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excavations at Steane Park in 2013 on the hillslope to the north of the 

house and gardens. The excavations resulted in this site being listed (Historic Environment Record 

9743) in addition to the Deserted Medieval Village to the south-west. A preliminary report on the 

excavations was published in 2014 as part of a study of the small bronze head of the Roman 

emperor Marcus Aurelius found in ploughing in 1976 and now held with the excavation finds by the 

Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford: S. Walker, Emperors and deities in rural Britain: a copper-

alloy head of Marcus Aurelius from Steane, near Brackley (Northants), Britannia 45 (2014): 223-242. 

The full report, delayed by the coronavirus pandemic, is now in an advanced stage of preparation.  

The photoviews submitted by the applicant as Part 6 of Appendix 2.3 are taken from the footpath 

just below this site. More recent excavations undertaken by  have confirmed my 

original impression that the site at Steane Park was of religious significance.  

have undertaken extensive geophysical survey which demonstrates that the site was 

linked to Halse by a trackway, itself bordered by sites not yet examined in detail.  

Steane Park was evidently part of a complex ancient landscape of sites linked to the origins of the 

River Ouse. The archaeology revealed in the geophysical surveys of the proposed solar farm site will 

no doubt represent another element within the same complex of sites, some at least of more than 

agricultural significance, that flourished in the upper Ouse Valley for more than a millennium in 

antiquity. There is no doubt that the extensive solar farm will wreck the present appearance of this 

landscape, which even today conveys an impression of settled occupation over millennia.  

I would also observe that we found the overburden of soil on the slope at Steane to be very light, 

due to erosion and mid-20th century ploughing. Any surviving ancient surface is then likely to be 

disturbed by the installation of solar panels, notably on sloping ground. 

I strongly urge you not to proceed with planning permission for this highly intrusive development.  

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

  





 



8th September 2021
Mr Samuel Dix
Case Officer
South Northamptonshire Area Office
The Forum 
Moat Lane 
Towcester,
Northamptonshire
NN12 6AD

Dear Sir

Planning application WNS/2021/0935/EIA: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Development

I strongly object to the proposed Copse Lodge Solar Farm development.  The reasons for 
my objection are summarised below:

1. We moved to the village of Greatworth around five years ago, precisely because we 
wanted to enjoy the beautiful rural environs, especially the area to the Southeast of 
the village which is criss-crossed with pathways and bridlepaths.  The beautiful area 
will be destroyed by this proposed blight on the landscape.

2. The sheer scale of the development is terrifying – over 300 acres, with 256 acres of 
glass I believe from JBM’s last figures.  At that size it dwarfs the entire village
fourfold.

3. Walking the area, if this development is permitted to go ahead, will be on pathways 
between plantings and security fences, blotting out the beautiful views in the area 
from we who are here precisely to enjoy those views.

4. The Greatworth to Halse road which bisects the proposed solar farm is used 
constantly by cyclists (including me) who love the beauty of the area. All this will be 
lost if this proposed solar farm goes ahead.   The extra planting that the developer 
proposes is also likely to reduce visibility for walkers and cyclists using the road and 
therefore poses addition safety concerns.  Vehicular traffic using that road often 
travels at excessive speeds.  Putting more plant cover in the way will increase the 
risk to walkers and cyclists exponentially.

5. Apart from the obvious disruption during the building works, there will be an ongoing 
noise problem arising from inverters, substations and battery stations.  Whilst the 
noise may not exceed any limits it is noise that hasn’t been present in the past and 
will be audible from the public rights of way, so disturbing the tranquillity that walking
in the area currently brings.

6. There is much wildlife in the area, and while the developers may claim that diversity 
will be retained under the panels, there is much scientific research that demonstrates 
that the amount of diversity under the panels is much reduced – by up to two-thirds in 
some studies.  So, our local flora and fauna will be badly affected.  The site as 







Copse Lodge Solar Farm.  Land near Greatworth, Northamptonshire.
Ref. WNS/2021/0935/EIA.

I write to register my further strong objection to the above development on the following grounds:

• Arboricultural features.
The application makes much of the screening effect of existing arboricultural features however it 
also makes mention of the requirement to cut vegetation back to minimise panel shading.
The arboricultural impact assessment (App 2.5) identifies 129 features (individual trees, groups of 
trees, hedges and woods).   A study of these features indicates that 50% of the individual trees are 
Common Ash, 65% of the groups have Ash as a named species while both woods have Ash as the 
first named species.
In 2012 a novel fungal pathogen of Ash was first identified in the UK (Hymenoscyphus fraxineus 
the causal agent of Ash die back disease) and the pathogen is now considered endemic.
Native Ash exhibits low resistance to the pathogen with anticipated mortality in excess of 90%.
The arboricultural report does not identify any trees exhibiting symptoms of Ash die back and does 
not allude to the potential future impact of this disease upon Ash trees within or adjacent to the 
development.
It is hard to comprehend how effective visual screening is to be maintained under such disease 
pressure particularly in respect of the permanent substation which is to be 'screened' from the 
village of Greatworth by a small wood. 

• Panel type.
The design and access statement (P19-2590) dated December 2020, indicates at 3.12 and 3.18 that 
tracker panels are to be installed and this is reiterated on page 7 of the non-technical summary 
'change in the proposed technology used on the site from a fixed panel design to a tracker system'.  
However the glint and glare report dated August 2021 indicates at page 2 that the solar layout was 
changed to a fixed panel system (10104B) in July 2021, one must therefore assume the report has 
been written to reflect the impact of fixed panels.  What type of panel is to be installed and how can 
such disparity occur between two primary application documents and a significant supporting 
document?

• Alternatives.
Within the non-technical summary there is mention at page 7 'Alternatives' of mitigations such as a 
a reduction in the size of the scheme, moving it away from PROWs etc. but there is no detail 
regarding alternative site considerations.  I had anticipated this to be the purpose of a section 
entitled 'Alternatives' but there is no indication why this site was selected in preference to others.

• Public consultation.
It is unfortunate that applicants were unable to stage a staffed display of their proposal in the village
hall due to covid restrictions however I feel certain that if the display material had been made 
available the local community would have devised a means by which it could have been viewed in a
covid secure fashion; it being too important for people not to see.

To conclude, I believe this proposal to be misguided, misplaced and misinformed.

End.     11/09/2021.   By email and SNC planning portal.
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Ref. WNS/2021/0935/EIA.
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Copse Lodge Solar Farm

For the attention of Mr. Samuel Dix

Planning Application  WNS/2021/0935/EIA

Dear Mr. Dix,

When considering the above Planning Application I am asking you to recommend refusal and, if you 

do, to give such powerful reasons for its refusal that JBM will have no room to appeal, and if they 

decide to go ahead with an appeal, it would certainly fail.

I make this request in the full knowledge that you always have to consider a planning balance.  Also 

that there is worldwide concern about climate change and a need for greener energy, but, 

importantly, solar farms are not included in the Government’s ten point green energy plan.  My main 

thrust is that this solar farm is very damaging in this location – it is in the wrong place.

The application site is in a beautiful area of unspoilt Northamptonshire countryside which forms a 

bowl, and is squeezed between a conservation area in Greatworth, a heritage site at Steane and 

known Roman habitation at Halse.  As pointed out by the Council last year the topography of the 

area makes it impossible to conceal an industrial sized solar farm. It will therefore be visible for

walkers, riders, drivers, cyclists, adjacent landowners, farmers and homes and businesses located on 

the rim of the bowl.  Many homes will be badly blighted. Any recreation in the area would take 

place in a sea of three metre high glass panels. The only mitigation to reduce the effect of 256 acres 

of solar panels, security fencing, CCTV cameras, eleven battery housing units, maintenance tracks, 

and a large substation, is very high hedging.  This will have a claustrophobic effect on what is at 

present open arable land with spectacular views, yet JBM claim that this installation will have no 

effect on the visual amenity of the area.

I have walked and ridden on the whole of this site for nearly forty years thanks to the generosity of 

local landowners and a licence to ride scheme run by The Marston Estate.  JBM claim that there is a 

bridleway down the disused railway – there is not.  The only bridleway in the area runs from Halse, 

adjacent to the extreme southern edge of the site, to Farthinghoe.  JBM’s plan to have a new 

permissive path connected to the footpath from Greatworth makes is impossible for horses to 

access the area of the site.  Horses are not allowed to use public footpaths.  With the loss any riding 

north of the line of HS2 during construction, this leaves riders with no off-road amenity in this area.  

Organisations such as the British Horse Society are always trying to find ways of getting horses off 

the roads to minimise dangerous accidents.

JBM claim that the setting of the Greatworth conservation area is not compromised by the solar

farm.  It is not just a question of whether or not you can see the site from the conservation area, you 

only have to walk a few hundred yards on the footpath south of the village to be right on the site 

and, worse still, in full view of and in close proximity to the substation.  I understand a conservation 

area is believed to be enhanced by the surrounding landscape.  JBM claims that they are not 

changing the ‘landform’.   They are not, but they are completely changing the ’landscape’.

Reading the EIA one becomes acutely aware of the enormous lengths JBM claims to be making to 

protect ‘wildlife’ in every way  

trace of badgers on the site.   

But, extraordinarily, they fail say anything at all about how they will help the countless 



‘human beings’ that will be affected by the solar farm. It is easy to see through the minimal window 

dressing they have suggested to appease the complainers – tussocky grass patches, a “new”

permissive path down the disused railway line which has been used by riders and walkers for 

generations, and a picnic site which is next to a road and beside a builders yard.  This is not 

impressive. They are taking away an invaluable recreational asset from Greatworth, Halse and 

Farthinghoe and beyond.  There are people’s lives in this area that will never be the same again 

which is causing a great deal of distress.  I am sure you will have received many suggestions that a 

solar farm of this magnitude should be located in a much more sympathetic place.  The 

archaeologists working on the site for the EIA said that they had never worked in such a pretty place 

for a solar farm, which says it all.

I apologise if I have repeated some of the topics raised in  

  The worst aspects of this application cannot be over stressed.  

JBM claim that the Copse Lodge Solar Farm, in conjunction with the five other developments 

situated locally which are either built or in the pipeline, will not have a detrimental effect on the 

Parish of Greatworth and Halse. The detrimental effect will be huge.  The HS2 project with its 

cement works, compounds, new roads, lengthy and disruptive construction period and wide, wide 

scar across the land north of the proposed site, plus the possibility of the Low Carbon solar farm 

north of HS2 being approved is enough for this Parish.  Please leave us room to breath.

Yours sincerely,
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Yours sincerely 
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From:

Sent: 29 August 2021 09:22

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Halse OBJECTION

[  
]

Dear SNC Planning Team

I write to strongly object against the proposed Copse Lodge Solar Farm at Halse and the devastating impact it would 
have on the areas existing natural beauty, wildlife and environment.

I fully support the requirement for renewable energy if it is in the right place. However, the proposed site is of such 
significant scale and in an area of beautiful countryside that the negatives far outweigh any benefits.

A site the size of 220 football pitches will undoubtedly have detrimental impact on the environment, wildlife and 
natural habitat. Not to mention the eyesore it creates on a currently beautiful landscaped valley.

Surely wind turbines at sea are more effective in generating energy than these solar panels that will be less efficient 
in winter? And surely any solar panels erected on land should be in industrial areas rather than ripping up existing 
natural landscapes and habitats.

Our community is already impacted by HS2 and it’s negative effects on the natural environment. The addition of a 
solar farm and HS2 in close proximity would utterly destroy this area.

The local community is outraged that such a monstrous proposal could even be considered, and we appeal for the 
planning to be refused.

Quite simply, it is total irony that the proposed development is supposed to benefit the environment through 
creating renewable energy, but in doing so will cause absolute devastation to the currently beautiful landscape with 
its abundance of wildlife and vegetation. A scheme that will create permanent irreversible damage.

Yours sincerely
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From:

Sent: 09 September 2021 19:20

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Ref WNS/2021/0935/EIA

[  
]

FAO Samuel Dix

Hello,
I am writing to suggest a solution to the Cope Lodge Solar Farm proposal which is causing a lot of friction within the 
surrounding villages.

I appreciate the need for renewable energy in the modern world, fossil fuel and other non renewable sources are 
simply unsustainable. However, this current proposal certainly can be moved to a new location which would be 
more suitable both aesthetically and practically for both the development and the stake holders in the surrounding 
villages.

