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1. Witnhess Particulars

1.1. My name is Radek Chanas, and | hold a Master of Engineering degree in Landscape
Architecture and a Master of Arts in Garden and Landscape History. | am a Chartered Member
of the Landscape Institute (CMLI) and undertook the Integrated Environmental Management
module at the University of Bath. | have been employed at Pegasus Group since 2011 and have

worked at various private practices in Northern Ireland and England.

1.2. | have over 15 years of landscape planning consultancy experience. Prior to Pegasus Group, |
was employed at Soltys Brewster Consulting in Belfast where | worked on a number of
Heritage Lottery Funded projects. | was also involved in the preparation of the Village Design
Statement (VDS) for Sandymount, Dublin, which was part of an urban pilot VDS for the
Di CRD- Ui C+gEOARI CECii-6EzCCib-CicNCl!opCcCacCgUC- o
developments, and wind farm projects. | also worked at Portus and Whitton in Cirencester
where | was involved in a number of projects for the National Trust, Paragraph 84 houses, and

- CCi CCoil 6bCgUCZCi &1 - Al ol 6DzCEGIi1iROUCS

1.3. | specialise in addressing environmental planning issues which relate to various forms of
development such as large scale built form and energy infrastructure. | have had a
considerable experience of and involvement in a wide range of residential developme nt and
built infrastructure projects throughout the UK, many of which have involved statutory
protected landscapes including National Parks and National Landscapes (  previously known
as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)), as well as non -statutory local plan
landscape designations such as Special Landscape Areas (SLAS). | have been involved in a
number of planning appeals, including Public Inquiries, and acted as an expert witness at the

Examination for the Heckington Fen Solar Park Development Consent Order ( DCO).

1.4. | am based in the Cirencester office of Pegasus Group. The landscape architects within the
Pi-0C-BPCiiU-CECC@COgEACEGEI CD:- éi CPPIRCCGgCeCROCAp
Standards of Conduct and Practice for Landscape Professionals (May 2012).

1.5. This Landscape Proof of Evidence, which | have prepared, is based on my professional judge-
ment, and is presented in accordance with the guidance of the Landscape Institute. Its con-

tent represents my true professional opinion and is provided to the appeal m indful of my

duty to the Inspector and irrespective of by whom | am instructed
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2.3.
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Introduction and Scope of Landscape Evidence

This evidence relates to a planning appeal submitted pursuant to Section 78 of the Town and

Country Planning Act 1990, concerning Land West of Bradmore Road and North of Wysall

| - ESCR- 6EC81 CPCogUCSHC-11$C8§HC-11CUZPPI C aai-icCpf
vbi C-aal-iCUgiigGCCHPpPi CEI ARCRg6CoUCI ECPAI MUI C* g (
application for full planning permission (ref. 24/00161/FUL)(y Bbi Ci i - 6 6 R 6 b@thé &1 R A - |
1%h June 2025. vbi Ci i - 66R6UC &dai BRA- PRg6CCii-bPIiCCPgC-CacC

pApi ol YuCAgoaCRCROUCDPI CUgi 1 aGROUS

y+80CDCEAPREOSCoai C- DPRg6C- 6ECCEACI gEIl 6DCEI Agd o RCC
comprising ground mounted Solar PV with co - located battery energy storage system
(BESS) at the point of connection, together with associated infrastructure, access, land-
scapRO6UC- 6ECA- Ai B6USY

Following the refusal of the application by RBC, minor changes have been made tothed  esign
of the Application Scheme to accompany the appeal submission. The proposed changes
have been made to address changes to the EA Flood Risk mapping published in March 2025
and to provide additional NFCC compliance for the BESS proposal ,alongside so me additional
landscaping , and further detail on these changes were included in the Summary of Changes
Document and Summary of Changes Comparison Plan (CD3.4 and 35 respecti vely). The
Appellant duly requests that the inspector takes the revised information submitted under
cover of the appeal into consideration in their determination. These changes were consulted
on at the time of lodging t he appeal in accordance with the Holborn principles 'as set out on

the Planning Proof of Evidence of Mr Cussen.

RBC, within their Statement of Case (CD 8.4), asserts that these changes fundamentally alter
the nature of the development under consideration at this appeal and at the CMC there was
no decision made as to whether the changes had been accepted and as such the appeal
would proceed covering two options, the original Appeal Scheme and the amended Appeal

Scheme.

!R (Holborn Studios Limited) v The Council of the London Borough of Hackney [2017] EWHC
2823
(Admin)
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2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

P

My Landscape Proof of Evidence (CD 8.6.1)CP g E1 ECAI CCi - ECROCABOEEOADI
Planning Proof of Evidence (CD 8.6), Landscape Statement of Common Ground (‘Landscape

SoCG') (CD8.3.A),andmyR- 6 ECA- a1 C- 6EC! RCE- i CE 0 §OctAuRrZ02€)Ci CCo i «
(CD 2.16 and CD 2.16)1submitted as part of the planning application to Rushcliffe Borough

+ g E6 AR CrhedlarmingzappBcation for the Application Scheme was submitted to RBC

on 16" February 2024 and was registered under the reference number  24/00161/FUL.

The Appeal Site comprises two land parcels located to the northwest and west of the village
of Wysall, which is the closest settlement. Wysall is separated from the Appeal Site by various
pastoral and arable fields with the settlement edge largely enclosed by mature hedgerows

and tree vegetation.

Access to the northern parcel would be from Bradmore Road  via a new access junct ion and
track with access into the southern parcel off Wysall Road through an existing field opening

which would be upgraded and across Kingston Brook.

A number of existing mature woodland blocks are present in the immediate area. A linear
block of ancient woodland, known as Bunny Old Wood, forms the northern edge of the Appeal
Site. Rough Plantation, Wysall Rough Plantation, Long Rough Plantation, and Intake Wood abut
the Appeal Site generally to the west . A small unnamed block of woodland is located along

Kingston Brook, and south of the proposed BESS and substation compound.

Immediately to the west of the Appeal Site lies the approved solar farm on Land To North
East Of Highfields Farm, Bunny Hill, Costock, Nottinghamshire (application reference no.
22/00303/FUL) , hereafter referred to throughout this Landscape  Proof of Evidence as the
‘consented Highfields Solar Farm '. The consented solar farm includes a 132kv substation and
small scale battery storage infrastructure (BESS). It covers approximately 81.8 ha of the arable
fields around Holy Cross Convent, west of the Appeal Site and above mentioned woodlands

with its northern edge offset from Bunny Old Wood by approximately 100 m.

The planning application for the Application Scheme G- CC Ci UECI EC ARC | * +2 C
Committee on n OCOE61 CNNNNRC- U- BR6CDCHPPI C- EGRAIC- 6ECDPI C
Report to Committee (CD 4.).

vbi Ci C- Ci CUgGECCCI - Ca6CCUgCCCi UEC- i CCR4YWith RIE- DD - At

1being the only relevant one from an LVIA point of view :
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gvbpi CaCgagC -1 CGogEi ECCi CEi PCRO6C- CCRUORBRURA.- 6BDC- EgIi C

character of the area, particularly when the impacts are considered cumulatively with

the consented solar farm to the west of the site. The proposal would result in major

adverse effects upon users of the Public Rights of Way which run through and near to

the site, impacting on their ability to enjoy the rural landscape character which would be

diminished and changed by virtue of the industrialisation of the area and the re sultant

enclosed industrial corridors. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy 10 (Design and

Enhancing Local Identity) of LPP1 and Policy 1 (Development Requirements), Policy 16

(Renewable Energy), Policy 22 (Development in the Countryside) and Polic y 34 (Green

Infrastructure and Open Space Assets) of LPP2 as the benefits of the development do

not outweigh the adverse effects on the users of the Public Right of Way and the wider

i-06ECA. ai CAp-C.- ADPi CSY

2.12. During the determination stage of the application RBC appointed Wynne - Williams

Associates ( ZVWA2 to review my LVIA with comments provided in June 2024 (CD 4.64) and
subsequently updated in February 2025  following my update to the LVIA dated October
2024 . The latest round of comments from WWA , issued in February 2025 (CD 4.65),| * +2z CC
SoC (CD 8.4), and the Landscape SoCG (CD83.R)areD:- éi 6 C- CCPbi C+gEOARI z CH

regards to the LVIA issues .

2.13. | * + 7 CC [Da8#4)Catlparagraph 1.2.4 states that the refinements to the  Appeal Scheme
proposed as part of this appeal (such as the introduction of the two fire water tanks at the
BESS compound) are unacceptable. This is also identified as a matter in dispute at paragraph
4.2 of the Landscape SoCG (CD 8.3.1). | consider the proposed changes to be inconsequential
in LVIA terms. The addition of the two water tanks in such discreet and low lying location , and
minute adjustments to the layout elsewhere, do not change the conclusions of the submitted
LVIA (October 2024) (CD 2.16 and CD 2.16.1) submitted as part of the planning application.
The height of the two water tanks is c. 3.3 m (CD 3.3), which is comparable to the proposed
solar panels and BESS units within the substation compound. The increase in quantum U two
additional pieces of small scale infrastructure in such discreet location, is inconsequential. |
do not find such refinements to be unusual given the evolving technology and design
requirements , which might have not been available at the time of submitting the planning
application, but which now help in determining thisappeal. v PRCCRCCIi h&ai - R61 ECR 6 CE
Planning Proof of Evidence, paragraph 4.7 and onwards including paragraph 4.21, which deal
with the acceptability of such changes (CD 8.6). EC 6 gDi C | * +I €AY goes+n6t U +
specifically refer to the additional planting shownon Pi U - CEnBand@dLandscape Strategy
(dwg no. P25-1631_EN_OZ2E (CD 3.6), therefore | take it that RBC does not have any issues
with th e additional planting introduced as part of the appeal process . Similarly to Mr Cussen,

where relevant, | make a distinction Al BDGIi I 6 CPbi CZ &dai R AthedBvisédC p AP o
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2.14.

