, it is only by

appreciating the site-specific factors that the additional principles can be identified.
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Ms Michelle Dunne Our ref: LT/2024/128711/01-L01
Planning Department Your ref: 22/02241/FUL
Rushcliffe Borough Council

Rushcliffe Arena Date: 05 July 2024

Rugby Road

West Bridgford

Nottingham

NG2 7YG

Dear Ms Dunne

ENQUIRY REGARDING FLOOD RISK AND EA REQUESTED CONDITION DURING
THE APPEAL INQUIRY - FOR THE INSTALLATION OF RENEWABLE ENERGY
GENERATING SOLAR FARM COMPRISING GROUND-MOUNTED PHOTOVOLTAIC
SOLAR ARRAYS, TOGETHER WITH SUBSTATION, INVERTER STATIONS,
SECURITY MEASURES, SITE ACCESS, INTERNAL ACCESS TRACKS AND OTHER
ANCILLARY INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING LANDSCAPING AND BIODIVERSITY
ENHANCEMENTS

LAND EAST OF HAWKSWORTH AND NORTHWEST OF THOROTON SHELTON
ROAD, THOROTON, NOTTINGHAMSHIRE

Thank you for your email enquiry dated 20 June 2024.

Subsequent to a discussion with the Area Flood Risk Officer, we wish to make the
following comments.

1. Climate change allowance that is appropriate for this development

As per the National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance, the
higher climate change allowance for the 2080s epoch should be used, making the
design flood the 1% AEP plus 39% climate change event. However, since we only hold
data for the 1% AEP plus 20% climate change event, we ensured that the finished floor
levels of the infrastructure impacted in flood zone 2 are raised above the 1 in 1000 year
flood level.

2. Would all other inverter pairings be subject to the 300mm FFL requirement

Finished floor levels of the inverter pairings impacted by flooding as per our hydraulic
modelling should be set to 18.20mAQOD. All other vulnerable infrastructure outside of the
climate change flood extent would be subject to floor levels which are 300mm above
ground level. These conditions account for uncertainties in the modelling (we must
ensure that all essential infrastructure will remain operational during a flood event).
Since the Flood Risk Assessment committed to implementing this level of mitigation and
safety, we conditioned these levels to ensure that any discrepancies between our
modelled flood extents and impacts on the ground would be accounted for in the design
of the infrastructure.

Environment Agency

Trent Side North, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 5FA.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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3. The FFL of all electrical infrastructure (e.g. inverters, control buildings, etc) will
be raised above the peak climate change allowance water level whilst all panels
will also be located above this level. The suggested condition does not appear
to require this. Is there a reason for that?

Most of the vulnerable infrastructure is sited outside the climate change floodplain. We
have ensured through our conditions that any infrastructure impacted by the climate
change flood extent is raised sufficiently above the flood height and therefore remains
operational during times of flood.

We would expect the Local Planning Authority to be the decision maker on what is
classified as vulnerable infrastructure.

Following your meeting with the Local Planning Authority barrister early next week, if
you have any further questions please let me know.
Yours sincerely

Ms Lydia Bond
Planning Specialist

Direct dial 0208 4745166
Direct e-mail lydia.bond@environment-agency.gov.uk
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LPA Planning Ref No: 22/02241/FUL
PINS ref No: APP/P3040/W/23/3330045

Comments on Grid Connection Tower Options and
Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity
Study

James Bate (RBC - Heritage)

Section 78 Planning Appeal

Against Refusal of Planning Permission for installation of
renewable energy generating solar farm comprising ground-
mounted photovoltaic solar arrays, together with substation,

inverter stations, security measures, site access, internal

access tracks and other ancillary infrastructure, including
landscaping and biodiversity enhancements

Land East of Hawksworth and Northwest of
Thoroton





OFFICIAL

Grid Connection Towers
Option 1 - tall tower

Option 2 - short(er) tower

Both options rely on tall towers to provide a connection to overhead lines, both of these towers
would sit outside of the linear route which the existing lines and pylons take across the site.

At present whilst the existing pylons across the site have a visual impact the rhythmic spacing of
pylons and their linear route helps to soften this impact, alongside what | have previously
described as their open latticework construction which gives them a more limited visual
presence. (My previous comment: power lines, which are themselves relatively ephemeral given
the grid construction of the pylons)

Both schemes will result in additional harm above and beyond that previously identified and
considered, and as the tower in both cases would break the otherwise linear and regular pattern
of pylons across the site the impact would be greater than simply having an extra pylon in the
existing line. The additional harm would be relatively modest cumulatively given my view on the
impacts of pylons and | would be comfortable that harms would still sit in the areas of the range
of harm that | have already assessed in respect of each asset — so greater harm, but not to the
degree that it pushes harm into a different band of the ‘less than substantial’ scale in any
individual respect.

I am mindful, however, that the appellants witness appears to take a different view of the impact
which pylons have on the settings of heritage assets, in particular they note (Para 5.37)

“This introduces a modern energy development in the distant foreground of incidental views
towards the spire. Whilst this does cause a temporary change in one peripheral view of the
church spire, it is noted that this is very much in the context of the line of existing overhead
power lines and tall pylons which are already seen in conjunction with the church spire.”