I live in Greatworth, thus have used the road where this development is to be built hundreds of times. The road is in 
poor condition as it is, and I suspect that heavy machinery, deliveries, etc will only worsen this issue.

My proposal- move the solar farm to the north-east side of Greatworth, passed the HS2 works. This is both a better 
road for transportation and will also hide the frankly ugly solar panels.

Alternately, to eliminate any eye-sore at all, I believe that solar panels would be best placed on top of public 
buildings such as new schools, hospitals, commercial buildings, offices, etc where aesthetics are arguably not as 
important.

I look forward to hearing the outcome of my proposal in due course.
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From:

Sent: 09 September 2021 18:16

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Ref WNS/2021/0935/EIA

[  
]

FAO Samuel Dix
Hi
I am writing to you to express my objection regarding the proposed solar farm.
I believe that there are far better sites available for solar panels to be fitted, for instance on any new housing 
development in future (there were about 1000 homes built in nearby Brackley as part of the Radcliffe development 
and this would most likely equate to the same amount of panels but distributed on the roofs rather than on big scale 
farm as is proposed; I believe another development is proposed for this side of Brackley towards Halse already); or 
on land adjacent to the HS2 route which already impacts Greatworth.
The size of the proposed farm is just ridiculous and we will lose valuable arable land, ancient hedge rows and the 
route proposed will become even more dangerous to drive on due to the inability to look far ahead to see oncoming 
traffic.
The road is already potholed to the extend of having to concentrate not to damage cars and being able to see far 
ahead to judge oncoming traffic is essential.
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power that may be able to do something about it. But that does not mean a 320 acre solar farm is the solution. Why, 
for instance, are we not putting these solar panels on to houses in the surrounding villages? That is far less of an 
eyesore than multiple fields of them. Even if there is an issue for existing property owners, there have been, and 
continue to be, housing developments going on in Brackley...why are these new houses without current owners not 
having solar panels installed as a default? My guess would be money! I am informed by someone who has spoken to 
experts on this subject that if the roofs of all the warehouses in this country were filled with solar panels, then this 
would come close, if not meet, the UK's need for power. Again, why is this not being done?

My next concern is that the entire plan seems to be very short term. Correct me if I am wrong, but the land on which 
the solar farm will go is only being leased, not purchased by the developers. Is that correct? This would make sense 
given these solar panels are not expected to perform for more than 40 years, if not less. So then what will happen to 
the farm? What plans are in place for the correct disposal of these solar panels and the 'making good' of the land? 
The chemicals in these solar panels mean it is not acceptable for them to simply be dumped into landfill, but we 
have not been provided with an enviromentally safe exit plan. We are also yet to see what form of guarentee will be 
in place to ensure that this work is done. Will a financial bond/deposit be paid to the local council which can be used 
in the event the plan is not carried out? The developers have already acknowledged to local representatives that 
once their part of the project is complete they have no control over specifics such as the new hedgerows that are 
planned for, and so cannot actually guarentee these will be installed as planned.

 
 That is not the point. Whatever provisions they say they will 

make, even if they fulfil their obligations and implement every one, the wildlife will be impacted. For example, the 
area is home to a large number of Red Kites alongside other birds of prey. How will they hunt the area if their view 
of the ground is obscured by the solar panels? And those areas of the ground they can see will likely be harder for 
them to view as they will now be faced with the reflected sun from the solar panels. 

At ths point, I would also like to raise some concerns about practices which have been going on throughout 2021. If 
you are not able to pass these on to the appropriate people, I would kindly ask you provide us with details as to 
which authorities we should be contacting with regards to this. Firstly, my mother has been confronted by men 
dressed as gamekeepers and armed with shot guns while out walking her dogs. They have advised her not to walk 
where she walking, even though it is a public bridleway, as they were currently culling deer and other animals. We 
are not aware that any culling is required, but since the winter it has been observed by several local residents that 
there are no deer/muntjacs roaming the lands. The area has in the past seen many of these magnificent animals, 
and it would seem that someone has been hired to clear them out ahead of any questions regarding wildlife on this 
site - the environmental report from the developers say there are no deer in the area?. This, up until this year at 
least, is factually incorrect. Secondly, a stream that runs through the proposed site has in recent months dried up, 
despite not having ever dried up previously even in the most extreme of UK droughts. I hope that this is just a 
coincidence, but local residents will be following the bed upstream, and should we find any evidence of the stream 
being 'diverted', evidence will be gathered to pass on to the authoities. 

My final point is on the infrastructure, and in particular the current state of Halse Road. This is the proposed access 
point for the development, should it go ahead. For many years, this road has been poorly maintained, in particlar 
the stretch leading up to Brackley Road (leading from Halse Road to Greatworth) in either direction. There have 
been barely adequate patchwork repairs at different times, but the road very quickly returns to the current state of 
disrepair. As someone who uses this road on a regular basis, I would argue it is barely able to sustain normal traffic 
in its current state, and most certainly would not stand up to the much heavier plant that would be using it during 
the many months of construction work. I believe that the plan is for 6 HGV's per day over the course of 6 months to 
transport the planned 160,000 panels? Before any work could be done the entire road would need to be relaid, and 
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then suitable repairs carried out once the construction is complete to account for the abuse it would receive from 
the HGV's that would have used it. 

In any event, outside of the solar farm debate, the condition of Halse Road is one which I feel needs urgent attention 
from the authorities as the potholes are causing multiple damaged tyres for vehicles using it, and it is only a matter 
of time before this contributes to a larger and more serious road accident.

I hope that the above points are taken into consideration when the proposed solar farm is discussed, and I hope that 
while I have real and genuine concerns about my own mother's situation, there are also overwhelming factors for 
which I don't have a personal stake which need to be closely considered. I am particualarly keen to hear your 
thoughts on the deer culling which I have outlined above.
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From:

Sent: 09 September 2021 23:04

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: FAO Samuel Dix. Ref WNS/2021/0935/EIA

 
]

Dear Sir,

I am writing to state my opposition to proposed location of the new Copse Lodge Solar Farm between Halse and 
Greatworth.

As someone who has grown up in the beautiful countryside village of Greatworth, I’m dismayed to find that this 
location  is even being considered for such a large and obtrusive solar farm, when there are so many less impactful 
and more suitable sites within south Northants.
I am not against Solar farm developments, and was positive about the development proposal for a solar farm to the 
north of the village. However the copse lodge site feels like a poor and misguided choice of site.

The position of the site is overlooked by both residents and people passing through the area. The panels will not be 
hidden by hedgerows due to the hillside/ valley location.

The village of Greatworth is already being impacted in the short and long term by the HS2 development and adding 
a scar to the lovely landscape. Taking into account the HS2 project and the proposal for the solar farm to the north 
of the village, the Copse Lodge Farm proposal seems like an unfair and unreasonable proposal to inflict on the 
residents of the local area. I really hope that you think of the real impact it will have on the area and the people who 
live there.

I feel it is part of the planning authorities responsibility to not only improve the local communities, but also to listen 
to the objections and take into account the impact your choices will have on the people of our villages. People who 
are already heavily feeling the effect of multiple national infrastructure projects.  There is no benefit to our area if 
you approve this proposal.

Regards,
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From:

06 September 2021 18:24

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: FAO Samuel Dix. Ref WNS/2021/0935/EIA

[  
]

Hi there,

I would like to strongly object to the building of the solar farm near Greatworth.

 

House prices will be affected by that and HS2. There must be so many other sites that can be used. It’s such a huge 
area to lose. So much of the countryside round here had already been altered.

Why should Greatworth have to suffer HS2 and huge Solar farm?!

Kind regards,
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From:

Sent: 03 September 2021 11:17

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: FOA and Plea to Samuel Dix 

[  

Mr. Dix,

I implore you to reconsider the planning application for the obscenely huge and destructive solar farm in the green 
corridor between Greatworth and Halse.

I’m sure you have already been bombarded with pleas and complaints and solid reasoning in regard to this matter 
because it has raised such alarm from the local Communities.
There are few who would disagree with the need for renewable energy, but it cannot come at the loss of greenbelt 
corridors, wildlife diversity, noise and disruption, 24/7 background buzzing from the electrical generation, loss of 
views and walks and total disregard of the needs and views and quality of life of rural residents, workers and visitors.

Planting hedging along both sides of the lengthy route would take many years to become an effective (?) screen, and 
certainly wouldn’t address the issue of the sites being in full view from everywhere else.
Prime examples of this can be seen in the planting of ‘future screening and replacement of ancient hedgerows’ by 
the HS2 in this area. We already have corridors of ’sticks’ (a lot of which are already dead) that will take several 
generations to be effective screening and wildlife habitat.

Destruction of our countryside, which we are constantly urged to re-wild and guard, should only be considered after 
all brown sites and buildings have been used.

.



1

From: Samuel Dix

Sent: 31 August 2021 11:51

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: FW: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Planning Application

Attachments: 20210826_093456.jpg; IMG_7155.JPG

Morning

Please could the email below/attached be added to application WNS/2021/0935/EIA as a neighbour comment, 
please.

Thanks

Samuel Dix MRTPI
Principal Planning Officer
Development Management – South Northamptonshire Area

West Northamptonshire Council | The Forum | Moat Lane | Towcester | NN12 6AD
Tel: 01327 322389 | www.westnorthants.gov.uk
Follow us on Facebook & Twitter @westnorthants

From:  
Sent: 31 August 2021 11:25
To: Samuel Dix <Samuel.Dix@westnorthants.gov.uk>
Subject: Copse Lodge Solar Farm Planning Application
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Dear Mr Dix, 

Firstly, I think it is important to state that I am a young mum and committed to being engaged in supporting 
the great challenges of the future of our planet. 
I strongly believe in the future of renewable energy however there needs to be a joined up nationwide 
strategy to implementing renewable projects and in the light of no such strategy I wholeheartedly object to 
this scheme, for the following reasons:

The Copse Lodge scheme is just under the 50 MW+ that means it doesn't qualify as a nationally significant 
infrastructure project - however the huge size and scale of this project is wholly inappropriate for this area, 
community and the conservation villages that it wraps around. 

The site is 3.5 times the size of Greatworth village and will ruin the nature of the place where we all live and 
work. It takes in no consideration of the interrelation between humans and the way our landscape shapes 
us, a relationship that has become very apparent during the pandemic when more people discovered the 
real benefits of the natural world and its importance on mental health and well being than ever before.

Importantly the change in land use from productive agricultural farmland is notable. Since 2009-2019 it is 
estimated that we have lost over 300,000 hectares of productive agricultural land due to change of use -
this is roughly 40,000 hectares a year. This is for different schemes, not just solar, and will have a 
significant impact on our food production output as the population continues to rise (approximately 400,000 
extra mouths a year) and food security becomes threatened as it inevitably will as temperatures rise and 
food import laws become more burdensome as Brexit has shown. 

It is important that we find real solutions to real world problems and this needs to be on a national level. 
Solar, if used as one of those solutions, must be on appropriate sites.
i.e. South facing commercial roof space (50% of our energy requirements could be generated if this option 
were utilized)
And brownfield sites 
And along existing major infrastructure projects which are already wrecking the landscape, such a HS2. 

The people in this community are having to tolerate the impact of HS2 - it is deeply unfair that they should 
have this to contend with now - limiting the access to the beauty of this valley, replacing the landscape with 
the glint and glare of glass. We will be in effect hemmed in from both sides.
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I vehemently object primarily on the basis that this is a wholly unsuitable
place to have such a massive Solar Farm (reasons outlined below) and that
there are better places to have solar farms - all of which I have outlined
below.