2.15.

2.16.

2.17.

2.18.

P

2A\ppeal Scheme z Where | refer to the proposed development in general terms | shall use the

Pi Cat@ngz S

Accordingly, | consider the following matters within my Landscape Proof of Evidence with
regard to the alleged harm set out in RfR 1, and as outlined in the Landscape Statement of
Common Ground ( Zhe Landscape SoCG3 (CD 8.3.1A) between the LPA and the Appellant .

The Application Scheme is alleged to result in:

1 Materially h armful effects upon the appreciation of the landscape character of
the area, particularly in the context of the consented Highfields solar farm

located to the west of the Appeal Site .

1 Materially harmful effects upon the recreational users of the Public Rights of

WayUZil g§Cza8$S
1 Incongruous nature of the proposed mitigation planting.

I note that the issue of residential visual amenity is not  included in any of the RfRs . It has been
agreed through the Landscape SoCG (CD 8.3.1A) that residential visual amenity is not a
natter in dispute z Therefore, whilst adverse in nature, any visual effects would not be

overbearing .

The relevant application documents were identified in i | U - CStt€nie6t of Case (CD 8.2)
and where appropriate, my Landscape Proof of Evidence draws upon the information from

these documents and seek s to avoid unnecessary repetition.

Overall, | consider that the Appeal Site and the Application Scheme have been carefully
considered by the Appellant and their consultant s at the time of the application. | also
consider that the revised Appeal Scheme has been carefully considered at the time of the

appeal.

| consider t he Appeal Scheme (and also the Application Scheme) to be suitable in landscape
character and visual terms, given its location and the current characteristics of the Appeal
Site, and its surroundings , including when taking into account potential cumulative effects
The landscape and visual effects arising from this  Appeal Scheme (and also the Application

Scheme) are highly localised and limited.
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2.19. For the benefit of the Inspector, | wish to confirm that | also authored the original LVIA
submitted with the planning application and the updated LVIA dated Oct 2024 (CD 2.16 and

CD 2.16.1which was submitted during the course of the application being determined

2.20. Notwithstanding the above and in light of this Appeal, | have re-considered my submitted
assessment - my LVIA (CD 2.16 and CD 2.16)1 and other supporting information submitted
with the planning application and this Appeal, and ha ve revisited the Appeal Site and the

study area in mid - August 2025 prior to and to inform my Landscape Proof of Evidence .

Landscape Strategy

2.21. A Landscape Strategy Plan (CD 1.28 was prepared by Pegasus and submitted as part of the
aforementioned planning application 24/00161/FUL , and like my LVIA this was updated in
October 2024 (CD 2.20). This identifies, in detail, the retained and proposed (at the time )
landscape features including new hedgerows, new native hedgerow trees, and woodland and

copse planting, and areas of grassland in and around the solar modules.

2.22. As part of this Appeal the proposed landscaping has been refined to account for further
technical input from the design team , and this is explained in the Statement of Case. From
an LVIA point of view the changes include:

a. the addition of hedgerow trees along the southern boundary of Field 3.

b. the addition of a small scale linear copse along the eastern boundary of Field 15.

c. the addition of hedgerow trees withing the internal hedgerows, between Fields 12 and

15, Field 14 and 15, and Field 13 and 14.

d. The route of Public Footpath Wysall FP4 confirmed to coincide with an existing

agricultural track leading from Bradmore Road into the Appeal site.
e. Omission of the previously proposed hedgerow along the northern edge of Field 9.

f.  Additional hedgerow to the southern edge of Field 5 and Field 6 to enclose Public

Footpath Wysall FP4 to the north.
2.23. The proposed enhanced landscaping RCCCbog G6Cod@ @i bPU6BEECLStraieGyZA - al C
plan (drawing number P25 -1631EN_02E (CD 3.6). The Enhanced Landscape Strategy Zis
based on i | U- CpfeQidu€ plan tited : ZR- 6 ECA - a1 £(graviGg BumheH P22 -
2533_EN_06E) submitted as part of the planning application (CD 2.20).
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2.24. My Landscape Proof of Evidence has been prepared with regard to the most recent
landscape proposals, namely i | U- CECz2C Z46b- 6 Strale@ RCHUECA GRIOUC 6E o
P25-1631EN_02 E) (CD 3.6) Urefer to Plate 1 The details of the re - consultation on these and

other changes are set out in the Planning Proof of Evidence (CD 8.6).

2.25. The differences between the submitted  Zandscape Strategy Zplan (drawing number P22 -
2533_EN_06E ; CD 2.20) and the Znhanced Landscape Strategy z (drawing number P25 -
1631EN_02E; CD 3.6) are also identified onthe add B DR g 6 - 1 C Bummarg & BamngesE C Z
+ 2304 - CR C dqdia@ing nundbér CP25-1631_EN 03 C) (CD 3.5).

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 7
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Plate 14 h D C- A B C U C gEni@incedlLanGsEaped Strategyz CUEC- GROUGO E0 Al CCi NI,
1631LEN_02E) (CD 3.6).

Representative Viewpoints

2.26. The photographs included in my updated LVIA (October 2024) (CD 2.16 andCD 2.16.Lhave
been taken from a number of representative and illustrative viewpoints in the landscape
surrounding the Appeal Site, both in terms of views of the Appeal Site and its immediate
landscape context, the nearby receptors, and the wider surrounding countryside , and the

consented Highfields Solar Farm (application reference no. 22/00303/FUL).

2.27. | undertook the site visit, photography, and assessment for my LVIA in late January 2022 and
late November 2023 when the level of vegetative screening was reduced. Therefore, my
assessments considered the worst - case scenario. In addition, the identified viewpoints have
been purposely selected to avoid any features in the foreground that would screen or
interrupt views towards the Appeal Site. | carried out a n additional site visit on the 1st of
August 2024 to support my updated LVIA (October 2024) (CD 2.16and CD 2.16.1 enabling
me to understand the vegetative screening offered by the woodlands and hedgerows around

the Appeal Site and those in the wider landscape .

2.28. As part of the LVIA work Pegasus prepared a Screened Zone of Theoretical Visibility &
Viewpoint Location Plan, which forms Figure 5to my LVIA (CD 2.16.

2.29. To confirm the inter - visibility between the Appeal Site and the nearby visual receptors the I

have revisited the Appeal Site again in August 2025 a nd walked the relevant PRoWs in both

directions. | have included a number of additional views (shown as Plates in my Landscape

i 240CGRDPCHDPI RCCi oA DR g 6 OLCRLtDEMIA PRIEsBO6HDIT 0 HC aal 6 ET
2.30. In addition, the viewpoints photomontage d by The Landmark Practi ce were used to inform

my updated LVIA (October 2024) (CD 2.16.1

2.31. | anticipate that the Inspector would visit these viewpoints and use all the visuals that have

been provided as an aide memoire.

2.32. It should be recognised that it is not practical to include viewpoints from every possible
location. The viewpoints which have been selected illustrate a range of visual receptors at
different distances and directions from the site. The locations of the vi ewpoints have been

carefully considered to account for a wide range receptors and not just those immediately

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 8
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around the Appeal Site, in order to provide a balanced view of the potential landscape
character and visual effects. T he photography has been undertaken when atmospheric
conditions and visibility was good. | consider that the photography is appropriate given the
type and scale of development. The selected viewpoints and visualisations have been
prepared mindful of the Gui delines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition
(GLVIA3) (CD 5.28) and Landscape Institute guidance relevant at the time o f production (CD
5.29), however, it is recognised that there is no substitute for visiting the local highways and
PRoWs, and associated viewpoints in the field ,to gain a first - hand appreciation of the viewing
context. Neither RBC5s SoC (CD 8.4) nor the Landscape SoCG (CD 8.3.1A) question the

accuracy or quality of th e phot omontages.

2.33. With this information, the Case Officer was fully informed of the visual implications of the

Application Scheme , including the proposed mitigation planting, and its acceptability.

Professional Judgement and Nature of Effect

2.34. Mindful of the GLVIA3 (CD 5.28) and this appeal process, | have revisited the LVIA viewpoints
as part of the field work to confirm the findings of ~ my LVIA. The assessment presented in my
submitted LVIA was based on winter views, given the planning application timetable,

representing the worst - case scenario in terms of visibility of the Appeal Site.

2.35. Given the comprehensive site photography provided in my submitted LVIA (CD 2.16 and
CD_2.16.11 did not consider it necessary to provide further viewpoints or photography as part

of this Landscape Proof of Evidence .

2.36. The degree of landscape or visual effect is identified by means of a descriptive scale in
accordance with the GLVIA3 (CD 5.28). However, it is also necessary to consider the nature
of the landscape and visual effects. The GLVIA3 paragraph 5.37 (CD 5.28) assists by noting

that with regard to landscape effects :

gro6il CaUCPDPI CoaCi CAP- i1 i1 6UROG UCRaDBEbe@EEftC CSEAuldRE R 6 UCG
categorised as positive or negative . It is also possible for effects to be neutral in their

consequences for the landscape. An informed professional judgement should be made

about this and the criteria used in reaching the judgement should be clearly stated. They

might include, but should not be restricted to:

1 The degree to which the  proposal fits with existing character

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 9



2.37.

2.38.

2.39.

1 The contribution to the landscape that the development may make in its own
right, usually by virtue of good design, even if it is in contrast to existing
character .

