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We note that the applicant seeks to suggest that CPRE nationally supports their type of scheme.  
However, it quotes an obsolete CPRE solar policy document that was replaced in February 2022 
having seen how it was being misused by developers to argue that we support a green-field first 
approach to site selection.  The CPRE national current policy1 concludes: 

CPRE is calling on the government to urgently take these strong, positive steps: 
 A sequential policy, supported with investment incentives, should make commercial roofs and 
brownfield sites – and not greenfield sites - the clear locations of choice for solar energy; 
 Reducing overall demand for energy through efficiency measures in buildings, industry and 
transport, should be a national priority – this is also crucial to tackling fuel poverty and creating 
green jobs; 
 Individual and cumulative impacts on landscapes and farmland should carry substantial weight 
in all planning decisions; 
 Greenfield solar applications must have a binding requirement to contribute to Local Nature 
Recovery Strategies; 
 Direct financial support should be given to community energy schemes, which represent the 
gold standard for renewables done well. 
 
There is a pressing need for renewable energy, but that can never be a justification for poor 
quality or harmful schemes. Our local CPRE groups will always speak out against harmful 
proposals, and there is a desperate shortage of good schemes that would enjoy their support. 
The government must act quickly to fix this growing problem. 

The Extent of the Visual Impact 
When solar PV installations are sited in appropriate locations their uniform appearance can give the 
impression that the field is a stretch of waterway.  However this is only in locations where the site is 
level and views of the site are experienced from the south and so face-on to the panels.  The 
proposal site has a complex topography which will mean that the industrial nature of the panels will 
be very apparent.  In this scheme this would be exacerbated by the incorporation of battery storage 
on site which intersperses large industrial structures among the panels increasing the industrialised 
appearance of the scheme and the extent of the visual impact. 
 
The application does not contain a bare-earth ZTV as would be best practice, but instead contains a 
“screened ZTV”.  The difference between the two is that the screening technique assumes that all 
woodland presents a solid visual barrier 15m in height and that all developed land is entirely filled 
with buildings that are 8m in height.  This generally under-represents the actual visibility of the 
scheme, especially for sparse or deciduous woodland which provide little screening when the trees 
are not in leaf. 
 
Nevertheless, even the screened ZTV shows that the scheme is not contained by the local 
topography and so would result in an industrial installation being widely visible within the landscape. 

                                                 
1 https://www.cpre.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Feb-22_CPRE_Policy-statement-on-solar-
energy.pdf 
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Sensitivity of the local landscape 
The application seeks to dismiss the landscape because of the absence of a designation.  There are 
currently no nationally designated landscapes within Northamptonshire but this does not mean that 
the landscape is not attractive or sensitive.  The local landscape in which this scheme would sit 
currently epitomises the English rural idyll.  This is observed in the National Character Assessment 
(NCA95) which states that “overall the area retains a strong sense of rural tranquillity”.  NCA95 also 
warns that “the open nature of the landscape means that it is vulnerable to large-scale 
development”. 
 
The rural character is also noted in the Northamptonshire Current Landscape Character Assessment 
(NCLCA) which where it states: 

“The landscape is characterised by undulating, productive mixed farmland interspersed with 
small villages and often remote farmsteads. It retains a strong rural character, which is eroded in 
places by modern incursions such as major transportation routes and large urban areas.” 

 
It should be noted that again the LVIA is unhelpful by not following best practice in its photoviews 
and photomontages by including unnecessary foreground clutter, isolated detractors and localised 
screening in views (Viewpoint 17 being a particular bad example).  It also presents the scheme in the 
most advantageous light by only supplying photomontages for the summer views of the scheme 
when screening will be maximised.  The photomontages also present the scheme as consisting 
entirely of panels and do not include the battery storage units which are far more intrusive industrial 
structures that would be interspersed throughout the scheme. 
 
We agree with the concern expressed in both NCA95 and implied in the NCLCA that “the open 
nature of the landscape means that it is vulnerable to large-scale development” and consider that 
the proposed scheme would be a large-scale modern industrial intrusion that would harm this gentle 
and tranquil landscape. 

Impact on views from Settlements and Public Rights of Way 
Greatworth is at greatest risk of suffering views of the scheme but the screened ZTV diagram 
suggests that it will be largely screened by woodland.  As previously noted, there is no guarantee 
that the actual level of screening matches that used in the ZTV diagram but we are not in a position 
to assess whether the screening would be effective.  An additional concern is that there are no 
guarantees that the woodland will remain in the landscape for the life of the scheme because it 
could be lost to disease or simply a change in land use. 
 