The reasons why I object are;

* Essentially it is the industrialisation of prime agricultural land
- which is against all logic in this world of food shortage
* Greatworth is a rural village, with the surrounding area already
being highly negatively impacted by HS2 - this is running along the whole
of the village to the North and has severely affected both footpaths and
Bridleways disrupting rural life - the very little access that we the
general public have to any privately owned land has been severely
compromised, not to mention the impact it has on the wildlife in the area -
see point below.
*

* Visibility from a small rural road - I do believe that wherever
possible Solar Farms should be none-visible from the road. We already have
such a non-visible Solar farm in existence for some years now, nearby in
Radstone, this is much more in keeping with the surroundings. Furthermore
there is currently a planning application being considered for sizeable
solar farm behind Halse Copse Lodge, further over to Welsh Lane close to
land that is already disrupted by HS2 construction, that importantly will be
unseen from most roads 
* this project is not only located in a valley so is highly visible
from surrounding properties, it is actually on a busy small country road
and it is right up against the road on both sides of the road. This is not
only unsightly but actually a danger to motorists - as I trudged this road
for many years on the school run, I was often blinded by the easternly Sun
rising, this situation will only be worsened with reflection from the Solar
Panels.
*

*
, always being extremely generous with community,

however sadly the recent succession has meant that the tide has turned and
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many changes detrimental to the community are taking place in the recent
months. This is primarily because the current landowner hasn't even lived in
the area for years, with no emotional attachment to the area, rather
residing at their other countryside estate, as such sadly they see fields
surrounding Greatworth only as a cash cow asset, with little thought of how
their many decisions are having a detrimental impact on this rural village -

I am actually a big advocate of solar panels and we have installed a 12KW
Voltaire Solar system, however there are better options of location for
Solar in this area :

* Proposed Solar farm behind Halse Copse - unseen from roads and
already disrupted from HS2
* Scrubland not prime agricultural land - some currently laden with
thistles and left to seed causing menace for grassland as then have to
control with pesticides - not good for bio diversity especially the 7 local
bee hives we have.
* Land along the already blighted HS2 railway - this could be on
national basis - surely team up with them and work a massive scheme out?!
How much money would you make then!
* On buildings - both commercial and residential - this has the
obvious benefit of not using prime agricultural land, whilst it ensures that
the average person reaps the benefits of Solar and are for the masses not
just for the landed gentry that sadly haven't even lived in the area for
years and hence have little attachment to the area have enough acres to 

So to summarise I agree that solar is needed but this IS THE WRONG place,
there are BETTER LOCATIONS.

I urge you to consider my objections when making your decision.
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From:

30 August 2021 18:02

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: Greatworth Solar Farm

[  

Dear Sir / Madam,
I would like to register my opposition to the proposed solar farm at Greatworrh. This area already has enough solar 
farms and more would just further blight the countryside and rid us of our precious farmland.
A better idea would be to put solar panels on all the newly built houses of Towcester and Brackley.
Regards,
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From:

27 August 2021 12:49

To: SNC Planning - Development Management

Subject: Solar farm Halse and Greatworth

[  
]

I strongly object to the location of this proposed solar farm.  It is too close to villages, will destroy important 
farmland and close off numerous footpaths in this area.  I do not object to solar farms per se, but they should be 
installed with more thought to the local environment.  We have suffered enough with HS2 and it’s impact on us.  
What happened to central government and its push to get more people to exercise and enjoy the countryside? DO 
NOT DESTROY MORE OF OUR FRAGILE COUNTRYSIDE!
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6. Our community is therefore experienced, resilient and battle-hardened. We expect that it will 

wish to be represented by barristers from FTB if the Council refuses the JBM Solar application and 

the matter then goes to appeal. 

Overview of our objection 

7. In summary, we strongly disagree with the conclusion in the Applicant’s Planning Statement that 

the proposal is “in broad compliance with the Development Plan and national planning policy and 

guidance” (Planning Statement at 6.27).  Nor, is this Statement correct to conclude that the 

development would have “relatively benign impacts” (at 7.6).   

 

8. This proposal will result in significant negative impacts, including (but not limited to): (i) landscape 

and visual harm, (ii) unacceptable loss of agricultural land, including best and most versatile (BMV) 

land, and (iii) heritage harm. These harms have either been overlooked or underplayed by the 

Applicant’s application documents, including the Environmental Statement (ES). Overall, the 

proposal does not comply with either national or local policy and there are no material 

considerations that outweigh this conflict. Planning permission should, therefore, be refused. 

 

9. We note that we have had limited time, during the summer holiday season, to prepare a 

comprehensive objection submission to the application.  Therefore, whilst we address some key 

points below, we reserve the right to raise and/or rely on other objection points – whether at the 

expected committee meeting or, should the application be refused permission, in relation to any 

subsequent appeal. 

 

General policy background relevant to the proposed development as a large-scale solar farm 

10. Relevant policy is set out in the Council’s development plan (consisting of the Joint Core Strategy 

Local Plan (JCS) and the South Northamptonshire Part 2 Local Plan (2011-2029) (SNLP)), the NPPF, 

NPPG, relevant written ministerial statements and relevant Council SPDs (including the Energy 

and Development SPD).  The National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) can also be a material 

consideration, as this application concerns the delivery of new energy infrastructure. 

 

11. We note that, contrary to what is stated in the Applicant’s Heritage Statement at 4.39, the South 

Northamptonshire Local Plan is no longer “undergoing Examination” but was adopted in July 

2020.  The Heritage Statement is dated June 2021, so it is concerning to say the least that this 

change in policy framework was not appreciated at the time of writing and less weight should be 

placed on its conclusions as a result. 

 

12. Specific policies will be referred to, where relevant, below. However, as an overview point we 

note that both local and national policy make clear that new renewable developments, including 

solar farms, need to be properly scrutinised in terms of their impacts – particularly on landscape, 

cultural heritage and loss of agricultural land.  This is so, notwithstanding that such developments 

will, of course, deliver renewable energy production which can be seen as a benefit. 

 

13. For example, policy S11 of the JCS, headed “Low carbon and renewable energy”, states that: 
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…Proposals should be sensitively located and designed to minimise potential adverse 

impacts on people, the natural environment, biodiversity, historic assets and should 

mitigate pollution. (…) 

 

14.  The supporting text, at paragraphs 5.105, further clarifies that, “[w]hen considering planning 

applications for low carbon and renewable energy, an assessment will need to take account of 

impacts on landscape, townscape, natural, historical and cultural features and areas and nature 

conservation interests. Proposals should also use high quality design to minimise impacts on the 

amenity of the area, in respect of visual intrusion, noise, dust, and odour and traffic generation.” 

 

15. At the national level, the Written Ministerial Statement of Mr Pickles, then Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government, made on 25 March 2015, is particularly pertinent in relation 

to a proposed development of this nature.  In it, Mr Pickles stated (and as a WMS, this is national 

policy): 

 

“The National Planning Policy Framework includes strong protections for the natural and 

historic environment and is quite clear that local councils when considering development 

proposals should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most 

versatile agricultural land. Yet, some local communities have genuine concerns that when 

it comes to solar farms insufficient weight has been given to these protections and the 

benefits of high quality agricultural land. As the solar strategy noted, public acceptability 

for solar energy is being eroded by the public response to large-scale solar farms which 

have sometimes been sited insensitively. 

 

Meeting our energy goals should not be used to justify the wrong development in the 

wrong location and this includes the unnecessary use of high quality agricultural land. 

Protecting the global environment is not an excuse to trash the local environment. When 

we published our new planning guidance in support of the Framework, we set out the 

particular factors relating to large scale ground mounted solar photovoltaic farms that a 

local council will need to consider. These include making effective use of previously 

developed land and, where a proposal involves agricultural land, being quite clear this is 

necessary and that poorer quality land is to be used in preference to land of a higher 

quality.”  

 

We are encouraged by the impact the guidance is having but do appreciate the continuing 

concerns, not least those raised in this House, about the unjustified use of high quality 

agricultural land. In light of these concerns we want it to be clear that any proposal for a 

solar farm involving the best and most versatile agricultural land would need to be 

justified by the most compelling evidence. Of course, planning is a quasi-judicial process, 

and every application needs to be considered on its individual merits, with due process, in 

light of the relevant material considerations. (our emphasis added) 
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16. This statement of policy is now further reflected in the NPPG on Renewable and Low Carbon 

Energy at paragraph 13: 

 

What are the particular planning considerations that relate to large scale ground-

mounted solar photovoltaic farms? 

The deployment of large-scale solar farms can have a negative impact on the rural 

environment, particularly in undulating landscapes. However, the visual impact of a well-

planned and well-screened solar farm can be properly addressed within the landscape if 

planned sensitively. 

 

Particular factors a local planning authority will need to consider include: 

 encouraging the effective use of land by focussing large scale solar farms on previously 

developed and non agricultural land, provided that it is not of high environmental 

value; 

 where a proposal involves greenfield land, whether (i) the proposed use of any 

agricultural land has been shown to be necessary and poorer quality land has been 

used in preference to higher quality land; and (ii) the proposal allows for continued 

agricultural use where applicable and/or encourages biodiversity improvements 

around arrays. See also a speech by the Minister for Energy and Climate Change, the 

Rt Hon Gregory Barker MP, to the solar PV industry on 25 April 2013 and written 

ministerial statement on solar energy: protecting the local and global environment 

made on 25 March 2015. 

 that solar farms are normally temporary structures and planning conditions can be 

used to ensure that the installations are removed when no longer in use and the land 

is restored to its previous use; 

 the proposal’s visual impact, the effect on landscape of glint and glare (see guidance 

on landscape assessment) and on neighbouring uses and aircraft safety; 

 the extent to which there may be additional impacts if solar arrays follow the daily 

movement of the sun; 

 the need for, and impact of, security measures such as lights and fencing; 

 great care should be taken to ensure heritage assets are conserved in a manner 

appropriate to their significance, including the impact of proposals on views important 

to their setting. As the significance of a heritage asset derives not only from its physical 

presence, but also from its setting, careful consideration should be given to the impact 

of large scale solar farms on such assets. Depending on their scale, design and 

prominence, a large scale solar farm within the setting of a heritage asset may cause 

substantial harm to the significance of the asset; 

 the potential to mitigate landscape and visual impacts through, for example, 

screening with native hedges; 

 the energy generating potential, which can vary for a number of reasons including, 

latitude and aspect. 

The approach to assessing cumulative landscape and visual impact of large scale solar 

farms is likely to be the same as assessing the impact of wind turbines. However, in the 
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case of ground-mounted solar panels it should be noted that with effective screening and 

appropriate land topography the area of a zone of visual influence could be zero. 

(our emphasis added) 

 

17. We also note that the SPD on Energy and Development also sets out some generic planning 

guidance for energy projects, including (at 5.11) that whilst the Council wishes to promote the 

use of renewable energy, “there may be cases where the preservation of buildings of historical 

and architectural merit will outweigh this”. And (at 5.12) that general planning considerations will 

include: “Development shall enhance and respect the character and setting of historic, cultural 

and archaeological assets” and “respect landscape character”. 

 

18. Furthermore, whilst the Applicant cites to EN1 and EN3 as relevant National Policy Statements 

(see Planning Statement pp. 22-23), the Applicant only focusses on the NPS recognition of need 

for renewable energy.  Of course, the energy NPSs also clearly recognise that the impacts of such 

development, including impacts on the historic environment and landscape and visual impacts 

need to be properly assessed (see EN1, sections 5.8 and 5.9). 

 

19. Overall, it is evident from all of the above that whilst a new solar farm will, of course, bring with 

it the benefit of increased production of renewable energy, that does not mean that it will be 

appropriate development; and, certainly not in all locations.  Planning decision-makers need to 

carefully scrutinise the adverse impacts of such proposals, in particular their impacts on 

landscape/visual, the value and use of agricultural land, and heritage assets and their settings. 

 

Landscape and Visual  

20. In its Decision Notice dated 7 August 2020 in response to JBM’s request for a screening opinion 

(S/2020/1172/SCR), South Northants Council wrote: 

 “The Local Planning Authority is of the opinion that the proposed development would 

have the potential for significant environmental effects on landscape and visual impact. 

The scale and extent of the proposed development is such that the existing landscape, 

vegetation, landform and topography is considered unlikely to have the ability to 

accommodate the development and to filter and restrict views of the proposed 

development or to incorporate mitigation to enable this.” 

21. The likelihood of significant environmental effects with respect to landscape and visual impact 

was also recognised by the Officer’s Report preceding this decision. The clear risk of such harm 

means that the Council must subject the Applicant’s ES on landscape and visual impacts to 

particular scrutiny. 

Current proposal: 

22. We note that, as the application process has evolved, the applicant has followed the customary 

developer’s practice of gradually reducing the amount of land that would be covered by the 

proposed solar farm (in the latest iteration, partly by omitting land above the 140 metre contour) 

but we believe that the current proposal is still substantially the same as it was last July and we 
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believe that the opinion the Council expressed in its 7 August 2020 Decision Letter is still equally 

valid now.   