The importance of perceptions of landscape is emphasised by the European Landscape

Convention, and others may of course hold different opinions on whether the effects are

positive or negative, but this is not a reason to avoid making this judgement, which will

ultimately be weighed against the opi  nions of others in the decision -0- éR6UC&aCo Al CCSY
(E6GEI Ci ROROUCRCCHPPI C EPbPgCzCCioab- CRCO

With regard to visual effects , GLVIA3 paragraph 6.29 (CD 5.28) states:

§y CCGRDPPCi - 6ECA.- ai CiUUI ADPCC:- 6CROUgCoOI ECaACgUI CCRoO
whether the visual effects can be described as positive or negative  (or in some cases

neutral ) in their consequences for views and visual amenity. This will need to be based

on a judgement about whether the changes will affect the quality of the visual

experience for those groups of people who will see the changes, given the nature of the

existing views SYEG EI Ci R6ROUCRCCHPI C EPbPgCzCCioab- CRCu

In this instance and for the purposes of my Landscape Proof of Evidence, | specifically
consider effects upon the landscape in terms of effect upon firstly landscape elements and
secondly landscape character, which considers the combinations of landscape elements. My
Landscape Proof of Evidence also sets out how the Application and Appeal Scheme s would
have a bearing upon the general visual amenity associated with the local area. The proposed
design includes green infrastructure which would be in character and in keeping with the rural

area.

However, people on the whole generally adopt an adverse reaction to change, particularly
with regard to their local environments with which they are very familiar. Whilst the proposed
green infrastructure is considered to be beneficial in landscape terms, | have adopted a

precautionary approach to adverse effects  in my Landscape Proof of Evidence .

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 10
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3. Description of the  Appeal Site and Application

and Appeal Scheme s

3.1 The Appeal Site and Application Scheme are fully described in the submitted  Planning

Statement (CD 2.4 and CD 24.), DAS (CD 2.2), LVIA(CD 2.16 and CD 2.16)1and other

information accompanying the planning applicaton $ C- 6 ECROEI i ECR6Ci | U- CEC?

Case (CD 8.2) and Landscape SoCG (CD 8.3.14). The following paragraphs provide a succinct

description of the Site and its context.

3.2. The surrounding landscape is a working agricultural landscape with villages and dispersed

farmsteads connected by minor roads. The villages of Wysall and Costock are the two closest

settlements. The landform around the Appeal Site and across the central part o f the study

area forms a band of higher ground drained by Fairham Brook to the north  and Kingston Brook

to the south. There are no statutory or non - statutory landscape designations in the local or

wider area. Woodlands are a frequent feature in the landsca pe with hedgerows of variable

height but often substantial and with frequent hedgerow trees.

3.3. The Appeal Site comprises two land parcels located to the northwest and west of the village

of Wysall, which is the closest settlement. Wysall is separated from the Appeal Site by various

pastoral and arable fields with the settlement edge largely enclosed by mature hedgerows

and tree vegetation. The Local Plan does not identify the settlement boundary for Wysall but

its perceived edge (i.e., that which appears to form a residential curtilage within a clearly

identifiable cluster of properties in the villag e) is located some 320 m away at its closest

point between Field 15 and southern edge of the village. Field 9 is located some 650 m away

from the northern edge of the village (properties near Bradmore Road).  The two parcels which

make up the Appeal Site are separated by a number of small  scale fields in arable use.

3.4. A linear block of ancient woodland, known as Bunny Old Wood, forms the northern edge of

the Appeal Site. Access to the northern parcel would be from Bradmore Road into Field 10,

just south of Lodge Farm via a new access junction and track avoiding construction traffic

using the Public Right of Way and passing through and close to Lodge Farm.

Access into the

southern parcel would be off Wysall Road through an existing field opening  which would be

upgraded and across Kingston Brook. The existing culvert / agr icultural vehicular crossing

would be utilised to cross the Brook though this will need to be upgraded to take construction

traffic.

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631
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3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.9.

3.10.

3.11.

P

The northern parcel includes 9 no. medium to large scale field enclosures with Bradmore
Road forming, in parts, its eastern boundary and would be subdivided into Fields1 - 10. Access
to the northern parcel would be from Bradmore Road into Field 10, justs outh of Lodge Farm ,

via a new access junction and new track avoiding the need to use Public Footpath Wysall FP4 .

The southern parcel includes 5 no. small to medium field enclosures, and would be
subdivided into Fields 11 - 16. Access into the southern parcel would be off Wysall Road
through an existing field opening which would be upgraded and across Kingston Brook. The
existing culvert / agricultural vehicular crossing would be utilised to cross the Brook though

this will need to be upgraded to take construction traffic.

The two parcels are connected by a buried cable to be laid beneath the bound surface of

the public highway.

A number of woodland blocks are present in the immediate area. A linear block of ancient
woodland, known as Bunny Old Wood, forms the northern edge of the Appeal Site.  Rough
Plantation, Wysall Rough Plantation, Long Rough Plantation, and Intake Wood abut the Appeal

Site generally to the west.

Immediately to the west of the Appeal Site lies the approved solar farm on Land To North
East Of Highfields Farm, Bunny Hill, Costock, Nottinghamshire (application reference no.
22/00303/FUL) . The consented Highfields Solar Farm includes a 132kv substation and small
scale battery storage infrastructure (BESS). It covers approximately 81.8 ha of the arable
fields around Holy Cross Convent, west of the Appeal Site and above- mentioned woodlands

with its northern edge offset from Bunny Old Wood by approximately 100 m.

The existing landscape resource and the visual receptors and amenity of the Appeal Site
have been considered by the planning and design process , and this has informed the
resultant Scheme. This approach has entailed collaboration between various technical
professionals. In other words, th e proposed landscape components are an integral part of

the design for the Scheme.

Landscape Design Principles for the Green Infrastructure

The vision for the Appeal Scheme (and also the Application Scheme) includes a network of

green infrastructure assets that would help reinforce the character of the local farmed

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 12
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landscape. At a macro level the proposed green infrastructure would ensure that the Appeal

Scheme (and also the Application Scheme) would help:

a. Conserve and reinforce local landscape character.

b. Protect and enhance existing green infrastructure assets namely the trees and
hedgerows so that they can be appreciated and valued by everyone for future

generations.

c. Protect and create habitats to enable biodiversity habitats and flora and fauna

species to thrive.
d. Provide a resilient and adaptive environment in the face of climate change

3.12. The green infrastructure would deliver many benefits  including :

a. Climate change adaptation and mitigation.

b. Investment in the proposed green infrastructure bringing benefit to wildlife and the
environment generally - with regards the BNG this is detailed in the submitted

ecology report - the EclA (November 2024) .

c. Protecting and enhancing landscape character and biodiversity by using land
improvements and management to deliver biodiversity gain and overall landscape

enhancement.

3.13. The above - described Green Infrastructure also act s as landscape mitigation elements: new
hedgerow planting, hedgerow trees, woodland and copse planting, and change to land cover
though proposed species rich grassland  within the solar arrays and wildflower meadows

outside the solar and BESS perimeter fencing ). | explain these in the below paragraphs.

3.14. The following mitigation measures relate to the landscape and visual matters, and are
considered to be the primary mitigation measures, which form an integral part of the  Appeal

Scheme (and also the Application Scheme)
a) Retention and protection and enhancement (gapping up where necessary including
management) of the existing network of trees and hedgerows along field boundaries.
b) Offset from boundary vegetation to protect their Root Protection Areas (RPAS).

c) By offsetting the proposed panels and other infrastructure from the boundaries, the

Scheme avoids any direct effect upon the Root Protection Zone of the existing
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3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

3.18.

P

boundary vegetation, which is characterised by mature hedgerows and trees. The
relatively wide buffer also provides a generous maintenance zone and helps avoid

any long- term management risks, which could result in future tree works.

d) Additional areas of copse planting to increase the depth of boundary vegetation,

reinforce the sense of enclosure around the Appeal Site, and further reduce views in.
e) Additional hedgerow and hedgerow tree planting.

f) Hedgerow tree species to be large scale trees, such as Oaks, and small scale trees,
such as Hawthorn or Maple to reflect the existing tree species within the landscape,

and increase the canopy cover.

g) All existing and proposed native hedgerows managed to a height of min 3 m, or over

where already taller, to increase the visual enclosure.

h) New areas of native grassland including grazing mix and wildflower meadows, in line

with ecological requirements.
i) Ongoing landscape management of planting during the lifetime of the solar farm.

i) Ecological features such as bat and bird boxes, and mammal gates and hibernacula

- the location of these can be agreed with RBC and conditioned.

Overall, | consider that the addition of new hedgerows, hedgerow trees, copses and sma |l
woodlands would connect the various existing woodland habitats and strengthen the overall

landscape framework in this part of the landscape.

The site photographs included in  my LVIA (CD 2.1§ illustrate some of the existing elements
and features associated with the Appeal Site with further site photographs from within the

Appeal Site embedded in the main body of this Landscape PoE.

The above landscape strategy responds to and reflects design practice in the National

Design Guide (updated January 2021).

Decommissioning

The Appeal and Application Schemes comprise a range of built infrastructure in addition to
the solar arrays including inverters and transformation units, BESS modules, substation and
transformer, access tracks, perimeter security fencing and CCTV columns. All of the
infrastructure associated with t he Scheme including the construction and maintenance

tracks would be removed as part of the decommissioning stage - as acknowledged in the
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Statement of Case , to ensure that the landscape reverts back to its original state prior to
construction. It is worth noting that there is the potential for the access tracks to be retained
post decommissioning, and retained by the landowner, to facilitate the restoration of land to
agriculture and future land management. The mitigation and enhancement planting with
regard to hedgerows and trees would remain in place. Where built form is removed, the land
will be reinstated to arable farmland to marry in with the existing arable fields. The landowner
post - decommission stage will have the opportunity to either continue to practice pastoral

farming or convert to arable use where such decisions do not require any planning permission.
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4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

4.5.

