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1 Introduction 

1.1 This short Rebuttal addresses a number of mostly technical matters raised in the evidence 

of Mr Franklin on behalf of the Rule 6 Party (R6P). 

 

1.2 The response addresses the comments made by reference to Mr Franklin’s Proof of 

Evidence referenced, eg, [SF 1.10] for para 1.10. 

 

1.3 Reference to the Agricultural Evidence by Tony Kernon is referenced [TK 1.1] 

 

2 Matters Raised and Responded To 

2.1 The matters raised to which a response is made cover: 

• technical/construction assumptions or corrections; 

• soil damage and land loss comments or assumptions; 

• the use of poorer quality land; 

• food security and land use issues, and I reference the Written Ministerial Statement 

which post-dates Mr Franklin’s Proof. 

 

2.2 I therefore comment on points raised generally following the sequence of his evidence, but 

start with the technical corrections. 
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3 Technical Corrections 

3.1 The following factual statements need correcting. 

 

3.2 [SF 7.4].  Concern is raised that grass cutting or panel cleaning will result in excessive 

trafficking when wet.   Response.  There is no reason why any mechanical management 

of grassland, which is generally a summer and early autumn task, would have to be carried 

out when ground conditions are poor.  Panel cleaning is also carried out early summer to 

maximise cleanliness prior to the peak generating period, so similarly will be done when 

conditions are suitable. 

 

3.3 [SF 7.8 & 7.9].  Concern is raised about the effect of soil inversion.  Response.  As set out 

in [TK 5.27 and 5.28] soil inversion is not proposed, so the downgrading referred to will not 

occur.  It is accepted that it was stated otherwise in the application. 

 

3.4 [SF 7.16].  This sets out that the panels will have a maximum ground clearance of 14cm off 

the ground at the lower end.  Response.  No plan references are provided, but I am advised 

that these changes have not been proposed.  The minimum clearance will be 80cm, which 

is not restrictive to sheep grazing. 

 

4 Soil Damage and Land Loss 

4.1 Mr Franklin makes a number of statements about land loss and the effects of installing 

panels, including: 

(i) [SF 5.6].  After 40 years the land may not be capable of being returned to arable use 

and the land quality may have been affected; 

(ii) [SF 5.6].  There is little evidence that the land “will ever return to arable farming”; 

(iii) [SF 5.7].  Other agricultural land management techniques can improve soil health; 

(iv) [SF 7.6].  During construction water run-off from bare soils could result in erosion; 

(v) [SF 7.19].  Research by the Welsh Government shows “the process of constructing 

solar developments caused significant damage to agricultural land, such that it 

may never be capable of restoration.  Typically, agricultural land quality was 

reduced”. 

 

4.2 These statements are, at best, an exaggeration.  The only periods when soils are subject 

to larger vehicular passage, beyond maintenance operations (discussed earlier) is at the 

construction and decommissioning phases.  This I describe in my Agricultural Evidence [TK 

5.3 to 5.19].  The photographs show construction and, where there were problems, 

restoration including cultivation between the rows of panels.  Furthermore the vehicles 

involved are not large. 
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4.3 Addressing the points above in order: 

(i) & (ii) the removal of the panels will be controlled through condition.  Once removed 

there is no constraint to arable use, and the land and soils will be perfectly capable 

of such use.  A 40 year period under grassland does not prevent arable use, nor 

does it downgrade land.  There is no basis for such a claim; 

(iii) whilst other farming techniques can result in improvements to soils, the British 

Society for Soil Science states that “significant land use change, (eg 

conversion of arable land to grassland or woodland) has by far the biggest 

impact on soil organic carbon” (see first paragraph of page 5, Attachment A); 

(iv) run-off from bare soils is a risk of arable farming.  There is a similar risk during the 

site construction period too, it is accepted.  Currently that risk exists every winter 

where crops are not growing, so the risk is greatly reduced over the lifetime of the 

Proposed Development when grass cover is maintained, not increased as 

inferred; 

(v) the Welsh Government report does not conclude that solar panel installation 

causes significant damage to soils.  Para 5.4 concludes that “soil 

compaction……can have a residual impact on soil and land”, but not if 

handled when the conditions are suitable.  Paragraph 8.3 concludes that key to 

managing risks is an adequate soils a resource and management plan.  There is 

no conclusion that “significant damage” is caused. 