 

23. We believe that the reduction in the size of the site is not a sufficient ground for the Council to 

change the opinion it reached last July, and would point out that the JBM site is still significantly 

larger than the Low Carbon site was when the Council expressed an almost identical opinion in its 

Decision Letter dated 25 September 2020 in response to Low Carbon’s request for a screening 

opinion (S/2020/1433/SCR). 

 

24. Nor is there anything especially significant in JBM’s decision to take out any structures above the 

140metre contour. Indeed, in at least one respect, the present proposal is now, in fact, worse 

than the earlier proposal in that the substation will now be at the highest point on the site at a 

location where it will be much more visible than before. This is particularly important because the 

substation would not be dismantled at the end of the proposed 40 year permission period. It 

would stay where it is forever, an eyesore highly visible from the Halse Road and the footpaths 

and bridleways in the area. We note here that the Non-Technical Summary (NTS) to the 

Applicant’s ES states (on p. 7) that “[a]t the end of its operational lifetime the development would 

be decommissioned and all solar panels and supporting structure will be removed from the Site”.  

Clearly, not all “supporting structures” will be removed, if the substation is considered. 

 

25. The current application is also worse than the previous versions in that the Applicant now 

envisages boxing in the Halse Road and Footpath AN11 with high hedges on either side which 

would change the visual impact of the area by eliminating the present sweeping views across open 

countryside, especially as one travels westwards out of Halse along Halse Road. 

Relevant policies: 

26. NPPF policies para 130(b) and (c) are relevant to considering landscape harm: 

 

Planning… decisions should ensure that developments: 

… (b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and 

effective landscaping; 

(c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 

environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate 

innovation or change (such as increased densities); 

 

27. So too, paragraph 174(b): 

 

Planning… decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 

by: 

… (b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 

benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other 

benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland; 
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We note that paragraph 174(a) also requires protection and enhancement of “valued 

landscapes”.  Whether or not the Site sits within a landscape that has been specifically designated 

as a valued landscape, the surrounding landscape is certainly of high local value to the local 

community and residents, such that this planning policy should also be considered. 

 

28. Policies S10 and S11 of the JCS are also relevant.  Policy S10 requires development to “protect, 

conserve and enhance the natural and built environment and heritage assets and their settings” 

and S11 (quoted above) requires proposals to be “sensitively located and designed to minimise 

potential adverse impacts on people, the natural environment…”. 

Critique of the ES on landscape and visual harm: 

29. Not only was an ES required in light of the real risk of significant landscape and visual harm, but 

the Council’s scoping report made clear what the Council expected of any ES assessment in this 

area (OR S/2020/1529/SCO): 

 

The methodology proposed for LVIA is considered to accord with relevant guidance. It is 

noted the study area for the assessment will be agreed with South Northamptonshire 

Council and this is welcomed. With regard to the extent of the study area the indicative 

distances are noted, however the full extent of the area to be assessed should not finalised 

until it can be informed by all relevant considerations, including confirmation of the visual 

envelope and Zones of Visibility. With regard to LVIA representative viewpoints and those 

for which photomontages will be prepared should be agreed with the LPA. It would also 

be appropriate to draw on local knowledge available to ensure the most appropriate 

viewpoints are identified Photography used with the LVIA should demonstrate the winter 

situation for all included viewpoints. (our emphasis added) 

 

30. Firstly, the ES has failed to demonstrate the winter situation for any of the viewpoints (see 

Chapter 2, p. 18 at 2.3.34 “Winter views (illustrating deciduous trees devoid of leaf cover) have 

not been obtained for the baseline views, however, the assessment assumes winter conditions, 

unless otherwise stated.”).  This is a clear omission and we do not see how the assessment can 

properly “assume” winter conditions if there is no evidence base on which to do so (nor can 

interested parties, or the Council, properly consider the winter situation). 

 

31. Secondly, in the same section of the ES (2.3.34), it states that: 

 

• Access to assess the predicted visual effects from private individual properties outside 

the Application Site has not been obtained. As a result, the assessment of likely effects has 

been made from vantage points with representative views taken from the nearest 

available public viewpoint. GLVIA 3 (Paragraph 6.17) suggests that effects of development 

on private property are dealt with separately from the LVIA as a 'Residential Amenity 

Assessment'. This level of assessment has not been part of the scope of this Chapter; 
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32. It is not apparent whether any attempts were made by the Applicant to gain such access, but such 

private viewpoints need to be properly assessed. We have not seen any “Residential Amenity 

Assessment” to date. 

 

33. Thirdly, in terms of the viewpoints chosen, these are set out in Figure 2.6. We note that at 2.5.17-

2.5.18, the ES accepts that in Year 1 there would be “significant adverse effects” on the following 

viewpoints: 

 

i. Viewpoint 2 

ii. Viewpoint 3 

iii. Viewpoint 4 

iv. Viewpoint 10 

v. Viewpoint 11 

vi. Viewpoint 21 

vii. Viewpoint 22 

 

34. It continues to find that by Year 15 (and we note that 15 years is a considerable period of time, in 

terms of possible significant adverse effects, between Year 1 and Year 15) certain of these effects 

on viewpoints will have reduced – citing to Viewpoints 3, 4, 10 and 11, and 22. No mention is 

made here of Viewpoints 2 or 21. 

 

35. Furthermore, in Table 2.10 (which sets out the summary of effects), Viewpoints 2 and 21 are 

simply not covered at all (in terms of operational impacts). 

 

36. We also note that in this Table, a number of possible “Major (significant)” or “Major Adverse 

(significant)” effects are listed as residual effects. See: 

 

Construction 

i. Footpath NN/AN/11 (Viewpoints 1 to 4 and 21) 

ii. Halse Road (Viewpoint 3, 4, 6, 8 and 22) 

iii. Bridleway NN/AN/23 (Viewpoints 9, 10 and 11) 

 

Operation 

i. Bridleway NN/AN/23 (Viewpoints 9, 10 and 11) 

 

37. It is not, therefore, understood how the ES can reach the conclusions it does at 2.7.1 (under 

“Residual Effects”) where it simply states: “No further mitigation or enhancement measures were 

identified. It is therefore concluded that there will be no significant residual effects”.  With respect, 

this reasoning (that no further mitigation or enhancement measures were identified) does not 

support a finding that there will be no significant residual effects.  

 

38. Nor, can we understand the bald assertions at 2.8.3 and 2.8.6 that “[d]ue to the limited effects 

upon landscape elements, landscape character and visibility of the Proposed Development, and 
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the relationship of the Application Site to the potential cumulative developments” there will be no 

significant cumulative landscape and visual effects. 

 

39. Overall, the ES’ assessment of landscape and visual harm is fundamentally flawed and cannot be 

relied upon. The fact that this Chapter concludes that a large-scale photovoltaic farm stretching 

out over 103ha and positioned in the open countryside, will be “consistent with the form, scale 

and pattern of the existing landscape” (2.9.1) should, in itself, make the Council question the 

veracity of the assessment. 

 

Conclusion on landscape and visual impacts: 

40. When the real impacts of this development in relation to landscape and visual impacts are 

considered, the Council must conclude that there is non-compliance with NPPF paragraphs 130 

and 174, as well as with S10 and S11 of the JCS.  Planning permission should be refused on this 

basis alone. 

 

Loss of Agricultural Land, including BMV Land 

Relevant policies: 

41. Policy SS2(h) of the recently adopted SNLP makes clear that developments should cause no loss 

of BMV land: 

 

Planning permission will be granted where the proposed development: 

… does not result in the loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land or valued soils; 

… 

 

42. This is a strictly worded policy that is up-to-date (having only been adopted in July 2020) and has 

been found to be sound through the examination process. 

 

43. The NPPF also requires protection of BMV land, see paragraph 174(b) quoted above which cites 

to the “economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land”.  Footnote 

58 also states that “[w]here significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 

necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality”.  There is 

no definition of what “significant development” is but certainly development of 103ha would 

qualify. 

 

44. Most pertinently, the WMS of Mr Pickles, quoted above, makes absolutely clear that any proposal 

for a solar farm involving BMV land (without any specification of amount) would need to be 

justified by the “most compelling evidence”.  The thrust of both the WMS, NPPF and the NPPG is 

that lesser quality agricultural land should always be favoured and use of high quality agricultural 

land is the exception. 

Impacts on loss of agricultural land and critique of the ES on agriculture: 
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45. It is important to be clear on what the level of loss of agricultural land will be. The proposed 

development will result in the loss of 99ha of grade 3b land and 4ha of grade 3a land (ES at 7.4.1). 

 

46. The ES (Chapter 7), however, claims that the development will allow for “continued use of most 

of the site for agriculture and ecological purposes” (7.4.7) going on to estimate that only 3% of 

the Site will actually be taken up by the development with the rest of it available for “agriculture 

or for ecological benefit” (7.4.8).  Following on from this, the ES uses a 5% proportionate loss 

figure as a “worst-case scenario”, concluding that only 4.95ha of grade 3b and 0.2ha of grade 3a 

land will be “lost” during the operational phase of the development (7.4.9).  The ES then concludes 

that the loss of only 4.95ha of grade 3b land and 0.2ha of grade 3a land is a “negligible negative 

impact and deemed Not Significant” (7.4.10). 

 

47. The ES’ approach here is clearly fundamentally flawed. It is clear from the supporting documents, 

that the Applicant is not proposing any ongoing “agricultural” use of the Site, in the sense of crop 

development. What the Applicant is proposing is that the Site can continue to be used – whilst 

the development is in situ – for sheep grazing (see NTS on p. 25, ES introduction at 1.13.3 and 

summary at 8.6.2).1   

 

48. Whist sheep grazing may constitute a farming use, we do not accept that it is “agriculture” in the 

sense meant when considering agricultural land categorisation.  The Applicant’s Agricultural Land 

Classification study includes, at Appendix 5, the relevant ALC Grades and descriptors and it can be 

seen from this that land is graded depending on its suitability for crop yields.  Grade 5 (the lowest 

quality grade) is described as “very poor-quality agricultural land with very severe limitations 

which restrict use to permanent pasture or rough grazing, except for occasional pioneer forage 

crops”.  This demonstrates that sheep grazing is not an equivalent/substitute for agricultural 

production, when it comes to assessing loss of agricultural land. 

 

49. This is also evident from Natural England’s guidance on assessing development proposals on 

agricultural land (2021)2 which shows that the emphasis is on crop yields: 

 

ALC uses a grading system to enable you to assess and compare the quality of agricultural 

land in England and Wales. 

A combination of climate, topography and soil characteristics and their unique interaction 

determines the limitation and grade of the land. These affect the: 

 range of crops that can be grown 

 yield of crop 

 consistency of yield 

 cost of producing the crop 

 

                                                           
1 We note that it is not clear how viable such sheep grazing really is in amongst solar panels. 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-land-assess-proposals-for-development/guide-to-
assessing-development-proposals-on-agricultural-land  
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50. In light of all of this, the ES is simply wrong to allege that the loss of agricultural land would only 

be 4.95ha of grade 3b land and 0.2ha of grade 3a land.  The ES is also clearly wrong to state (at 

7.7.5) that “[t]he land taken is not considered to be Best and Most Versatile…”.  This development 

will result in the loss of 103 ha, 4ha of which will be BMV.  The adverse impacts of this, including 

economic impacts, needs to be properly considered by the Council but the Council cannot rely on 

the Applicant’s ES to do so. 

 

51. We also note that national policy clearly expects applicants to consider alternative sites with 

worse agricultural land quality.  We have seen no evidence that the Applicant in this case has done 

so. Nor, do we see any “compelling evidence” as to why any BMV land should be lost. 

 

Conclusion on loss of agricultural land impacts: 

52. In light of the above, the proposal conflicts with local and national policy.  The Applicant has not 

justified the loss of BMV land, nor does the ES properly assess the impacts associated with loss of 

agricultural land (including, but not limited to, BMV land).  We have seen no evidence that the 

Applicant has considered alternative sites of lesser agricultural quality. This is notwithstanding 

that national government has made a concerted effort to highlight the issues associated with loss 

of agricultural land in relation to large-scale solar farms. Planning permission should be refused 

on this basis alone. 

 

Cultural Heritage 

Relevant legislation and policies: 

53. Section 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 establish 

key statutory duties on decision-makers in relation to assessing heritage harm. In particular, 

section 72 provides that: 

 

In the exercise, with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, of 

any functions under or by virtue of any of the provisions mentioned in subsection (2), 

special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character 

or appearance of that area. 