What is undeniable is that the scheme would have a substantial impact upon the footpath network 
both on the paths that pass through and around the site and those that pass nearby.  The pandemic 
has reminded us how vital local footpath networks are to maintaining the health and wellbeing of 
rural communities and the scheme would mean that these footpaths would cease to be pleasant 
places in which to enjoy the countryside. 
 
We note that the Ramblers have raised an objection on this basis and we support their views. 

Harm to the Setting of Settlements 
Even when developments are not directly visible from settlements, remembered views from the 
approach to a settlement establishes a context that shapes the sense of place within the settlement.  
In this case passing views of an industrialised site on the approach to villages alters the sense of the 
village as being set in a rural context.  Even though the scheme no longer appears on both sides of 
the road, the retained development is to the south of the road meaning that receptors will 
experience views of the more industrial panel framework and not the panels. 
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As a result the settings of the villages Greatworth, Farthinghoe and Halse would still be significantly 
adversely impacted because they would be approached by passing adjacent to such a large-scale 
scheme or, when approaching Greatworth from the east, by experiencing views of the site for a 
significant part of the journey. 
 
The consequence of this is that the villages become labelled as being “by the large solar farm” rather 
than in the quiet countryside. 

Impact on Food Production 
As can be seen from the Google Earth view of the site, it is currently in agricultural use:  

 
 
The Agricultural Land Classification report states that the scheme would take 186 acres of Grade 3 
land out of production including 7.4 acres of BMVL.  We note that the application states that the site 
could be used for grazing, but this is no assurance that it will be used for grazing and we are not 
aware of any existing solar scheme where grazing actually takes place despite most applications 
containing this statement.  Even if the site were to be used for grazing the food value of the land 
would be substantially reduced and carbon emissions increased. 
 
The implication in the application is that because Grade 3b land is not BMVL, it is of little agricultural 
value.  However Grade 3b land lies only just outside the BMVL classification and is indeed important 
for food production.  It is “capable of producing moderate yields of a narrow range of crops (mainly 
cereals and grass) or lower yields of a wider range of crops, or high yields of grass (for 
grazing/harvesting)”.  The current situation in Ukraine has exposed how important it is to be able to 
grow our own cereals and government policy “recommends siting large-scale solar projects on 
previously developed and non-agricultural land”. 
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An important additional consideration is that at Blackberry Lane solar PV appeal the Inspector and 
the Minister concluded that “the structure of agricultural soil is fragile and easily damaged and that 
the construction of a development of the scale proposed is likely to result in a substantial amount of 
ground disturbance across the application site. This disturbance would arise from the engineering 
operations necessary to construct a solar park of the scale proposed and from the potential for 
widespread soil compaction caused by the movement and use of heavy vehicles and machinery 
required for the installation of the supporting posts and the excavation of trenches, access paths and 
foundations across the site. In my view the impact of these operations and the nature of the vehicles 
and equipment required are not comparable to agricultural practices and are likely to significantly 
damage the structure of the soil.”  In effect this scheme would result in the permanent degradation 
of the land upon which it is sited. 
 
The importance of the agricultural use of this land is highlighted in the NCA95: 

Provisioning services (food, fibre and water supply) 
■ Food provision: The area is predominantly agricultural in character, with a mix of pasture 
and arable crops on predominantly Grade 3 quality agricultural land. The area is important 
regionally for food production and the farmed landscape has changed as market conditions 
have changed. There has been a shift in cropping patterns in recent years, with a loss of dairy 
farms, a decline in mixed farms and significant reductions in grazing livestock numbers and 
also in glasshouse production. Arable, however, has increased significantly, especially the area 
growing stockfeed, reflecting an increase in intensity of remaining stock production. Recently, 
some miscanthus has been planted for biomass production, which, if it increases significantly, 
may affect the area available for food production. There are pressures on water and soil 
quality and issues with diffuse pollution and soil erosion in places. 

Noise and Tranquillity 
Paragraph 185(b) of the NPPF also recognises the importance of tranquillity and the need to protect 
it.  NCA95 highlights the rural tranquillity as one of the defining characteristics of the area and notes 
its importance to the health and wellbeing of residents and recreational users of the area.  It notes 
the need to protect tranquil areas by controlling development. 
 
The Noise survey acknowledges the low noise levels at the site and does not present the usual 
background noise level against which to offset the elevation of noise levels at residential properties. 
 
It is clear that the noise emitted by this scheme would effectively destroy the tranquillity of the 
surrounding area and for residents of the nearest properties especially when enjoying their gardens. 