Effect on Landscape Elements

Introduction

There are no off - site works required associated with the Scheme beyond the Appeal Site
with the exception of some of the skylark mitigation plots which are located within the land
ownership boundary . The cable route, to be laid beneath the bound surface of the public

highway, falls within the boundary of the Appeal Site.

This section of my Landscape Proof of Evidence therefore assesses the effects on those
landscape elements (features) that currently characterise the two parcels of land associated

with the Appe al Site. | particularly consider how the introduction of the new elements that
make up the Scheme will physically affect the existing features present within the Appe al
Site. | also explain why the Scheme would, in overall terms, result in a beneficial effect as far

as some landscape elements are concerned.

The existing landscape elements within and immediately surrounding the Appeal Site are

illustrated onPi U- CECZ2CZ46 b - 6 Strafe@yR CHOECA GB 16 U GoH6BLEN I0ZEFi NN

(CD 3.6) along with the proposed planting , and are shown in the context of the approved  but
not yet built cumulative consented Highfields Solar Farm (application reference no.

22/00303/FUL) and its own proposed landscaping

The site photography provided at LVIA Figure 3 Site Context Views and Figure 6 Context
Baseline Viewpoints and Photoviews (CD 2.16 coupled with the photomontages prepared by
The Landmark Practice (CD 2.30) illustrate the landscape features present withinthe  Appeal

Site and the local landscape.

Land Use/ Land Cover

At the time of writing this Landscape Proof of Evidence the arable crop within the northern
parcel was harvested with the southern parcel still containing maize crop. According to the
Ecological Impact Assessment ( Figure 4a and Figure 5a, pp. 27 and 28) the Appeal Site
include s arable crop and grass margins along the field boundaries two areas of modified
grassland located in the southern parcel (Field 9 and Field 13 (CD 3.8). | recognise that the
current land use incorporates rotational planting therefore the ground cover varies from year

to year.
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4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

P

There would be an inevitable change in the existing land cover of the Appeal Site with the
Scheme in place. The existing land cover, under arable, would be converted to pastoral use.
Therefore, to accommodate the Scheme, the land would retain its agricultural function
managed as pasture, whilst still accommodating the solar modules and ancillary solar
infrastructure. Whilst there would be no opportunity for grazing within the BESS modules or
the substation the remaining areas could be subject to conservatio n grazing by sheep with
some restrictions on sheep numbers and timing of grazing , as and when necessary. The
notable point here is that there would be a very limited loss of agricultural land throughout

the operational years and upon decommissioning, would allow arable farming to be
reintroduced. Switching between pastoral and arable use is an integral part of farm
management either short or long term and does not require planning permission. The grazing

density for sheep within a solar farm is not material ly different to general grazing densities.

The ephemeral nature of the arable crop is of low susceptibility to change as such form of
vegetation can be easily replaced in a relatively short period of time and a number of times
a year. In terms of its value arable land use is frequent in the local area and characteristic of
the local landscape, suggesting a medium value. Overall, the sensitivity of arable land is

medium.

By conversion to pasture, the land and soil would not only have the opportunity to rest, but
there would be removal of intensive agricultural practices of herbicide, pesticide and fertiliser
application and an improvement in agronomy terms through sheep being kept on the land
with associated increased nutrient levels U this is also cover ed in the Appellant 5 Planning

Proof of Evide nce Section 9 and Section 11 (CD 8.6).

| consider t he conversion to permanent pastures to be beneficial , including as a way of
improving surface water drainage , and of medium degree of change, acknowledging the
overall physical footprint of the introduced infrastructure. This would result in a moderate

(beneficial) effect with regard to land cover associated with the Scheme, as a whole.

The above analysis is based on a number of considerations relating to this aspect of the

Scheme, which | note in the following paragraphs.

The land is currently farmed as arable land. This requires intensive agricultural practices with
the arable crop replaced annually and quantities of herbicides, pesticides and fertiliser

applied to the land .
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4.12.

4.13.

4.14.

4.15.

4.16.

4.17.

P

With the Appeal Scheme as proposed (and also the Application Scheme) , the land would be
managed as pasture whilst accommodating the solar modules, BESS & substation compound,

and other infrastructure within the existing fields.

This change in the ground cover and management directly addresses the guidelines and
recommendations for the host landscape: Regional Character Area of Nottinghamshire Wolds
as identified in the published Greater Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment (CD

5.53):

T 9+g6Ci CgicCcC-11C-Ci-CCguUCaiCo-06i6bCa-CDECI Ca- CDT
gRi i -UICC-6EC-1g6UCCDHDCI -0Cs8CUSU

T i ChpeCiCPpPi CDC- ERPRgO6-1Ca-CbPpgC-1 CAPp- C- ADI CC:- OF

1 Conserve the character of village side pastoral landscapes; ST

The 'Other Key Drivers' forthe host Y+ COnCZRIi BAI CBDiI CCPRCI C- ¢adbCY@ DDR

5.51) also recognise: "Restoration of areas of semi -natural grassland will provide

2aa0CPDEORDPRI CCPoCiob- 6AI CARBERYI CCRPRC- 6ECBDPI Ci - ¢

Evidently changing from arable to pastoral land use is considered beneficial by RBC. For this
reason, | consider the magnitude of change to be medium beneficial with the effects

moderate benéeficial.

Overall, the agricultural land cover would be retained across the entire  Appeal Site, with the
exception of the substation and BESS compound, with the solar modules superimposed over
this managed grassland, in contrast to development that sits in the land and is permanent.
The grassland would be farm managed with sheep grazing to ensure that the grassland is
appropriately managed and maintained for the lifetime of the Scheme. Sheep are able to
effectively graze across any of the grassland whether it is under the solar panel tables or

between the rows of modules themselves.

The amount of actual loss of agricultural land as a result of the ~ Scheme would be negligible
given the overall size of the Appeal Site, and any loss would only be temporary . Apart from
the BESS units and substations, transformers, inverter units, and access tracks , which may
require sub soil foundations , the only other infrastructure that would be superimposed over

the grass sward would be the steel supports for the solar panels.
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4.18.

4.19.

4.20.

4.21.

P

Itis good agricultural practice to break the cultivation of the land with the land left fallow and
retained as pasture for periods of time to allow the soil ecology to recover. Th e Scheme would
allow the land to effectively rest from arable use for 40 years. With the land managed for
grazing the sheep droppings would allow the soil to become more enriched in soil habitat
terms. At the end of the period the soil resource would be a better - quality enriched resource
for farming as a consequence. There will be as a result, | ong term benefits for the soil from
being rested for 40 years. Furthermore, with the land managed for pasture with sheep grazing
present, the Scheme would allow carbon sequestration with regard to the soil resource within

the Appeal Site.

The ephemeral intensively cultivated arable crop would be replaced by permanent and low
impact grassland, which would remain with the  Scheme in place. No land will be permanently
lost as a result of the Scheme. The installation of the solar modules would not seal the land,
nor would it cause any downgrading of quality. Only a small area for access tracks and BESS,
substations etc infrastructure would be physically lost, but this land would be restored on
decomm issioning. The installation and d ecommissioning process would not have any
significant or long term adverse effects on soils following good practice in terms of pasture

management and maintenance.

Topography

The topography within the Appeal Site is simple with a gentle slope detectable across both

parcels. The contours are smooth without any pronounced changes in levels.  Whilst it forms

part of the wider undulating Nottinghamshire Wolds landscape the changes in the ground

levels are smooth without any pronounced slopes and the landform simply rises from the

valley slope - particularly the northern parcel, and for that reason its ~ value is considered to

be medium. The susceptibility of the Appeal SR B i z C CD gtad e Scheinb is assessed as

being low given the metal framework for the solar panels (being the main component of the

Scheme) can be pile driven SCA gi C- 11 §CbpbPI CCIi 6CRPRIRPHCogUCHbPI CC

medium .

Due to its characteristics, the solar modules would follow and reflect the local topography
and any localised changes in contours found across the  Appeal Site. This allows the landform
to influence the layout of the Scheme, ensuring that the topography continues to form a
recognisable feature in the landscape. Changes to the topography of the Appeal Site would

be very limited and mostly concerned with the localised trenching for underground cabling,
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and setting up the temporary construction compound, footings for the inverter kiosks, and
access tracks. The solar modules would be pile driven into the ground and not requir e any

footings or foundations.

4.22. vVPRCCZi RUPPZCPGgEAPC: - 6ECZi RUPDPzZCUpeDaCRODCgUCCHI -
particular typology, which has been confirmed by a number of Inspectors. Inspector McCoy
at the Bramley Appeal notes that panels § GG Ei EC6 gDCCRDPCPI - §@D HGE A g 6 CE
and Inspector Baird at the Halloughton Appeal stated that the development would gCRHPCIi RUPDI
g6 CPbPI C- UUI ADI7TE)CURI i ECY

4.23. The BESS and substation compound would require some levelling which would be larger in its
extent , but this part of the Appeal Site is already relatively level and | judge any change to be
inconsequential. Any soil scrapings can be spread across the Appeal Site without changing

its overall topographical profile.

4.24. In any case such effects would be temporary with the ground levels in these areas reinstated

and soil reseeded at the end of the construction phase

4.25. Overall, the prevailing simple landform of the Appeal Site would remain largely unchanged,
and would not diminish its contribution as a landscape element. Consequently, | assess the

magnitude of change to be negligible and effects negligible , thus not materially harmful.