 

54. According to relevant case-law, “preserving” means “do not harm”3.  The statute creates a 

“special presumption” and “considerable weight and attention” should be given to any harm 

found to arise re the character or appearance of the area.4 Even if the harm is “less than 

substantial” this should still be given “considerable importance and weight”.5  In terms of 

assessing the impacts of a proposed development on a conservation area, the decision-maker 

                                                           
3 Forge Field v Sevenoaks DC [2014] EWHC 1895 at [43]. 
4 South Lakeland DC v SSE [1992] 2 AC 141; East Northamptonshire DC & Barnwell Manor Wind Energy v SSCLG at 
2014 EWCA Civ 137 [26]-[29]; Bohm v SSCLG [2017] EWHC 3217 (Admin) at [23] and [32]. 
5 Forge Field at [43]. 
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needs to make an evaluative judgment of that area’s “character or appearance”, and this can 

include not just the visual elements of the built environment but their historic uses.6  

 

55. The decision-maker will need to assess both a Conservation Area’s “character” and “appearance” 

the assessment of which is a matter for the decision-maker’s judgment. However, the effect of a 

proposal on the character of a Conservation Area will need to be assessed where the development 

is outside but still visible from the Conservation Area.7 

 

56. We note that the Applicant’s Heritage Statement states at 4.7 that, unlike section 66, section 72 

does not expressly refer to the “setting” of a Conservation Area which, according to the Heritage 

Statement, “makes it plain that it is the character and appearance of the designated Conservation 

Area that is the focus of special attention”. However, the NPPF clearly does make the setting of a 

Conservation Area part of what makes it significant and (as a matter of national policy) makes 

harm to the setting of a conservation area of equivalent importance, in terms of the justification 

required, to the setting of a listed building.8 

 

57. In terms of NPPF policies, paragraphs 199-208 are key paragraphs on considering potential 

heritage impacts.  In particular, “great weight” should always be given to a heritage asset’s 

conservation when considering the impact of proposals of the asset’s significance (para 199) and 

any harm to the significance of a heritage asset (including from development within its setting) 

requires “clear and convincing justification” (para 200). Potential harm should be categorised as 

either “substantial” or “less than substantial”. 

 

58. Moreover, the recently adopted SNLP includes a number of policies concerning heritage impacts.  

Supporting text emphasises that “[t]he designation of a conservation area provides a clear 

commitment to preserving and enhancing that area…” (10.6.3), that “[p]roposals within a 

conservation area should preserve and enhance those elements that make a positive contribution 

to its character and special architectural and historic interest.  Such elements may include… 

landscape features. The loss of such existing features will be resisted and important characteristics 

and local distinctiveness must be recognised and reflected in development proposals. (…)” (10.6.5), 

and that proposals “outside of conservation areas should have special regard to the setting of 

those areas" (10.6.7).   

 

59. Policy HE6 confirms that (our emphasis): 

 

(3) Where harm would be caused, including through development proposals outside of a 

conservation area which have an adverse effect on the setting of the conservation area or 

any views into or out of the area such harm will need to be weighed against the public 

benefits of the proposals. 

                                                           
6 R (Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (known as Historic England)) v Milton Keynes 
Council [2018] EWHC 2007 (Admin) at [63]. 
7 R (Sager House) v SS [2006] EWHC 1251 (Admin). 
8 See Safe Rottingdean Ltd v Brighton and Hove City Council at [88] per Ouseley J, referring in this context to NPPF 
paragraphs 194-195 (now 200-201). 
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60. More generally, Policy SS2(m) states that planning permission will be granted where the proposed 

development “will not adversely affect built heritage and sites of nature conservation value…” 

 

61. The JCS also includes policy BN5 which sets a high threshold for assessing heritage impacts: 

 

Designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings and landscapes will be 

conserved and enhanced in recognition of their individual and cumulative significance and 

contribution to West Northamptonshire’s local distinctiveness and sense of place. 

In environments where valued heritage assets are at risk, the asset and its setting will be 

appropriately conserved and managed. 

In order to secure and enhance the significance of the area’s heritage assets and their 

settings and landscapes, development in areas of landscape sensitivity and/or known 

historic or heritage significance will be required to: 

1. Sustain and enhance the heritage and landscape features which contribute to the 

character of the area including: 

a) Conservation areas; 

… 

2. Demonstrate an appreciation and understanding of the impact of development 

on surrounding heritage assets and their setting in order to minimise harm to 

these assets; (…) 

3. Be sympathetic to locally distinctive landscape features, design styles and 

materials in order to contribute to a sense of place 

 

62. We do not agree with what is said in the Applicant’s Heritage Statement at 4.38, that Policy BN5 

can be given “limited weight” because it “does not obviously allow for a balanced judgment to be 

undertaken”.  As the Statement recognises, the policy was adopted after the NPPF had been 

published and so should be seen as “sound”. 

Critique of Applicant’s Assessment of Heritage Harm 

63. The Applicant’s assessment of heritage harm – both in the Heritage Statement and the chapter of 

cultural heritage in the ES – is fundamentally flawed. 

Impacts on Greatworth Conservation Area 

(i) The importance of the Conservation Area’s setting 

 

64. The Applicant recognises that the proposal has the potential to impact the Greatworth 

Conservation Area, requiring further assessment in the ES (ES at 4.2.18) but we consider its 

assessment of such impacts to be inadequate.  

  

65. Greatworth is at a prominent point on a ridge and the western, southern and eastern edges of 

the village, together with the slopes leading up to the village, can be seen from points several 

miles away. The land on these slopes therefore forms an important part of the setting of the 

village. 
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66. The ES (at 4.4.7) dismisses the Greatworth Conservation Area as “less than the highest 

significance”. This was not the view of South Northants Council in 2011 when they produced their 

Conservation Area and Management Plan (“the Plan”) in which the Council described Greatworth 

as a place of “special character and historic interest” and considered its Conservation Area 

sufficiently important to want to expand it. 

 

67. The Non-Technical Summary says the following on page 19: 

“The nearby heritage asset of the Conservation Area at Greatworth contains 22 Listed 

Buildings. The significance of the Conservation Area is derived mainly from the street 

pattern, built form and spaces within its boundaries, with elements of its “setting” making 

a lesser contribution. It has been established that the Application Site makes no 

contribution through setting to the significance of the Greatworth Conservation area. As 

such no harm would occur to the Conservation area of Greatworth from the presence of 

the proposed solar farm.” 

68. We were consultees at the time that the Plan was first produced in December 2011 and we think 

that what the Applicant says above about the importance of the setting of the Conservation Area 

is misleading. The Greatworth Conservation Area is at the southern edge of Greatworth village. 

The setting to the south and east remains very important to the Conservation Area.  

 

) which was not previously in the Conservation Area should be included in it. 

 

69. More importantly, the Plan itself specifically states that (p.2): 

“The glimpsed views of the open countryside from within the Conservation Area 

contribute to the character of the village and stand as strong reminders of the setting and 

rural heritage of Greatworth”. 

70. And on p. 13, under the heading “Views”: 

 

The public rights of way that lead away from the village have extensive views of the 

undulating countryside that surrounds Greatworth. These views emphasis the rural 

setting of the village and make a positive contribution to the character.  

 

An important view within the conservation area is the view looking east through the 

churchyard. Due to the enclosed nature of the village this is the only view of the open 

countryside that can be seen from directly within the central core. It is therefore very 

significant as it makes the visual connection between the village and its rural setting. 

(our emphasis added) 

 

71. Indeed, on p. 21 the Plan makes clear how important the Conservation Area’s setting is to its 

significance and how development proposals will need to consider potential impacts on views into 

and out of the conservation area: 
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Development affecting the setting of the conservation area.  

It is important that development around the conservation area does not harm its setting. 

Any development in or around Greatworth which affects the setting of the conservation 

area should have regard to views into and out of the conservation area, the setting of 

positive buildings and the character of the landscape. Appropriate design and materials 

should be used in development adjacent to the conservation area.  

 

Action 11:  

The impact of development on the character and appearance of the conservation area 

should be considered. This applies equally to development outside the conservation area 

if it is likely to affect the setting of the conservation area. 

(our emphasis added) 

 

72. We do not, therefore, see any basis for the ES to conclude that the “setting” of Greatworth 

Conservation Area makes any “lesser” contribution to its significance then the Conservation 

Area’s other elements.  The analysis in the ES is clearly fundamentally flawed on this basis alone. 

 

(ii) Assessment of impacts of the proposal on the Conservation Area and its setting 

 

73. Figure 30 in the Plan shows arrows marking seven “important views”. Three of these views are 

internal to the village and four face outwards into the adjoining countryside, with three of them 

pointing in the general direction of the Application Site. 

 

74. In terms of the Applicant’s Heritage Statement, this refers (at 6.11) to the map in the Plan as 

identifying outward views from the public footpaths “that extend west from Westhorp, east from 

the churchyard, and south from The Square/South Close”. It goes onto consider the Site’s visibility 

from various viewpoints, but it does not cover all relevant viewpoints – for example, we cannot 

see an assessment of whether the development would impact easterly views from the 

churchyard. 

 

75. Having looked into the matter in detail, we maintain that parts of the proposed solar farm site 

would be visible (especially in the winter months)  

 

from some of the three “important view” viewpoints referred to above and from sections of 

Footpaths AT7, AT11, AN11,and AN18, all of which are important parts of the setting of 

Greatworth Conservation Area.  

 

Deer Park: 

76. A large part of the Application Site to the north of the Halse Road includes the former Deer Park 

which existed in the 13th century and is still evidenced by the name, Park Spinney, of the piece of 

woodland immediately to the north of where the applicants would like to put the permanent 

substation. Wild deer can still be found in the former Deer Park today. The ES is dismissive of the 

importance of the Deer Park but we do not agree.  
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77. The Deer Park used to be owned by Greatworth Manor. The Manor and 128 acres of land including 

the Deer Park were acquired by the Marston St Lawrence Estate, the owners of the Application 

Site, in about 1967 and the Estate then sold off the Manor and approximately 20 acres, retaining 

the rest of the land. Over the years, the Marston St Lawrence Estate subsequently acquired other 

land which together now forms the Application Site.  Greatworth Manor and its “pineapples” are 

important listed buildings and it is our view that the former Deer Park forms an important part of 

the setting of these listed buildings and of the Greatworth Conservation Area and should be 

retained in its existing form.9 The proposed Development would do huge harm to this setting.  

 

 

78. The ES says at 4.3.9 that “There are no indications within the geophysical survey data of related 

buried features (such as the park pale) within the Application Site”. It is perhaps not surprising 

that no evidence has been found of centuries-old fencing.  However, the two streams (tributaries 

of the River Great Ouse) that formed the eastern and western boundaries of the Deer Park still 

exist today. The Application Site would include the whole of the former Deer Park between these 

streams as well as land outside the Deer Park. 

 

79. The superficial nature of the work put into preparing the ES is further demonstrated by the 

reference in to “the tower of St James”. Greatworth Church is called St Peters not St James. 

Conclusions on impacts on the Greatworth Conservation Area: 

80. In light of the above comments, we do not agree with what is stated in the ES at 4.4.10 that “[t]he 

Application Site does not contribute through setting to the significance of Greatworth 

Conservation Area”, nor do we agree that the proposed development “will not change any 

element of the setting of Greatworth Conservation Area that contributes to its significance”.  

Consequently, the conclusion in the ES that there are no significant effects in respect of cultural 

heritage is not reliable.   

Impacts on Steane Heritage Assets 

81. The Heritage assets at Greatworth are linked to the heritage assets at Steane by a direct public 

footpath which is numbered AN11 in Greatworth and Halse Parish and AM14 in Farthinghoe 

Parish. For much of its length this path would run through or alongside the Application Site. 

 

82. The settlement at Steane Park includes four important heritage assets: 

 

(a)  the Grade I listed Chapel of St Peters 

(b) the Grade II listed 16th century Manor House  

(c) the Grade II listed 17th century lower stable block 

                                                           
9 We note, in this regard, that the courts have clarified that historic uses can be relevant for an assessment of an 
area’s character, see R (Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (known as Historic England)) 
[2018] EWHC 2007 (Admin) at [63]. 
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(d) the deserted medieval village which is on the hillside alongside the A422, above the other 

heritage assets 

 

83. The Steane Park property now comprises a total of 276 acres and is currently for sale through 

Knight Frank. The sale excludes the Chapel which is Church property and is looked after by Hinton-

in-the-Hedges Parochial Church Council. 