 

4.4 I attach a few key pages from the document (Attachment B).  The report does not conclude 

as the R6P’s witness describes.  This report is the source of the timeline photographs in Mr 

Franklin’s Appendix 7. 

 

4.5 That site, clearly constructed over the winter in wet conditions, shows soil disturbance (not  

necessarily causing compaction) on the haul route but you will note that the mid-

construction photo (which I reproduce below) shows undisturbed and obviously 

uncompacted grass underneath the panel frames. 
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Insert:  Photo From Mr Franklin’s Appendix 7 

  

 

5 Whether Poorer Quality Land is Available 

5.1 The comments made in [SF 6.5 to 6.7] are covered in my Agricultural Evidence, and in the 

Agricultural Evidence to address the Council’s late-raised concerns. 

 

5.2 In reviewing Mr Franklin’s comments, it is important to note that undifferentiated Grade 3 

land (including most of the site) is “good to moderate quality agricultural land” (see [TK 

Appendix KCC4 footnoted page 56], not just moderate quality as Mr Franklin infers. 

 

6 Food Security and Land Use 

6.1 In his section 8, Mr Franklin references a number of concerns about food production.  The 

text is generally a statement, and does not go so far as to state that this is a matter for 

concern or against policy. 

 

6.2 In response I draw attention to: 

(i) Government’s press release food security [TK 5.48 and Appendix KCC7]; 

(ii) whilst the MP for Central Suffolk and North Ipswich made comments about using land 

for producing green energy [SF 6.8], Government wishes to see this increase, including 

through biomass [TK 5.52]; 

(iii) the amount of land needed for solar is only a small proportion of farmland [TK 5.52] 

and significantly less than, for example, is funded for non-producing biodiversity uses 

[TK 5.49]; 

(iv) the figures involved – circa 30 tonnes of wheat from a production of 22 million tonnes 

[TK 5.42 – 5.44] - is negligible; 
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(v) the reason for installing solar energy is to help tackle climate change.  As Mr Franklin 

notes in [SF 8.4 and 8.7], climate change is the biggest threat to food production in the 

UK.  Tackling climate change must, therefore, weigh heavily in favour of the proposals. 

 

6.3 The Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) of 15th May 2024 does not increase the protection 

of BMV land.  It does not alter the balance. 

 

6.4 It is noted in the WMS that “even in the most ambitious scenarios” (solar) “would still 

occupy less than 1% of the UKs agricultural land”.  As statistically 42% of agricultural 

land is likely to be BMV (Appendix KCC2), even on that basis solar could involve a small 

proportion of BMV land (less than 0.5% of agricultural land). 

 

6.5 An estimated 3.7 million ha is BMV land.  1% of that is 37,000 ha.  By comparison, the area 

of uncropped arable land in 2023 was 311,303 ha.   

 

6.6 There are about 900,000 horses in the UK.  The split between England and the other 

countries is not known exactly, but in terms of sports horses about two thirds are in England.  

If that applied to the total, then some 590,000 horses are in England, which if each requires 

0.4 ha of land for grassland (grazing and hay) means about 240,000 ha of land is used for 

horses grazing and feeding.  If 42% of that is BMV, some 100,000 ha of BMV is used for 

grazing or feeding horses.  This I include only to illustrate the land use choices we make 

and the land potentially available. 

 

6.7 The use of land and BMV land for solar must be seen in that context. 
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  British Society for Soil Science Note 
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Attachment B 

Extracts from Welsh Government 

Report 
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