Climate Change Considerations 
As is usually the case, addressing climate change is never straightforward.  It is necessary to take a 
holistic view of all considerations in order to make the best decisions and avoid superficially good 
decisions that have unintended unforeseen consequences. 
 
The recent IPCC report leaves no doubt that predicted impacts of climate change are already being 
experienced and will continue to increase.  The June report to the government from the Climate 
Change Committee (Climate Change Risk Assessment – CCRA3) takes a wide view of the risks, one of 
which is food security.  It contains principles improve understanding of risk and enable effective 
adaptation to climate change, the second of which is: 

2. Integrate adaptation into policies, including for Net Zero 
A host of government and societal goals will be undermined by the effects of climate change, 
including the provision of reliable and safe supplies of food and water; infrastructure services 
such as transport, energy and digital; biodiversity; public health; natural and cultural heritage; 
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and the achievement of Net Zero. A more realistic appraisal of climate risk must be embedded in 
the policies, investments and decisions that relate to these goals. 
 
Integrating measures for adaptation and emissions reduction is especially important – addressing 
adaptation and mitigation together. In the past three years, the opportunity was missed in 11 of 
15 relevant major UK Government announcements to include integrated plans to adapt to 
climate change alongside those for reducing emissions. Where adaptation was mentioned, it 
often lacked specific actions or was not viewed as necessary to meeting the goal of that particular 
policy. In others it was simply absent. 
 
The best way to address climate change and to avoid unintended consequences is to ensure 
adaptation and mitigation are considered together in those areas where there are the major 
interactions: especially across policies for infrastructure, buildings and the natural environment. 
 

This means that not only should the world increase its efforts to reduce carbon emissions, but it is 
vital that we take steps to increase our resilience to withstand the predicted adverse impacts of 
current and future changes.  One of the greatest concerns for Britain is that we are already heavily 
dependent upon food imports, which makes us particularly vulnerable to any disruption in our food 
supply chain. 
 
The renewable energy produced by the 49.9MW scheme would of course make a contribution to 
reducing carbon emissions.  It is, however, important to put this into context in order to be able to 
weigh the benefit against the disbenefits. 
 
We note that the Planning Statement part 3 (a letter to councillors) claims that 12,000 homes would 
be supplied and 900,000 tonnes of carbon savings made.  We are unaware how the applicant arrived 
at these figures but we consider them misleading and exaggerate the true contribution of the 
scheme towards addressing climate change.  Homes supplied is particularly misleading metric 
because only about a third of electricity is consumed in the home making the scheme appear three 
times as effective as it would be.  Similarly the “equivalent fossil fuel energy” would appear to be a 
cherry picked factor in the way that wind farm developers initially used carbon offsets against 
carbon intensive coal generation rather than the average as the ASA eventually forced them to do. 
 
The formula that we use to calculate annual carbon saving is: 
installed capacity x solar PV capacity factor x days in a year x hours in a day x tonnes CO2 per MWh  
 49.9MW x 10% x 365 x 24 x 0.235= 10,272 tonnes CO2 per annum 
Over 40 years this would total 411,000 tonnes – less than half of the amount claimed in the letter to 
Councillors. 
 
The formula that we use to calculate the numbers of homes offset is: 
annual carbon saving / average carbon footprint of a home 
 10,272 tonnes / 10 tonnes = 1,027.2 homes offset 
A far cry from the 12,000 homes supplied cited in the letter to Councillors. 
 
An important consideration with both solar PV and battery storage is that unlike large-scale wind, 
they do not need to be located in the countryside and can be installed, albeit at a smaller scale, 
within the built environment thereby removing the need to sacrifice productive agricultural land 
which can be better used to grow food or bio-fuels.  Even in the open countryside they should be 
sited on less productive land leaving the more productive land for agricultural use. 
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Conclusion 
After weighing the proposal against our criteria CPRE Northamptonshire feel that we must object to 
this proposal. 
 
The proposal would not only create a significant adverse visual impact upon a large tract of sensitive 
and attractive landscape but it would also destroy the tranquillity that can currently be enjoyed by 
those within that landscape.  Additionally the proposal would result in the loss of 179 acres of 
productive agricultural land and substantially reduce its important contribution to food security – 
especially at a time when international events are causing shortages of cereals.  The concern that 
this loss of productive land would effectively be permanent weighs heavily against the scheme. 
 
We find that the scheme is proposed in a particularly sensitive location and the relatively modest 
amounts of renewable energy that it would produce are insufficient to outweigh the harms that it 
would cause in this location. 