 

84. Within this 276 acre estate, the Steane settlement nestles in a 67 acre park on a slope alongside 

the higher reaches of the River Ouse. The park forms the curtilage of the listed building assets and 

it and they are hugely important heritage assets in the valley in which the Application Site is 

located. Similarly the Application Site is an important part of the setting of these heritage assets 

as is evidenced by the photographs in the brochure produced by Knight Frank in connection with 

the sale process.   

 

85. We have not found any mention in the application documentation of the fact that a large part of 

the Application Site used to belong to the Steane Estate until it was sold to The Marston St 

Lawrence Estate about two or three years ago. Nor have we found any mention of the fact that, 

as part of the deal agreed at the time of this transaction, the Steane Estate would receive 

additional consideration if a development such as a solar farm application is approved by the 

Council. 

 

86. The ES does not contain any separate consideration of the impact of the proposed solar farm on 

the important heritage assets at Steane.  Instead, consideration of Steane has been lumped 

together with consideration of all other heritage assets outside the Greatworth Conservation Area 

in a very brief section at 4.4.12 to 4.4.15 and dismissed as “Not Significant”.  

 

87. Steane is private property so we have not been able to study at first hand the impact that the 

proposed development might have on the context of the heritage assets and the experience of 

those visiting them or wanting to worship at St Peter’s Chapel. However, we do not believe the 

“Not Significant” conclusion in the ES. On the contrary, based on our experience of attending St 

Peter’s Chapel and of walking and driving past Steane over the last 40 years, we believe that the 

proposed development could have a very significant adverse impact on the experience of those 

wishing to attend the Chapel and to view the other heritage assets at Steane.  In particular, we 

believe that insufficient consideration has been given to the impact on views: 

 

(a) into Steane from the A422, from the gated road between Steane and its sister church at 

Hinton-in-the-Hedges and from Footpath AN11/AM14.  

(b) out of Steane including from the carriage road to the Chapel, the lower stable block, the 

deserted medieval village and other parts of the park. 

(c) within the park when looking northwards and westwards. 

 

88. The impact would be especially severe in the winter months when many of the trees which  

provide a measure of screening in the summer months will lose their leaves. 
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89. We are therefore concerned that the Applicant’s work on the possible impact of the proposed 

solar farm on the important heritage assets at Steane has not received sufficient review and 

challenge.  

 

90. Given the size of the proposed solar farm and its proximity to Steane, we would normally have 

expected to see objections to the Application from the Steane Estate and from Estate employees 

and any tenants resident on or near the site.  Sadly, there do not seem to have been any objections 

from Steane to the previous SNC consultations in relation to the proposed solar farm and we fear 

that there may be no such objections on this occasion. 

 

91. We therefore think it is especially important that the Council pay particular attention to any 

objections relating to Steane which it may now receive on behalf of Hinton-in-the-Hedges 

Parochial Church Council and Farthinghoe Parish Council, and from residents of Hinton-in-the- 

Hedges and Farthinghoe. 

 

92. In summary, we believe that insufficient attention has been paid in the ES to the possible impact 

of the Application on the heritage assets at Steane and especially on its Chapel, and that this 

matter is itself sufficiently important for the Council to reject the Application. 

 

Dependence on Unreliable Screening  

93. Most of the Applicant’s assertions that the proposed development will have an insignificant 

impact on local heritage assets rely on the continued permanent existence of woodland and other 

vegetation which they claim currently screens these heritage assets from all or part of the 

proposed development.  

 

94. This is particularly so on the south side of Greatworth where the screening of the proposed 

development from Greatworth village, from its conservation area and from Brackley Road 

depends almost entirely on five important areas of woodland. Starting from the east, these are: 

(A) Park Spinney 

(B) The woodland just north of the Application Site and east of the disused railway 

(C) The stretch of disused railway immediately alongside (B) and adjoining land belonging to 

Greatworth Manor. 

(D) The stretch of disused railway immediately to the north of Halse Road  

(E) The wood which runs alongside Brackley Road 

 

95. None of these five areas of woodland are within the Application Site and the Applicant is not 

therefore able to offer the Council any reassurance about the long-term management of these 

parcels of woodland, nor even whether they will continue to exist at all throughout the 40-year 

life of the proposed solar farm.  

 

96. None of this woodland existed when we first came to Greatworth nearly 40 years ago and there 

can be no certainty whatsoever that it will be there in 40 years’ time. The screening they supply 

is already thinner in the winter months but they could easily be significantly reduced or even 
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disappear entirely. This could happen in the short term, either because of landowner action or 

because of tree disease.  

 

97. With regard to landowner action, we ask the Council to take note of the fact that, since the first 

screening application was made, all the hedges on the farmland to the east of Greatworth 

  have been cut down to ground 

level. Whilst the farmer concerned was perfectly entitled to do this, and indeed it is understood 

that part of the work was funded by a government grant,  this action has had the effect of 

completely changing the appearance of that side of the village. The removal of this vegetation 

was completely unexpected and caused great distress within the village but there was nothing 

that the village could do about it. We think it is very possible that the same could happen to some 

or all of the parcels of woodland listed in (A) to (E) above. Much of this woodland is now 

overgrown and we think that it is very likely that, during the course of the 40-year life of the 

proposed solar farm, the owners of these areas of woodland will want to thin or coppice them, 

probably sooner rather than later. 

 

98. With regard to tree disease, we remember that when we first came to Greatworth nearly 40 years 

ago, the area to the south of Greatworth was dominated by numbers of impressive elm trees. The 

features we remember include a line of elms along Brackley Road and another along the boundary 

of the . All these trees became victims 

of Dutch Elm Disease and have gone.  

 

99. The same is now happening to ash trees which are falling victim to Ash Dieback. Parts of the area 

of woodland shown as (B) above are largely ash and we have seen at first hand that several of 

them already have Ash Dieback and it is not impossible that other trees in this or any of the other 

four areas of woodland might have or catch dieback. We fear that it is possible that many of them 

may have to be felled. 

 

100. If this were to happen to any of the five areas of woodland, the impact on the setting of 

the Greatworth Conservation Area and its 22 listed buildings could be very significant. If it were 

to happen to all of them, the impact could be horrendous. 

 

101. We have similar concerns about screening that is supposed to protect heritage assets at 

Steane, again especially in the winter months. The current screening there that gives us greatest 

concern includes: 

(a) the lime trees which currently by the Chapel. These are already hugely overgrown and 

dominate both the Chapel and the Manor House to the extent that they will require significant 

management in the next few years. 

(b) The line of trees to the south of the Manor House inside the park wall alongside the A422  

(c) The hedgerows on the A422 to the west of Steane on the A422 

(d) Some of the trees and hedges to the north of Steane. 

 

102. The Steane Estate has control over only a small part of the land between the heritage 

assets and the Application Site and therefore has relatively little control over any screening on 
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which it currently relies. The Grade I listed Chapel of St Peter does not own any land and therefore 

relies entirely on others for any screening it currently gets. 

 

103. We believe that it is too much of a risk for the Council to consider approving an application 

which is so dependent on unreliable and uncertain screening and that this alone justifies a 

decision by the Council to refuse the Application. 

Conclusions on Heritage Impacts: 

104. For all the reasons given above – the inadequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of impacts 

on the Greatworth Conservation Area, the Applicant’s failure to properly consider impacts on 

Steane heritage assets, and the inappropriate reliance on screening to mitigate harm – the 

Applicant has failed to properly assess the proposal’s heritage impacts.  We consider that the 

proposal has the potential to cause real harm to heritage assets and that permission should be 

refused for this reason alone. 

 

Combined Impact with HS2 

105. Notwithstanding what is said in the ES, we believe that the area immediately surrounding 

Greatworth cannot accommodate both HS2 and the proposed solar farm.  

 

106. Inter alia, we believe that insufficient attention has been paid in the ES to the impact that 

HS2 will have on the local network of public rights of way.  

 

107. During the construction period, access to the countryside to the north of the B4525 Welsh 

Lane will be severely restricted: 

(a) Helmdon Road will be closed to vehicles and pedestrians 

(b) Pedestrians will not be able to cross the line of HS2 on Public Footpaths AN40, AN4 and AN13 

which will all be closed 

(c) Pedestrian and equestrian use of Bridleway AN14 may also be closed. It is understood that 

this is still under consideration because of the cost of building a bridge over the line 

(d) Pedestrian use of public footpaths AN39, AN4, AN5, AN7, AN8 and AN10 north of the Welsh 

Lane will be significantly reduced, either because they will be closed or because access to 

them will be more difficult.  

 

108. The effect of all this is that the footpath network north of the line of HS2 will be lost for 

much of the construction period. Some limited short walks on the two paths from the village to 

the HS2 boundary (AN40 and AN4) will be possible but this will be less attractive because of the 

noise from the HS2 construction works.  

 

109. It is an inevitable consequence of the arrival of HS2 in our midst that, for at least the 

construction period, walkers (and equestrians) will be pushed southward out of Greatworth 

towards the area which includes the Application Site. This will push the setting of Greatworth 

southwards and this in turn makes it even more essential that nothing be done to damage the 

area to the south of the Greatworth.  
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110. We believe that, instead of even considering building a solar farm in this area, West 

Northants Council and Greatworth and Halse Parish Council should be meeting with local 

landowners (including especially the Marston St Lawrence Estate) and HS2 to explore means of 

improving public access to land around Greatworth as envisaged in the Parish Council’s Footpath 

Strategy adopted in 2019, well before the solar farm proposal was known to the Parish Council. 

 

Miscellaneous points 

111. We note that there is an existing Green Infrastructure Corridor running through the site. 

We understand that the Applicant is proposing to keep that corridor in situ, but note that if this is 

not the case there would be a clear breach of policy NE3 of the SNLP. 

 

112. We have seen the submissions from CPRE and from , who organised the 

excavations at Steane Park in 2013 on the hilltop to the north of the house and gardens. We urge 

the Council to take particular attention to these submissions, with which we fully agree 

 

Overwhelming Opposition 

113. We think it is important that the Council take note of the overwhelming opposition to the 

JBM Solar project at all stages in the application process including: 

(a) It is opposed by both Parish Councils most immediately effected, Greatworth and Halse Parish 

Council and Farthinghoe Parish Council which includes Steane. 

(b) There is a strong active opposition in the form of the Copse Lodge Action Group (“CLAG”) 

(c) Many objections (well over 100) that were made at the screening opinion stage. For reasons 

given above, we do not at present know how many people have submitted written objections   

to the current Application. 

(d) A huge number of people (currently over 650) have signed CLAG’s petition saying “We do not 

believe that the project should be granted planning permission”. 

 

Attendance at Committee Meeting 

114. We respectfully request that we be allowed to attend the meeting of the Council 

Committee which considers this Application, and to address the Committee. 

 

 

 

 

 



I wish to protest in the strongest terms against the proposed colossal solar farm between 
Greatworth and Halse. Even the dubiously optimistic output claimed for this and other farms will 
barely scratch the surface of the national requirement and even then compare extremely poorly 
against other forms of renewable energy. The location is not the flat, desolate Sonoran Desert with 
almost endless sunshine but a piece of gently undulating rural Northamptonshire. It is green and 
very pleasant productive farmland, a national asset for both food production and enjoyment for 
those living in the area. It is, of course, notably green and pleasant because it doesn’t benefit from 
endless sunshine, rather increasingly unpredictable weather patterns, even in the summer months. 
This beautiful valley will be transformed into an industrial landscape. The sheer scale of this 
proposed farm is wholly inappropriate and will despoil a large and very visible area, both for the 
present and for generations to come.   

Its’ construction will also severely impact residents, both close by but also at a greater distance. The 
access route proposed (and apparently and unbelievably sanctioned by the Local Highways 
Authority) is a tortuous detour via Brackley town centre. This includes sections of Halse Road 
between High street and Manor Road and onward to the junction with Pavillons Way which are 
minor residential roads with legal parking on both sides and include two mini roundabouts, traffic 
calming measures, and a give way junction on a tight bend. This section of the route is also 
frequented by children from primary and secondary education establishments close to the route. It 
will also pass directly through the settlement of Halse. Surely, should this terrible proposal receive 
approval, the most obvious route for heavy vehicles would be from the B4525, via Cockley Road and 
the northern section of Halse Road. The B4525 has direct access from both the M40 and the A43 and 
this route overall is shorter, and from the B4525 passes no residential or even agricultural buildings. 