Trees and Hedgerows

4.26. Trees and tree cover are a significant component of the  local landscape and Appeal Site. The
boundaries of the Appeal Site are characterised by hedgerows and hedgerow trees, which
are typical for this landscape. They form positive and strong features of the local landscape

that require management and can change over time.

4.27. None of the trees within the boundaries of the Appeal Site are protected by any Tree
Preservation Order (TPO) or are partof a designhated landscape. Bunny Old Wood to the north
is designated as Ancient Woodland and the Scheme typically maintains a 50 m set back from
the edge of the solar panels reducing to 38 m when measuring from the proposed hedgerow
The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (dated November 2024 ) prepared by Barton Hyett
Associates (CD 2.35), has assessed the tree and hedgerow resource within  the Appeal Site
as being largely of medium to low quality (Category B and C), from an arboricultural point of

view. The majority of the hedgerows associated with the Appeal Site have been assessed in
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4.28.

4.29.

4.30.

P

the Ecological Impact Assessment (December 2023) as being 'native' or 'native with trees'
with some of the boundary hedgerows identified as 'species rich' - refer to Figure 4 and Figure
5 of the Ecological Impact Assessment (November 2024) (CD 2.17) The Ecological Impact
Assessment (October 2025) echoes the earlier surv ey (CD 3.8). The hedgerow vegetation
represents a traditional but typical field boundary treatment. For this reason, | consider the
value of tree and shrub vegetation to be medium. In terms of susceptibility of the hedgerow
vegetation , | consider this to be medium , as this type of vegetation requires some time to
mature and establish as a landscape element. Trees, as a landscape feature are generally
more difficult to replace and require a longer time to establish, thus | judge these to be of
high susceptibility. Overal |, the sensitivity of hedgerow vegetation is medium , and tree

vegetation is high.

The layout of the Scheme has been purposely developed to allow generous offset from the
boundary vegetation to avoid any tree and hedgerow removal with the proposed access
tracks utilising the existing gaps / field gates in the boundary and internal hedgerows. There

is the potent ial that the existing gaps / field gates would have to be widened to
accommodate the proposed access tracks if they are narrower than the standard 5 m width
(proposed tracks are 4 m wide with 0.5 m wide grass verges either side). This is not

considered to be materially harmful.

With the e xception of the above, all the remaining peripheral and internal hedgerows will be
retained and protected during the construction phase and as a consequence will remain
unaffected by the Scheme. The solar modules will be offset from the existing boundary
vegetation to provide a clear maintenance and access route and also to protect the Root
Protection Zone and tree canopies. This would help protect the condition and longevity of
the tree and hedgerow resource with in the Appeal Site, minimising any shadowing by the

trees or need for tree works during the operation stage of the Scheme.

The Scheme GgEi ECACROUC: - AgEDPC - CAg6CREI C- Al i Cé6i PCU-

woodland resource. The existing hedgerows would be enhanced through additional planting
and their management changed in order to increase their height to approximately 3 m -35m
where lower; this would be beneficial for biodiversity as acknowledged in the Ecological
Impact Assessment , paragraph 3.4.24: "Rotational m aintenance of all hedgerows [to] at a
height of at least 3m is considered particularly important for the p rovision of resources

and encouraging use by native British ~ wildlife." (CD 2.17).
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4.32.

4.33.

4.34.

4.35.

4.36.

4.37.

P

| note that a number of perimeter hedgerows are taller ,and I discuss this later in my Proof of

Evidence.

On balance, and considering the proposed planting, which can be secured by means of a
suitably worded condition, | assess the magnitude of change upon the tree and hedgerow
resource to be high. This would translate to major beneficial effects upon the tree and

hedgerow resource within the Appeal Site.

Itis worth reiterating thatthe  Scheme can be described as long term in nature but temporary,
allowing the land to effectively return to its previous use. The introduced structural
vegetation, however, would remain present and continue to positively contribute to the
character of the Appeal Site and indeed local landscape even after the Scheme has been

deco mmissioned .

Public Rights of Way

There are a number of PRoWsin the locality and all those beyond the Appeal Site would be

physically unaffected with the ~ Appeal Scheme in place.
There are no PRoWs within or abutting the southern parcel of the Appeal Site.

There are a number of PRoW routes within the northern parcel of the Appeal Site , with the
Midshires Way and Notts Wolds Way coinciding with some of them. T he Scheme would not
have any direct physical or residual effects upon any of the PRoWs within the Appeal Site
during its operational stage. The PRoWs within the Appeal Site would be retained and remain
open during the construction stage of the  Scheme with specific management measures set
out at paragraph 3.10 of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (C  TMP) (November 2024 )
submitted as part of the application (CD 2.149.

Public Footpath Wysall FP 4 connects Bradmore Road with the Appeal Site and to avoid
conflict with the PRoW users a new vehicular access is being proposed  at a location just to

the south as outlined in the submitted CTMP (CD 2.14:

$3.1 It is proposed to utilise a new vehicular access to access the northern parcel of the
site, this proposed access is located circa 70 metres south of the existing access to

Lodge Farm. The utilisation of this new access means that vehicular movements
associated with the Development will remain segregated from the PROW which runs

along the access road to Lodge Farm __ and does not conflict at all with access to the

faam. YOUEOEI Ci BROROUCRCCPHPbPI C- EPPgCzCCi oab- CRCO
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4.38. Paragraph 3.9 and Figure 3.2 of the submitted CTMP (CD 2.19 cover the issue of the crossing
points between the PRoWSs and proposed internal access tracks with Paragraph 3.10 outlini  ng
the mitigation strategy. With the first bullet point stating:
gvbi Cil 68CGRi i CCio-R6Cpai C-PRg06-1 CDPCgEUPGEDCHbPI C
gUCDPI COil giigaoi 6DSY
4.39. | note that the PRoW Officer, in their latest comments published on 16" of December 2024,

did not object to the  Application Scheme :

yThank you for confirmation of the maintenance and management of the RoW over the

site for the duration of the construction and life of the development. | would wish to see

this in a condition SY
4.40. Furthermore, the Nottinghamshire County Council Rights of Way Officer  did not raised any

objection, as the Scheme has maintained Rights of Way in current location noting:

gSPbpPiC-Ci-CC-CiCbposCAI CCgG6CGRDPC- CGRI EUI s GI CCoRhKS

open during the construction phase with suitable fencing securing the development

sites on each side. It is noted that banksmen will be used to ensure the public are sa fe

when materials are being delivered and that gates will be across the haul roads to

ensure site security and only opened across the footpath when a vehicle movement is

Ci agERCI ESCCRUPPCOUCG- HCAI ROUCUR g I ¢oDBBNY.DPI CUgoDa- b
4.41. The Nottinghamshire County Council Rights of Way Officer was consulted on the changes

made through the appeal and did not provide any comments on the Appeal Scheme

4.42. With a high susceptibility, value and sensitivity combined with no magnitude of change there

would be no physical effect on the existing network of PRoWSs as a resource and facility.

4.43. At this point it is informative to refer to a plan prepared by the Appellant at the application
stage indicating the width of the PRoW corridor (CD  2.25) and subsequent PROW cross-
sections prepared by the Appellant and appended to my Landscape PoE U refer to my

Appendix 2.

Water Features

4.44. A single small scale watercourse drains the northern parcel of the  Appeal Site.

4.45, Kingston Brook lies to the south of the southern parcel with the proposed access from Wysall
Road crossing this watercourse. According to the Ecological Impact Assessment prepared

by Clarkson & Woods Ecological Consultants (October 2024) (CD 2.13 and the updated
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4.47.

4.48.
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Ecological Impact Assessment (October 2025) (CD 3.8) Kingston Brookis:§ SEI CRUG6 - BI EC-
a priority habitat within the Nottinghamshire LBAP, and therefore (S) considered to be

g UCRg A - 1 C E owithw tBebfolldwihd r¥it@ation strategy suggested at paragraph 3.4.11
(CD38):yPROUCPE6C* Copgé CGRI 1 CAil CaCeogbi ADI ECUCg0OCE- 0- Ui
during construction by maintaining an undeveloped, naturally vegetated no works buffer

along the course of the feature, apart from the proposed new crossing itself. The buffer

will be demarcated by perimeter security fencing, temporary fencing or stock proof

fencing installed at the commencement of construction, at least 10m from the banks of

PDpi CACooé$SCEI P- R1 CCoaUCGPRAPCGRI 1 CAI CTheCEgalp@idali EC GR D
Impact Assessment (October 2024) (CD 2.17 and its updated version from October 2025

(CD 3.8) also define the following residual effects at paragraph 3.4.14: § EUCPbPI CEI CRU6 CCI
free span and specifications within the CEMP (Ecology) are followed, it is anticipated

that impacts on Kingston Brook will be negligible and not significant. It is also expected

that the reduction of intensive grass cutting along the ditches, and the complete

removal of grazing along Kingston Brook will enhance the riparian zone for these

G- Di CAgECCIi CC- 6ECGRi1 1 CCi CEI PCRO6C- CCi RUPPCagCRDRYI

The layout of the Scheme has been adjusted to allow physical offset from those two

watercourses. The proposed access tracks in the northern parcel utilise the existing crossing

and at the southern parcel a new prefabricated bridge will be installed to span Kingston Brook,

with no physical work being proposed in the watercourse. The existing structure over

Kingston Brook is not considered suitable for construction and operational traffic. Kingston

Brook, associated flood zones and easements are consider | ECR6C i I U- CECzC?i o
Assessment and Drainage Strategy (Version 3, dated 17th January 2024) (CD 1.1y and

updated Flood Risk Assessment submitted as part of this appeal (CD 3.7)

Cumulative Effects

The extent of the A ppeal Site does not overlap with any of the identified cumulative scheme s.
Thus, there is no potential for any direct physical cumulative effects upon the landscape

features.