The implication being that the existing lines and pylons already degrade the setting of assets
such that setting is less sensitive to further change. If this is the view taken of the impact of
pylons then clearly the addition of a further example, out of the alighment of the existing pylons,
would have a somewhat greater harmful impact than would be my own conclusion.

From the ZTV’s provided the taller Option 1 tower would be extensively visible from the
boundaries of both conservation areas as well as being visible in views towards those heritage
assets visible form viewpoints outside of the conservation areas. Option 2 has a reduced
visibility, but would remain visible form vantage points at the fringes of the conservation areas
and visible in views back towards them and the individual assets visible within them,
particularly the upper tower and spire of St Helena’s Church.

Whilst the tower proposed in option 2 would be less visible, it would also be less similar to the
pylons, being a more solid post or column, which it is visible alongside which might also make it
stand out to a greater extent from vantage points where it is visible, although option 2 would
remain the option with the lesser impact on significance of heritage assets via setting.





OFFICIAL

Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study

I am mindful that the Council has now published a report into Landscape Sensitivity and
Capacity for Solar development within the Borough. This is focused on Landscape impacts on a
Landscape Character Zone scale (identified as Landscape Assessment Units for the purposes
of the report), whilst there are references to cultural heritage these tend to focus on landscape
elements of cultural heritage such as field patterns, estate parkland, ridge and furrow ploughing
remains and the routes of Roman Roads. Some mention is made of settlement and the visibility
of features such as church spires/towers however these are broad and general observations at
landscape scale and at no point does the report try to assess the cultural heritage sensitivity to
development beyond the role that it plays as a component of landscape.

The consideration of heritage impacts of any specific development on any specific site and
anything below a board landscape scale is not considered by the report and as such | am not of
the view that the report has any significant implications for my assessment and views to date.






NSIP then the proposal would need to be reconsidered under the NSIP regime.

IF the answer is no - would the proposed development then meet the criteria for an NSIP
scheme that would require development consent, and if so would that preclude granting
planning permission?

N/a

IF the answer is yes - would it be the case that ‘overplanting’ W would no longer be a
consideration that was relevant to answering the NSIP question - irrespective of the dc/MEC
ratio for a scheme?

Yes - If the appeal scheme is found to constitute overplanting its irrelevant as not above
threshold.

IF that is correct whether overplanting should nonetheless be taken into account in considering
the planning merits of the proposal?

The LPA does not take a point on this matter as they do not have the resources to assess in such
detail, but the LPA does consider overplanting should be taken into account because it results in
landscape, heritage and character impacts, making the scheme larger in area than perhaps it
would otherwise need to, to generate the same capacity.

IF so would the extent of overplanting be a consider likely to affect the area of land occupied by
PV panels?

Yes —the LPA’s understanding is that overplanting means covering larger area than otherwise
required.

IF the PV panels in the local context would be likely to result in some harm to relevant planning
considerations would there be more harm with more overplanting?
Yes, as site area under operational development is larger.

IF so would additional overplanting increase the quantum of harm in the planning balance?
Yes, as site area under operational development is larger.

IF overplanting would be likely to utilise the available grid connection more effectively by
exporting at the MEC for a greater proportion of the time, would that increase the MWhr / year
of renewably generated electricity exported to the grid above that which would be exported
from a scheme with less overplanting?

Either potential to generate securing energy which cannot be utilised at beginning but as panels
degrade over time it would increase generation closer to 49.9MW for longer.

IF so would that increase the quantum of benefit in the planning balance?

Yes, but given the amount cannot be quantified it is too notional to factor into the planning
balance. We just don’t know how much extra it would generate. As such it just reinforces the
weight already ascribed by each of the parties.

In that scenario would the appropriate planning balance weigh any overall harm from the
scheme over the duration of the development, along with any legacy harm, against the overall
benefits of the scheme, including the addition to the grid of x MWhr / year of renewably
generated electricity for the duration of the development, along with any legacy benefit?


about:blank%23_ftn1

The planning balance must be equal on both sides, so however harm is included for assessment,
so the benefits of the same should be assessed too.

IF so how would that approach to the assessment of overplanting square with Footnote 92 of
EN-3?

Inspector to decide if scale of overplanting proposed is “reasonable” as per footnote and
whether the appeal development is “considered acceptable in a planning context so long as it
can be justified”. There must be threshold point of providing more than is reasonable for what is
required to generate the 49.9MW. It is the LPA’s case that the harm is disproportionately large
for the unquantified benefit that the overplanting would provide.

Written Statement to the Inspector’s Additional Question 5

Views about the climate change allowance that would be appropriate here for flood risk
assessment [CD1.24 p4.79 applies 100 year + 20%]”

The Council has obtained advice from the Environment Agency which is attached.

If you could ask the inspector what INQ docs | should number these that would be great.

Kind Regards

Emily Greenwood

Appeals And Contributions Assistant
Development Management
Rushcliffe Borough Council

01159148513