Finally, there is surely a more strategic element and objection to this proposal. Much of the 
equipment (many thousands of solar panels) will be manufactured in, and shipped from, China. This 
supply chain will have a very significant carbon footprint in itself, but this and similar schemes also 
adds to the industrial output of currently one of the world’s worst polluters, whilst reducing the UK’s 
ability to limit its own footprint by reducing food imports. None of this adds up or makes sense, 
unless of course you are a promoter of such schemes or the relevant landowner.  

I urge you to reject this proposal.               



REF: WNS / 2021 / 0935 / EIA

7th September 2021

Dear Mr Dix,

I am writing this letter both as a former resident of Halse who still cares passionately for this 

beautiful patch of countryside, and also as an environmental professional.

I am writing to object to the proposed solar development on the following grounds:

- The development will cause an unacceptable loss of biodiversity at a time when we are 

facing a biodiversity crisis (particularly in the UK - the most nature depleted country in 

Europe),

- The development will urbanise an area of unique and beautiful countryside, one of the 

remaining areas of Northamptonshire which demonstrates a network of small fields, 

hedgerows, ponds, copses and mature hedgerow trees. The location of Northamptonshire in

the middle of Britain is a special landscape of mixed farming - where the traditional grazed 

pasture of the west meets the predominantly arable eastern counties. 

- This mixed farming landscape creates vital habitat for birds such as yellowhammer Emberiza

citrinella which need a combination of arable and hedgerows (as found within this location). 

From my walks along the footpaths to the dismantled railway line I have anecdotal evidence 

of an abundance of yellowhammer in the hedgerows surrounding the arable fields. The

recent population decline of yellowhammer makes it a Red List species.

- It is also a stronghold of the skylark Alauda arvensis, sadly also now on the Red List ‘The skylark 

is found across many types of open habitats. In the UK, of these, the single most important is 

farmland. Densities are highest on lowland arable and mixed farming systems.’ (Source:RSPB 

website). Again I have anecdotal evidence spanning more than 30 years of a strong 

population of skylarks within the proposed solar farm area.

- The proposed solar farm will cause a loss of arable within the site and subsequent loss of a 

suitable seed-source for these farmland birds which are already on the Red List. 

- I am not satisfied that the measures outlined in the Method Statement are sufficient to 

prevent the further loss of these species which is in contravention of the 1981 Wildlife and 

Countryside Act. 



I have read the section ‘Management and Protection of Ecological Resources 1.13.33’ ‘’ The site is 

currently agricultural land, which is typically considered to have low wildlife values.’’ This is a general 

statement and does not refer specifically to the fields in question (I have underlined the vague 

vocabulary used in the text and my comments are in italics).

‘’Wildlife on site is likely to be concentrated around boundary hedges and trees. There is however 

the possibility of ground nesting birds being located within the construction area on the site.  

.  

 The following measures will 

be employed to manage and protect onsite ecological resources’’ (what exactly are these)?? ‘’during 

construction: • The majority of boundary hedges are to be retained with all works set back from the 

hedges. • The security fence will be installed inside the boundary vegetation, and all subsequent 

construction and deconstruction work will take place inside the security fence, thus the construction 

area will be isolated from any animals traversing the site.’’  

What about habitat connectivity and freedom of movement for badgers, hedgehogs, hares etc• ‘’If 

any construction works are undertaken within the nesting season (March to August), the site will be 

mown regularly to discourage nesting on site prior to commencement of works.’’

So any birds intending to nest will be deliberately disturbed)!

‘’Checks for nesting birds will be undertaken immediately prior to works taking place. If any birds are 

found to be nesting on the ground in locations where planned works will disturb them, then those 

works will be delayed until nesting is complete, i.e. when the young have fledged (departed) the 

nest, or when a nesting attempt has been abandoned. It is likely that 1 month would be the 

maximum period works in any area would need to be delayed if birds are found to be nesting on the 

ground.’’

Many birds have several broods during the summer months – not just one, which is why the Wildlife 

and Countryside Act specifies no work to be undertaken in the nesting season which is 1st March until 

31st August).

- I have seen a winter bird survey (but am not convinced if it was rigorous enough) but have 

not seen any results of breeding bird surveys undertaken for Skylark and Yellowhammer.

- With the fragile ‘state of nature’ as it stands, currently 40 years coverage of the area with 

solar panels is of sufficient time length to cause local species extinctions through habitat 

loss, disturbance and blocked movements.

- The current network of hedgerows dates back from the Enclosure acts and species are 

historically appropriate for the area including blackthorn Prunus spinosa (not mentioned at 

all in the new planting plans) and a valuable landscape feature with its early blossoming and 

also a valuable source of berries for foraging birds). Wild cherry (also mentioned in the new 

planting schemes) is not a locally native tree while wild plum (bullace) is. There is also no 

mention of using local provenance and the local Midland hawthorn.

- The planting plans show a lack of knowledge of the countryside. While elder Sambucus nigra 

is a valuable tree for wildlife, it is not a good hedgerow species as it creates gaps in 

hedgerows.



- Many lengths of hedgerow have been laid in the traditional Northamptonshire manner, with 

a layer of woven material across the top. There is no mention of hedge laying, only 

mechanical cutting which happens in winter, when the hedges are in berry and a vital food 

source for foraging birds such as redwing and fieldfare.

- I am concerned by the loss of permanent pasture demonstrating the ancient ridge and 

furrow pattern within the proposed Solar Farm boundary. These fields are not only of

historical landscape interest, but contain species suited to the heavy clay soils and a unique 

soil and fungal flora built up over hundreds of years. Ploughing these ancient grasslands and 

re-seeding them will cause a release of carbon to the atmosphere and the unique ecosystem 

will be replaced by a seed mix of dubious quality. I would like to know exactly what species 

will be going into the proposed seed mix and if it is appropriate for the heavy soils which 

underlie these ancient pastures. 98% of our ancient grasslands have been lost to date, these 

are now an extremely rare and precious wildlife habitat and landscape feature. Grassland 

management requires care and expertise to prevent it becoming rank and species poor. I am 

not re-assured that the proposed ‘wild flower meadow’ planting schemes will survive or that 

the replacement grassland will much any ecological value.

Landscape Effects 

I am quite appalled by the dismissive tone applied to the landscape value of the area. The 

impact of the proposed development in terms of landscape is unacceptable. Gently rolling 

countryside with an ancient network of trees, hedgerows, arable and pasture will be 

replaced by non-native seed mixes and a homogenous urban development of solar panels 

with urban fencing, hardstanding, tracks, substations, lighting, cctv’s mounted on poles etc.

Well-being of Local Residents

It is not only wildlife that will be displaced, but with HS2 to the North and this to the south

there will be a very limited area in which to take a rural walk.

Freedom of movement for both wildlife and people will be lost. This is particularly 

devastating due to the cumulative effects of:

HS2 to the north

Farthinghoe bypass to the south

Solar farms on the land to the N of the Welsh lane

Hall farm Solar Park

Exponential growth of Brackley to the East

Exponential growth of Banbury to the West.

In addition to the biodiversity and climate crises we also have a crisis of human health. 

Cancer rates are said to affect 1 in 2 of us, mental health problems are rife and Covid-19 and 

the movement restrictions which may re-occur in further lock downs mean people’s access 

to a wildlife rich local environment is more important than ever.



Suggested Relocation of Solar Panels

I note that Banbury and Brackley are both now encircled by extensive industrial estates with

massive warehouse buildings. I suggest that these buildlings and industrial estates should be 

the location of solar panels and that the few rapidly shrinking areas of unspoilt 

Northamptonshire countryside should be left intact.

The fact that the area is not currently designated as an AONB, National Park, Local Nature 

Reserve or SSSI does not mean it is of no value for landscape and biodiversity. It is a sad fact 

that many of our designated areas such as SSSi’s are in unfavourable condition and that 

designated areas alone (as highlighted by the current environmental crisis) are not sufficient 

to maintain healthy ecosystems. It is areas like this small patch of Northamptonshire that are 

the nuts and bolts of our landscape heritage which provide us with unquantifiable 

ecosystem services. Copse Lodge Solar Farm proposal alongside all the other developments 

in the area is not acceptable.

 I had a 

childhood based in the farming community and landscape around Halse. That landscape was 

my inspiration for a career working in the environment. The connection I built with nature as 

a child has sustained me and given me grounding and solace in n in a difficult and changing 

world. Without places to walk freely, to enjoy rural views, to hear bird song and enjoy a 

familiar and beloved landscape – where is quality of life? People need peaceful places to go 

without having construction work happening around them followed by all the industrial 

clutter of a solar farm. The health and well-being benefits associated with people accessing 

nature are now well documented.

If this solar development goes ahead, the children and residents of Halse will not have 

access to unspoilt green space to the great detriment of their emotional and physical well-

being.

Long Term View

I note that the life span of the solar farm is only 40 years. It seems a very great loss that 

permanent pasture that has been present for hundreds of years and an ancient agricultural 

landscape will be permanently lost to accommodate such a short-lived project. I am also 

concerened about what happens to all the solar panels, batteries, hard standing, fencing etc.

once the site is decommissioned, does it end up in landfill?

I sincerely hope that permission will be refused for this most inappropriate development.





 
 

 
 
 

 
REF: WNS / 2021 / 0935 / EIA 
3rd September 2021 
 
Dear Mr Dix 
 
Since the initial scoping request, I have engaged fully with the developers, including a lengthy 2-hour discussion with 
Conor McAllister.  I have read through all the reports JBM submitted and the EIA and I simply cannot agree that the 
benefits of this development will outweigh the adverse impacts on this largely unspoilt area of open countryside 
between Halse and Greatworth. I’m very sorry, I have attempted to keep my letter brief!  
 

 appreciation of this little piece of countryside is part of my DNA. 
However, having walked all over this corner of Northamptonshire, to Newbottle, Hinton, Steane, Stutchbury, 
Helmdon, Syresham, the views we get on our approach to home are undeniably some of the best.   
 
To read in the “landscape and visual” chapter of the EIA that all the impacts from viewpoints along the PROW within 
the development will be “not significant” by year 15, makes me so cross. For example, viewpoint 10, which is along 
the bridleway many Halse residents walk every day, will for forty years, be looking down on a sea of panels and I’m 
afraid a hedge cannot mitigate this owing to the topology. The photomontage of this viewpoint also neglects to 
show the 3 battery storage containers and you can only imagine what it will be in winter. Viewpoints 11, 4, 3, 21 and 
2 will lose all views, being replaced by either a wall of hedge or security fencing.  
 
The winding country road between us and Greatworth is a simple joy to drive along, from the moment you leave 
Halse you glimpse the distant woods and arable fields, there are pylons but as you travel down the hill you are 
treated to a beautiful, wide view of rural Northamptonshire, it’s tightly clipped hedges and mosaic of arable and 
pasture fields. This development will be introducing urban infrastructure which will be visible for years, and the sight 
of the two 20-meter high POC masts with associated cables linking down from the pylon, located at 140m (20m 
higher than valley base) will be hugely significant, particularly travelling from Halse (150m). 
  
As you travel the other way from the Greatworth turn, you come through a slightly wooded area by the old railway 
but as you round the corner, you are treated to a similar expansive view all the way up to Halse, pylons skirt the 
skyline initially and then you find yourself in the basin, surrounded again by beautiful open countryside, individual 
trees can be seen as you wind your way back up the hill to Halse. To simply plant more hedges and allow them to 
grow 3-4m tall will lose all of this, having a huge impact on both villages’ sense of place.   
 
Much is made of the pylons in the Pegasus assessments, so I have included some views from the PROWs.  I am not 
going to pretend that they are not a blot, but they do have a strangely majestic presence, they lend themselves to 
this farmed landscape, they are softened by the trees, the hedgerows and above all the land use.  Ploughed or 
pasture, fields of corn, they all detract from the industrial form, and we have lived with them for nearly a century 
without much care.  
 