Summary of Effects upon Landscape Elements

The Scheme would result in some beneficial effects upon the landscape elements within the

Appeal Site when considered in the round, as summarised in Table 1 below.
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Table 1: Summary of Effects on Landscape Elements

Element Scale of Effect
Land Cover Moderate Beneficial
Topography Negligible
Trees Major Beneficial
Hedges Major Beneficial
Public Rights of Way No Direct Effects
Water Features No Direct Effects
4.49. The specific changes to landscape elements , based on i | U- CFE4C2EC 6 Al ECR- 6 ECA

Strategy Zplan (drawing number P25 - 1631 EN_02 E (CD 3.6), would include the following:

1 Native deciduous species rich hedgerow: 2789 lin. m.
1 Copse planting: 9,709 sgm.

1 Woodland planting: 19 ,325 sgm.

I Large scale trees: 142 no.

1 Small scale trees: 117no.

1 Willow trees: 5 no.

1 Grazing mix : 66,2117 sqm.

1 Wildflower meadow: 219 ,338 sqm.

1 Wet Meadow: 10713 sgm.

1 Skylark mitigation areas: 35 ,822 sqm.

1 Additional Skylark mit igation areas : 68,709 sqm.

4.50. In overall terms, the Scheme would result in some beneficial effects with regard to the
landscape elements that currently define the landscape character of the Appeal Site, which
would change from a series of arable fields to one of a solar farm set within pastoral grassland

and stru ctural vegetation, with BESS and substation compound also set within pastoral
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grassland and structural vegetation. However, the elements that currently contribute to
defining the character of the Appeal Site, namely trees and hedgerows would be retained

and enhanced to form a more robust collection of landscape elements.

4.51. It is also worth reiterating that the Scheme can be described as long term in nature (i.e., 40
years), with the land cover being temporary; meaning that it will be possible for the land to
be returned to its previous arable use. Solar energy and BESS developments are
characterised by their low profile, light footprint, and reversible nature. The timescale of 40

years is similar for some other elements in the landscape such as timber crop production.

452, The Scheme is time limited for 40 years and therefore with the decommissioning stage all
infrastructure would be removed. However, all the new planting introduced would have
matured along with the ongoing management and maintenance of the other retained features
and as a result, there would be a clear beneficial legacy from this  Scheme in terms of
landscape elements which collectively would also enhance landscape character as

advocated in the published Landscape Character Assessments.
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5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

Landscape Character

Introduction

This Section of my Landscape Proof of Evidence explains how the Scheme would have a

bearing upon the landscape character of the surrounding area. As defined in the GLVIA 3

glossary (CD 5.28) landscape character is defined as
g CERCPROADPSCCI AgUOGRC- Al I C-6ECAg6CRCPI 6BDCa- DPi Co6C
0-81 CCg06i Ci - -6ECA.- &l CERUUI Ci 6DCPgC- 6gbDbi CSY

To further clarify a distinction in the use of terms, Landscape Character Areas (LCAS) are

discrete geographical areas of a particular landscape, as opposed to Landscape Character

Types (LCTSs), which are defined in GLVIA3, page 157(CD 5.28) as follows:
gvbi CiC-Ci CERCPROAPCHPHAI CCgUCI - 6ECA.- ai Cbpb- BC- Ci CC
They are generic in nature in that they may occur in different areas in different parts of
the country, but wherever they occur they share broadly similar combinations of
geology, topography, drainage patterns, vegetation and historical lands use and
CipbiiloiobCa. bPi C6s$C- 6ECal CAi aPE- 1 C-0EC-1 ChbPI DRAC

A number of landscape character assessments have been undertaken in recent years to

identify both Landscape Character Types (LCTs) and Areas (LCAs) and have been published

to assist professionals in understanding how decisions can affect landscape characte r. These

are described in my submitted LVIA ( CD 2.16 hence this information is not repeated here.
To confirm the Appeal Site and study area fall within:

 vhPi CY -PRg6-1C+p-C- ADPI CC Ci - CUY+ 0COnCZRIiRAI CPD
T vhPi CZYgbPRO6UP- 0CPRCI C8gi1 EC2ZCI i URg6-1C+b-C- ADI
0C- UDPCi gi RAARC3 g60i CYENNCZ@gbbP- 0C- 6EC8I @®CRI - &

Greater Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment

The following analysis relies on the photographic evidence included in  my submitted LV IA
(CD 2.1, which is consider ed comprehensive and proportionate to the scale of the

Application Scheme .

Landscape Value, Susceptibility, and Sensitivity

| accept the assessment of landscape value, landscape susceptibility, and landscape

sensitivity presented in my submitted LVIA ( CD 2.16. Therefore, this detailed assessment is
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not repeated here. My submitted LVIA concluded that the landscape is of medium value,

medium susceptibility, and medium sensitivity.

5.7. Section 15 of the current National Planning Policy Framework (NPPFH (December 2024) (CD
5.) is concerned specifically with conserving and enhancing the natural environment.
Paragraph 187 notes that the planning policies and decisions should contribute to and
enhance the natural and local environment by 9 - 0 Ca4Cegbi ADPROUC - 6ECI 6b- 6
landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner
commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development
ai - 0 wih187 b) stating: Y AGCCIi AgUGRCROUCHPPI CROPCROCRACADP- C
ABEODCHCREI $C- 6ECPbPI CGREI CCAI 61 URDCCUCg0OC6:- PEC- 1 C
gUCDBCI | CC- 6 E Qixsdtther ctarffiéd h$aragraph 188 of the NPPF(CD 5.1, which
statesSCyi i - 6CCCP@EI ESCERCPROUERCPCAI PGi Tl o6CBPI CPRI C
i gA- 11 HCEI CR Uthereibie IgatReBtabsBing the principle of hierarchy between

designated and non - designated countryside.

5.8. The GLVIA3 (CD 5.28) clearly identifies a hierarchy of valued landscapes when discussing the
level of importance which they signify. It clearly states that the value decreases from
internationally valued landscapes such as World Heritage Sites, to nationally valued
landscape s such as National Parks and National Landscapes, to locally valued landscapes:
9ySigA- 11 HCg-1EIECI -6ECA.- al Cs§CUpgCCih-0aiilCigA-iC

where these do not exist, landscapes assessed as being of equivalent valu e using clearly

Cb- Pi EC- 6 ECCIi A g Wqurdedinih@id @yRephasks). The site and the surrounding

landscape do not fall under any of the above categories. The Appeal Site and its surrounding
landscape does not form part of a valued landscape in the context of NPPFparagraph 187a.

NOGCA-1 - 6A1 $§CPbPiCg-1EICoUCHPPI CCRDPI Z2CCi -06ECA-. 41 C- 06E

5.9. | note that during the determination stage, WWA acting on behalf of RBC questioned the
accuracy of this assessment in their Landscape Review (June 2024) (its Section 4.2) (CD
464): VEPCRCCOHC gaRORBOC PDP- DPCHODPI CR!E $§C-CCAECCI 6b
assessment for the individual factors in accordance with GLVIA3 and TGN 02/21, and
further fails to provide a judgement regarding overall landscape value. GLVIA3 (Para 5.31)
emphaCRCi CCBpP.- BCBDPI CyS- CCiCCol 6PDPCogUCDHPI CQ§- ibEIi C- DD-
carried out within clearly recorded and transparent framework so that decision making

BRCCAil-CYSC@Rgi 6CbpPi CROA&- ADCCogUCDPI CaCpawgCi ECEI §
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result of the lack of evidence from the baseline study as required by GLVIA3, | consider

the judgements of sensitivity are either too low or unclear and should therefore be

provided for review. Because of these judgements, there is concern that the landsca pe

Ci Al aPpeCCzCCECAI aPRARI RDHSCCI 6CRPRIRDOHSCO- UGRDPEE
gUCIi - 6ECA. a1 Ci UUI ADCCo- HC-1 CgaCERUUI CCUCg0OCHP- BDCCH

5.10. As explained in the updated LVIA (CD 2.1 WWA in their Landscape Review (June 2024) (CD
4640 CERECOODCURGI CAg6CREI C.- DRlardarm pabdscape Sahtivit 6 C a E Al
and Capacity Study (10 May 2024) (CD 6.6), which confirms that the host Landscape
Assessment Unit (LAU) A 'Gotham and West Leake Wooded Hills and Scarp' is of medium
value: "The LAU is not covered by any statutory or local landscape designations. Its value
is recognised locally due to its distinctive features such as unique topography and
prominent hills. The LAU is also valued locally for its recreational access to the rural
landscape which is in overall good condition and contains scenic qualities such as
dramatic views from lower ground and extensive views from higher ground. The value is

therefore consid ered to be medium."

5.11. | * +2 CCg Go6 C sdiaARamnd éntisEafe Sensitivity and Capacity Study (10 May 2024)
(CD 6.6) also confirms that the susceptibility of the host LAU A 'Gotham and West Leake

Wooded Hills and Scarp' is medium

"The LAU has an overarching rural character though agriculture is commonly medium to
large scale and of modern pattern. Settlement and urban influences are confined to the
fringes of the area with East Leake being the exception, which is on lower ground,
nestled between elevated landforms.

The following features and characteristics of the landscape are particularly susceptible
to solar farm development:

1 Prominent hills often wooded which are distinctive and visibility of exposed
slopes from lower areas, through which winding lanes run.

91 Largely rural character with settlement and urbanising features confined to the
fringes of the LAU or on lower ground.

1 Sense of place derived from locally distinctive landform.
The distinctiveness of the landform, which includes exposed hillsides contribute to a
strong sense of place and the overall undeveloped, rural character of the landscape

increase susceptibility. The modern nature and character of agricultural land decrease S
the susceptibility. Overall, the susceptibility is judged to be medium. "
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5.14.