I’m similarly irked by reference to this development as “temporary”.   so I’m acutely aware 
that the operational lifespan of this scheme can be a lifetime, in anyone’s view it is more than a generation.  I accept 
that at some point it is capable of being decommissioned but will it ever revert in full to its current state? Some of 
the infrastructure is permanent: the substation, its roughly 2800 m2 concrete compound, the access road (which I 
believe is a high spec all weather road to meet with the DNO regulations) and all its associated security fencing. 
There are many field boundary changes which will be permanent unless they intend to remove the hedges. Three 
fields are cut in half by circa 1,000m of new mitigating hedgerow, it’s unlikely will these remain viable as arable. 



Along footpath NN/AN/11#1, a further 1,000m of hedge will have been established on both sides, leaving a 
completely impractical 50mx500m block of land to the right unless these hedges are also ripped out. Along the road 
there will be two further parcels created between the existing hedge and the new mitigating hedge on each side. Are 
these all to remain? Either way, it will require a substantial amount of time, effort, and cost to restore all the 
hedgerows to their neatly clipped 1-2 metres, let alone removing the 4,000 odd metres of track. After removal of the 
security fencing, the battery compounds, poles, panels and cabling, the ground will be severely disturbed, if not 
compacted.  A whole series of entrances and gateways will need to be re-established, and it’s likely some valuable 
habitat will again be destroyed. A permanent point of connection will also mean the site will likely be used for a new 
power station, whatever shape or form that might take in 2063. I doubt I will be here to see it. 
 
I cannot profess to be an expert in landscape evaluation. I realise this is not the most unique, most spectacular 
scenery in the country but if you were to follow the below guidelines, pertaining to all the various landscape features 
that exist in this area, it would seem impossible for this development to be sited here, less than 500m away from a 
special landscape area and even closer to a conservation area. 
 
“Valued intact historic landscapes and features should be retained, and protected from degradation, and agricultural 
practices should be encouraged to conserve and protect valued features from any further loss, notably the 
irreplaceable areas of ridge and furrow” 
“conserve wide panoramic views across the landscape from elevated areas” 
“seek to limit the effects of infrastructure on wider rural landscape through sensitive siting and creative mitigation in 
keeping with local landscape character” 
“ensure that the integrity of quintessential rural landscape in not diminished” 
“Large scale development should be resisted within this rural landscape and particularly in the open and remote 
areas” 
“New development, change and land management practices should be controlled or encouraged to conserve the 
simplicity and the limited palette of characteristics that define this generally quiet and settled rural landscape. 
Intrusion of development onto the more elevated sections and interfluves within the Undulating Claylands should be 
resisted to retain the open and unobstructed views to the wider landscape” 
 
According to the baseline biodiversity metric, there is only 0.27 hectares of “urban” land in the site, the 
development will convert 6.7 hectares of land to developed / sealed surface.  I would like to make the panel aware 
of application S/2016/1594 and the decision notice of 26th August 2016 which refused permission for the small barn 
within this site to be converted to a dwelling house.  It cited “By virtue of the absence of a vehicle track connecting 
the site to the highway access, the proposed dwelling would have no means of access to the road. The provision of 
such a track of this length across the countryside could have a harmful visual.” 
 
I can only wonder at the enormous benefits that could possibly warrant the disregard of all these guidelines and the 
destruction of this countryside.  Of course, the only answer is 49.9MW of green energy.  I have however struggled to 
find within any of the literature what the power output is from this site. On the website 
https://www.copselodgesolar.co.uk the benefits are listed as enough renewable power for 10,000 homes/annum 
and approximately 20,000 tonnes/annum of carbon displaced.  I have compared this to the 30MW Drovers Lane 
scheme which states 9,968 homes/annum and 6,740 tonnes of carbon emissions saved.  It is the vast scale of this 
development that must be challenged, if the same benefits can be derived from far smaller sites, then we should 
choose the smaller sites.   
 
As to other alternatives, the secretary of state for transport has purchased a large tract of land adjacent to the HS2 
line and running all the way from Halse to the existing Hall Farm Solar, I cannot see why we are not utilising these 
areas of effectively brownfield sites first. I would also ask the panel to consider whether future developments in the 
national grid would enable more roof space to be economically utilised locally. Other technologies are also evolving 
(e.g. including using weights and mine shafts to store electric instead of batteries) which might also negate the need 
for this development at this time.  I realise sacrifices need to be made but I believe this landscape deserves to be 
further down the list of potential sites.   
 



Now I’ld like to address some of the other beneficial effects although, I’m grateful you have your own ecology 
experts to challenge the net biodiversity calculation.  I will just add my queries in case it is at all helpful: 

1. The baseline has 2 hectares of “neutral” grassland, since this is the valuable element (4 times more than 
arable) I assume it to be the tussocky grass and old ridge and furrow.  There is at least 7.33 hectares of this 
land in the site. 

2. There is no permanent pasture in the baseline, there is circa 11 hectares in the site on top of the above.  I do 
not know where their 30 hectares of grass comes from or why it would be valued the same as the arable, 
none of this site is used for silage making.  

3. Is the solar grass mix of the same biodiversity value as the wildflowers and meadow mix? 
4. There is part of an old hedgerow in Dawsons field which does not show as green in the plan.  Will this be 

removed? If so, should it not be shown along with the other small stretches, in the biodiversity calculation? 
It currently states that all hedgerow is retained 
 

My main concern is that the 2 hectares of “neutral” grassland does not appear in the post implementation count, I 
would like it to be clarified whether they intend to cultivate all this land and replace the existing grass. Natural 
England’s database confirms that 18 hectares of permanent pasture was ploughed up on this site for extra 
production in 2017, when it was bought. The RSPB conservation scientist I have been liaising with, tells me that it 
takes many decades to reinstate the soil ecology and plant/invertebrate communities in grassland. Old ridge and 
furrow grasslands are also likely to hold valuable ecological building blocks in their soils, regardless of whether they 
still have species-rich plant communities. Since 90% of the incident sunlight is intercepted by panels, vegetation 
growth on low fertility grassland and permanent pasture will be severely impacted by shading so general guidance 
(backed by the Solar Trade Association) is to avoid such semi natural habitats, not simply replace the grass.  
 
The ecological benefits from land left undisturbed will be greatly reduced if not correctly managed.  I discussed this 
with Conor at length and he acknowledged the poor record in the solar industry for this and assured me they would 
look to address it. So, whilst there is a landscape and ecology management plan, since JBM intend to sell on this site 
(most likely post application approval), what assurances do we have that these assessments will continue and be 
acted upon for the lifespan of the development?  
 
On a practical level, is the plan sufficient?  There needs to be room for a turning circle at the ends of lines of panels, 
otherwise it will be difficult to get a mower in to the alleyways.  It looks a bit tight in places which will only add to 
weed problems. With low grass productivity, there is high potential for overgrazing, limiting the wildlife benefits in 
summer and leaving no good seed sources for over wintering birds. I have seen this at several sites I have visited.  
 
As to all the other species, there are at least 3 badger setts I am aware of in the vicinity.  Also, there is no bridleway 
through the middle as indicated in the habitat and species baseline report. I would simply like it noted that there is 
beautiful natural habitat here which nature flourishes in, rabbits, hares, deer, hedgehogs, all manner of birdlife. The 
development will undeniably change this. 
 
With regards the archeology, the results of the field trenching have not been published but appendix 4.2 Geophysical 
Survey part one makes clear that adjacent to this site is a multi-phase settlement of some 7.5ha.  I shared this with 
Paul Linford at Historic England, he stated “that the geophysical results certainly look consistent with an IA or 
Romano-British rural settlement site and that further investigation would help determine any regional significance”. 
In the scheduling section guide he shared with me, I noted that “true significance is not always apparent”, and it is 
the “local authorities through the planning system that afford such non-designated sites their protection”.  I 
respectfully defer to your experts here; I would however like to address the setting assessment.   
 
I note under policy BN5, that the duty to conserve and enhance heritage assets extends to “their settings and 
landscapes”.  Therefore, I enclose a photo taken from the viewpoint labelled on the hilltop on the edge of the 
ancient settlement. You can see the barn in the bottom left of the photo, every field in view will have panels on it, 
losing every inch of its landscape character. Furthermore, the leaving of hedges to grow to 3-4 metres would lose all 
sense of its open exposed site. I hope you agree that this would not be “not significant” as claimed.  



Please also note its proximity to the finds at Steane, and the remains of the medieval village at Halse, which no one 
seems to mention, perhaps it is a village secret, but I will happily show you!  I’m grateful that this unhappy exercise 
has given me the most amazing history lesson, I just find it incredibly sad that having uncovered this historical 
treasure trove, someone will judge it “not significant”.  Agreed, it is not Stonehenge… but it’s setting is on a par, you 
simply have to visit around the summer solstice to appreciate it’s significance.    
 
I know there is much debate over the archaeological value of ridge and furrow.  This field is separated by an arable 
field from the main block (a further 33 hectares) but it is a large 16 hectares field, which itself leaves you with a 
sense of the ancient landscape.  The bridleway is an old drover’s road, it travels the entire length of this field, and it 
also contains what I was always told was a rare wild pear dating back to when the peasants were paid in cider, happy 
days! I feel more must be done to avoid or minimise the harm to this field, especially since it is part of HER 
MNN135559 as previously notified. I have included some photographs to demonstrate its value, which can be 
viewed alongside the appendix 2.4 summer photomontage part 2.  
 
Aside from the PROW, from an amenity value, it is also the villages’ sledging field and for what it’s worth.  
 
The construction phase will bring 6 months of traffic and noise misery to hundreds of residents. I can only imagine 
that the PROW will be like crossing a building site. This is hugely more significant as we will be losing footpaths to the 
north when the construction of HS2 commences in 2022 (so we have been told). I believe this is also why the 
construction traffic for this development is being routed via residential streets in Brackley. The stretch from the high 
street to a mini roundabout on the Halse Road is a single carriageway so one can only imagine the chaos. Whilst I’m 
sure there is the odd HGV/grain lorry along this road, six months of 12 trips per day will be extreme and not 
particularly safe for any pedestrians or joggers which once outside of Brackley have no pavement.  I would note that 
the worledge corner could be extremely dangerous having nearly taken out a few joggers myself in a wee car!  
 
It seems from a visual impact perspective, the cumulative effect of HS2 is not significant since they are not visible 
side by side.  As any planner will know, this site is within walking distance of HS2, its impact on both Greatworth and 
Halse will be huge. What remains of my family’s land is being cut by this project and whilst I don’t like it, I accept that 
this will add capacity to the rail network and hopefully stop the flights which inevitably add to climate change. I may 
be a NIMBY but I am not BANANA. Landscape wise, its horrific. A cutting at Halse through our oak filled copse, two 
monstrous concrete bridges which accommodate the PROWs, the green tunnel which was so hard fought because it 
was essential to preserve Greatworth but the spoil has to go somewhere. So, yes, as a community we have been 
forced to absorb this 20m of track and its overhead transmission wires, landscape changed forever along with the 
intervening severe disruption to road and PROW network. From “Greatworth Green Tunnel Schedule 17 
Construction Arrangements” I read that HS2 predict an average of 640 LGV movements per day to the Greatworth 
compound, increasing to 1150 at the peak), can we really be asked to sacrifice this area too?   
  
Whilst I appreciate much has been done to improve this scheme from its initial scoping phase, special thanks for 
removing the field on the edge of Halse. I also recognise that Conor/JBM addressed many of my issues and I concede 
it is a well thought out scheme, hidden from many of the peripheral viewpoints in the area. But it remains a vast 
fragmented site which will add nothing (we have plenty of apple trees!) to our community. It requires 6 individually 
fenced parcels and there are 7 vehicle points of access along the road that will need securing as well as a further 3 
less used gateways. There are no properties in the vicinity which would look out for its security.    
   
This area is being squeezed by the developments on the edge of Brackley, the HS2 line to the North and the 
proposed Farthinghoe by-pass to the East but this land could and should remain a hidden little jewel in the centre of 
these three villages. For JBM to suggest that “the siting and scale of the development will respond to the existing 
landscape” simply because i) it uses two existing entrances (they neglect to mention the large new entrance required 
during construction), ii) the field boundaries will not change (except they are creating many more new ones) and iii) 
pylons are there any way, is quite disingenuous. It would result in a panoramic monoculture of solar panels, its 
existing mosaic of different land use lost for 40 years at best. I am therefore whole heartedly objecting to this 
application, and I thank you for your kind consideration of the impact this will make on me and this patch of our 
green and pleasant county.   






