5.15.

5.16.
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Finally, the Council's published Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study  report
(CD 6.6) confirms that the host LAU A 'Gotham and West Leake Wooded Hills and Scarp' is
of medium sensitivity: "The landscape is judged to be of medium sensitivity as a result of

its medium value and medium susceptibility to change."

| note that WWA in their latest comments issued in February 2025 (CD  4.65) still question

the assessment (penultimate paragraph, page4): § 1 PbgEUPCHPI C- CCi CCoi 6 BCL
g-1 EIl CGRPPRO6CZpwgi - CC?- COCR- 6ECA. ai Cpi 6CRPRIRPHC- 6
02 - 21, a landscape value assessment that applied specifically to the site would be more

Ro6UgCo- DRGI SY

WWA goes on to say (same paragraph but earlier) that: §vbi C CEacCCi agCbC .- C

character areas, these are a larger scale than the site itself and so this assessment is

Cii -PRGITACACE- ESC 1 BPPgEUPCHPIC.CCiCCol 6bPCUgCCi
R-6ECA- a1 Cpi 6CRPRIRDPHAC - 6EC+ - & - (AW E2CA a3 @R CC R 6 C
g-i Ei C-CCiCCol obChPb-DC- adai RI ECCAl ARURA- 11 HCPgCDPI

I do not consider such approach appropriate. The Appeal Site forms part of the host
character area, which is not extensive, and shares its characteristics: the presence of
hedgerows, trees, PRoWs, and landform. | do not find any features or characteristics within
the Appeal Site that wou Id be different to the remaining areas of the host landscape. To say
that it requires specific assessment of value or susceptibility i s to suggest that the Appeal
Site is materially different from the rest of the host landscape. = The addition of the consented
Highfields Solar Farm does not change this judgment as it s presence has been acknowledge d
in the published Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study report (CD 6.6) , and
which does not differentiate between various parts of the host LAU A '‘Gotham and West

Leake Wooded Hills and Scarp' .

If we were to follow this logic then one would have to acknowledge that the low lying southern

part of the Appeal Site is more enclosed and less visible, thus putting in question both the

accuracy of the Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study report (CD 6.6) and

ROEI T ECDPI C- CCi CPRg6CCO- Ei CR O Glvpd 2T p @+ECUAR BC CL 1 @ -C
of the Appeal Site as a whole can therefore be appropriately described as medium to

high, whilst the sensitivity of the local landscape character . Ci -CCzZ@ebb-0C-0EC
Ri -éi C8o@gEI ECDRi i1 CC- 6ECpA.- CaCzC- 6ECZ8REOMI Cagoi C+i
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5.17. RBCs SoC, paragraph 3.2.21(CD 8.4) asserts that the landscape value of the northern parcel:
ySrises to medium - high landscape value due to the presence of the PRoW which offers
recreational opportunities where the experience of the landscape is important and is a
promoted route (as both Notts Wolds Way and Midshires Way), connecting the
ecological i nterest of Bunny Old Wood (Ancient Woodland and Nature Reserve) with the
cultural interest of Wysall Conservation Area and Holy Trinity Church (Grade 1), and with
extensive views from higher ground / scenic quality (including towards the distant

rugged sky line of Charnwood, as well as the undulating Nottinghamshire Wolds) SY

5.18. | do not consider this true as PR oWs are frequent ly found in the countryside . The promoted
long distance routes are part of this network , but no ne of them are National Trails . If we follow
this approach then each field associated with the  northern parcel could be judged to have a
variable value depending on the presence of a PRoW or its absence, its proximity to the
Ancient Woodland or the Conservation Area which in any case does not have any evident or

strong visual relationship with the Appeal Site.

5.19. I am of the opinion that the value, susceptibility, and sensitivity of the Appeal Site would be

no different to that of the host landscape

Effects upon the Character of the Appeal Site

5.20. As far as landscape character is concerned, | acknowledge that the Appeal Site would see
some change. With regards to the valued features and characteristics which are listed for
the host landscapes - NCAON CZRi RAI CBi CCbPRCI C- 6ECY®SH) R Drafto - 0 Chb R
i 81 RARC3 g6 CYS§NnCZ@obb- 0C- 6ECS§ I CDH C\RA Gedder2824,6 EI ECD

Appendix 2, CD 2.1 these would prevail with the Scheme in place.

5.21. The character of the Appeal Site would change from open agricultural land to  one that
remains in agricultural use - through active hedgerow and woodland management with sheep
grazing, alongside energy infrastructure: solar modules, battery modules, ancillary
infrastructure, substation compound etc . Given the amount of open and undeveloped land
retained across the various field enclosures, coupled with the proposed typology of solar
modules c. 3 min height, would enable the existing structural vegetation to retain their strong
influence and continu e to form one of the key features o f the Appeal Site. This coupled with
the current landform, which would be largely retained, would mitigate against the introduced

change. Overall, the magnitude of change would be medium, with effects moderate adverse
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Given the proposed hedgerow and woodland / copse planting the dominance of this
structural vegetation would increase with the residual effects diminishing to minor adverse
given the proposed landscaping. Such effects would be limited to the Appeal Site itself, and
not the surrounding landscape. The surrounding landscape would not be subject to any
direct physical change. The Scheme fits well into the existing field pattern and would retain
and enhance the boundary hedgerows through gapping up and planting hedgerow trees. This
would exert positive influence over the local landscape with trees / woodlands being one of

its characteristic elements.

It is note that WWA in their latest comments issued in February 2025 (CD 4.65) consider the
aCpapgCi ECAil - 6 DR 6 UCDH g CAllatfigcaph @hardoeERsfécts d § CiaA B £S5 C
In addition, introduced vegetation through the landscape proposals will likely long
outlast the solar array itself, these are specific to the scheme and are incongruent with
i ARCPROUCURI i W€D nddddiisibed tha tBelpRuitii® proposals will have a
wholly positive influence on the landscape character for the above reasons. Y
Whilst not explicitly state d, through the engagement with WWA during the determination
stage, lunderstand Db - BCBbPi CRCCEI CbhI Ci CRCCPbPIi CaCogaoCi ECZUCI

Costock FP7, which broadly speaking runs diagonally between Field 1, Field 2, and Field 4.

In the context of solar farm developments, it is standard practice to enclose existing PRoWs
with hedgerows to protect the visual amenity of the associated recreational receptors. The
alternative is not to provide any vegetative screening, but this would r  esult in a high degree
of change and major adverse visual effects throughout the operational life of the  Scheme. |

do not consider this to be a suitable approach in managing the change.

The proposed offset is generous and over and above the 10 m width buffer typically included

in other solar farm schemes. At this stage it is worth nothing that the Government's advice

to the landowners, with regards to the maintenance of PRoWs, assumes 1 - 1.5 m clear width
for maintaining Public Footpath corridors (CD  5.52). The offsets and width of the proposed
green corridor are illustrated on a plan prepared by the Appellant during the application stage
(CD 2.25) and subsequent PRoW cross-sections prep ared by the Appellant and appended
to my Landscape PoE U refer to my Appendix 2.

| understand that, through the engagement with the local community during the community
consultation , Dbl CREI - CgUCPPI CGREI CZUCI | 6 CAdGtieRdEfeCz CP - E (

from Bunny Old Wood introduced for ecology and visual amenity reason  s.
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5.28. vbi C6i GCER-Ug6-1 CZUCIi I 6CAgCCREgCzC -1 806UCiI EAI BAC?
current large scale field into two smaller field parcels and this would be more akin to the
current field pattern. Not all fields are rectilinear , and more sinuous boundaries are already
present in the landscape and indeed within the Appeal Site, such as that between Field 3 and

Field 7.

5.29. The increase in hedgerow heightis comparable to a number of existing hedgerows preset in
the locale, and indeed around the Appeal Site, therefore would not  be out of character - refer
to Plate 2, Plate 3, and Plate 4. The description of the host NCA 74 Leicestershire and Not-
tinghamshire Wolds encourages planting of new hedgerows (CD 5.51) and the Greater Not-
tingham Landscape Character Assessment is clear that: " Medium to large scale regular and
semi - irregular field pattern, this is less distinctive in arable fields U S "dedgerows are
mostly hawthorn, most are well maintained and intact although around arable fields their

condition is more variable " (LVIA October 2024, Appendix 2, CD 2.16).

5.30. With regards the host NWO1 Gotham and West Leake Hills and Scarps' one of its 'Key
Characteristics' states: "Field pattern is mostly modern although pockets of older field
systems such as irregular geometric and geometric and those reflecting open fields are
present." (LVIA October 2024, Appendix 2, CD 2.16). Historically ,Field 1 was divided diagonally,
albeit along a different alignment thus the proposed division between Field 1 and Field 2 is
not out of place - refer to Plate 5 and other historic maps included in Pegasus' Heritage
Statement (CD 1.6). In any case the diagonal alignment of the hedgerows would not be that
-34a-Ci 6DPCROCCRPECGRBDPCHPI CZUCIi i 6CAgCCREGgCzCCii - B
their alignment towards Field 4. This localised widening would help retain the views out of the

Appeal Site and help retain its character and visual connectivity with the wider landscape.
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Plate 3 Relatively tall hedgerow along the northern edge of Field 1.
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Plate 5 Extract from Pegasus' Heritage Statement (its Plate 13) (CD 1.6.

Furthermore, during my August 2024 site visit | have walked Restricted Byway East Leake
RB30, which coincides with the Midshires Way, and which | discussed in my LVIA (October
2024) paragraphs 7.12 | 7.15 (CD 2.16). | note the PRoW is enclosed by a mature and relatively
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tall hedgerow resulting in a narrow PRoW corridor with glimpses of the wider landscape and
higher ground gained intermittently. This is evidently a characteristic feature of this PRoW
and local landscape, which forms part of the same character area LAU A | refer to Plate 6
and Plate 7. Given the level of screening one is not necessarily aware of the alignment of the
PRoW route or its relationship to the field pattern and geometry of the fields. | find this useful

as it proves that the diagonal PRoW corridor across the northern  parcel of the Scheme would

not be incongruous.

Plate 6 View from Restricted Byway East Leake RB30 / the Midshires Way at the site
entrance of the approved OS Field 8561, Rear Of Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake scheme.
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5.33.

5.34.

5.35.

Plate 7 View from Restricted Byway East Leake RB30 / the Midshires Way just north of the
site entrance of the approved OS Field 8561, Rear Of Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake scheme.

Landscape Character Effects U Beyond the Appeal Site

With the e xception of the additional skylark plots, no off - site works are proposed as part of
the Appeal Scheme and as such the character of the local landscape beyond the  Appeal Site

physical terms would remain materially unchanged with the  Appeal Scheme in place.

| recognise that the Appeal Scheme would bring about an inevitable change to the character
of the Appeal Site itself. However, such a change would, in physical terms, be confined within
the Appeal Site itself. Off-site, the tree and hedge cover and agricultural mix, undulating
topography, the variety of building materials and the settlement pattern etc as identified in

the various published reports would all continue and prevail with the Scheme in place.

Consequently, | consider that those key characteristics of the wider landscape beyond the
Appeal Site boundary, as identified above, would be physically unaffected with the Scheme
in place. It is only the experiential / visual aspect of character that would be influenced to

some limited degree locally.

| accept that the Scheme would introduce a solar farm in the local landscape where no such

typology currently exists acknowledging also that there are two other consented but not yet
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built solar farms with the closest one located immediately to the west of the site Y the
consented Highfields Solar Farm (application reference no. 22/00303/FUL).  Other types of
renewable energy projects such as isolated small scale farm wind turbines and the windfarm
off the A61 are present and exert influence over the local landscape. The windfarm off the
A60 is particularly evident in views from the northern parcel of the Appeal Site as one comes

out of Old Wood and travels along Public Footpath Cos tock FP7 towards Wysall .

Therefore, the landscape pattern would be locally changed. Such change, however, would be
highly localised to the Appeal Site itself and the area of the cumulative solar farm, with the
surrounding areas of undulating hills and blocks of woodland continuing  to prevail, providing

a degree of enclosure.

With regard to the remaining aspects of the local landscape, the =~ Scheme would exert limited
influence. The landform would continue to be evident with the low - lying profile of the panels
and their uniform height reflecting the local variation in levels and gently undulating

topography. The landscape associated with the Appeal S ite is more gentle, and none of the

JERCPDROADPRYI CGo o EI ECPRI 1 CSC@ebPbP- 0CDRI 1 $§C+oDD-

the West Leake Hills and Bunny Hill Yate located wit hin the Appeal Site. In comparison, the

C

—_—

topography of the Appeal Site is more akinto [ SSCCg ol CUI 6Pa.gl t@@stea | CC

east of the LCU" as identified in the Landscape Sensitivity Study: Wind Energy Development
(August 2014) referenced by RBC in their pre -application advice (CD 4.3.15.

| * +7 CCg G6 C sdiaARalnd énbisEafle Sensitivity and Capacity Study (10 May 2024)
(CD 6.6) establishes a number of mitigation principles, outlined in its Section 4 'General
design principles'. With regards the host landscape it states:  "The LAU includes prominent
hills with exposed slopes, rural settlements, fragmented pattern and areas with localised
degradation due to existing industrial or built - form influences. Mitigation principles 5, 6,

7 and 8 are therefore considered key to aidin g the integratio n of any future solar

development proposals within the LAU."

With reference to Mitigation Principle 5 'Exposed slopes', it is evident that the site cannot be
described as being a prominent or exposed slope. By locating the ~ Scheme across the gently
undulating, enclosed and in part lower lying ground, the Development meets 'Mitigation

i CR6ARATI I CNzS
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Mitigation Principle 6 Z illages in the rural landscape z CCHD 9 BB CEEC- i Ci - 6ECA. &
villages, solar farm development should be sensitively set back from the settlement

i EUIl CDgCORORORCI CIJRCE - i CR 6 b C Bvewsdrontthedwilage@fiWwysall Cog UCT 6
are virtually free from any views of the Appeal Site with only one location in the southern part

of the village as the road leads west and then south, allowing for highly restricted and

glimpsed view towards a small part of the southern parcel of the Appeal Site. This location is

indicated on Pegasus' Enhanced Landscape Strategy (CD 3.6).

With reference to Mitigation Principle 7 Field pattern restoration 2 $? 31 i ECAgEGE- CRI
fragmented landscapes should be restored to improve integration and provide wider
benefits to the landscape. Smaller parcels of development divided by field boundaries
- Ci C-iCgCiliCCCiReéli i HCDgCCihi€Has bedli RakeGiAtE account wdéhg i CR o & -
Ei gRCROUCDPI CaCpagCiECI - 0ECA- aR6UC- 6ECZUCI | 6 CAg C(

In summary, the Application and Appeal Scheme s would bring about a low degree of change
resulting in minor adverse effects including the residual effects, during its operational stage.

It is important to reiterate that such effects would be temporary and reversible, and the
Scheme would be decommissioned at the end of its operational stage. The introduced
landscaping, however, would remain in place becoming the legacy planting exerting positive

influence over the character of the local landscape in the long term.

Cumulative Effects

It is agreed that the consented Highfields Solar Farm is the only relevant cumulative scheme

for the purpose of this Appeal U Landscape SoCG, paragraph 3.19 (CD 8.3.1).

For context , and where relevant, | also refer to the cumulative scheme OS Field 8561, Rear Of

Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake (application reference: 21/00703/FUL)

The Appeal Site and the two closest approved cumulative schemes: OS Field 8561, Rear Of

Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake (application reference: 21/00703/FUL) and the consented
Highfields Solar FarmU - 1 i CGRBPPR O CBPI CC- 01 CY+ COnCZRIi RAI CPIi CC
as identified by Natural England. The below Plate 8 illustrates the location of these two

schemes (both in horizontal hatching U blue and magenta ) in relation to the Appeal Site

(etched in red). The more distant approved cumulative scheme: Land At Fields Farm, Asher

R- 61 $CIEEER6OUDPg6CU- 241 BRA- PRg6CCI UI Ci 6A1 SCNint NNND
*Ti1geRCC! -ii1Cz$
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Plate 8 Extract from LVIA (October 2024) Figure 1 Site Location and Context Plan (CD 2.16.

5.46. With regards the Greater Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment , the Scheme and
two closest approved cumulative schemes: the adjacent Land To North East Of Highfields
Farm, Bunny Hill, Costock, Nottinghamshire (application reference: 22/00303/FUL) and more
distant OS Field 8561, Rear Of Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake, Nottinghamshir e (application
Ci Ul Ci 6A1l SCNnt NNONfit 2zRaCU:-11 CGRPPROCHDPI CZYBDDRO
- 0ECHPPI CI - CPI C6CogCDCa- CPCgUCOC- UDCi gi RAHRCS2 gdi CY¢
- 0OECpA. CaCzSCvbiCogCi CERCHD- 6DC- AtEids RpimEASHeELang,l - DR G |
Ruddington (application reference: 23/00254/FUL) is located within the 'South
Nottinghamshire Farmlands' and more specifically the northern part of Draft Policy Zone

SNO2 'Ruddington Alluvial Farmland'.

5.47. The consented Highfields Solar Farm increase s the complexity of the host landscape, but its
working agricultural character would remain unchanged with the  approved solar farm in place.
The presence of the OS Field 8561, Rear Of Rushcliffe Grove, East Leake, Nottinghamshire
(application reference no. 21/00703/FUL) is not expected to manifest itself in the local or
indeed wider landscape given its location, scale, context, and | imited inter - visibility. | accept
that some localised views would be available from the closest PRoWs, and these are likely to
be limited to Restricted Byway East Leake RB30. Such views would influence the perceptual

gualities of the countryside but would be gained in isolation, in cumulative terms, i.e., would
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not include the Appeal Scheme . This is confirmed by the then Design and Landscape Officer

as explained in my submitted LVIA (CD 2.16.

DCDPRCCagRODCRDCRCCECI UEi CbgCCi Ui CCPgCl *+2CCp~+C
Solar Farm Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study (10 May 2024) ( CD 6.6), stating that
PDbi CPgCDCi - 6ECA. &1 CPI CCUIl GA CAIF ACARDARACEHWCCOCSC BC
that the published document is recent and was written with the full knowledge of the
landscape character and indeed the future baseline | the c onsented Highfields Solar Farm ,
yet it does not identify any localised change inth e landscape value or overall sensitivity. With
this knowledge the author ofthe & EAi RCbi ECEgAEOI 6 DCREI 6 DRURI ECPPI
ZT 1 CgzSCvpPRCCoOIl - 6CCPP- DCGPRI CDCRDCCA- &- ARDHCORUP
be made acceptable | subject to its parameters and mitigation planting. It is also worth
noting thatthea Eé - Al 6 BC- Ci - CCpb- i CAi Il 6CEIi i 0l ECPgCb.- gi CZ¢
the Appeal Sites lies on the very edge of the character area transitioning to the adjacent

character ar eas.

With regards to the Land To North East Of Highfields Farm, Bunny Hill, Costock,
Nottinghamshire (application reference no. 22/00303/FUL) it is also informative to refer to

DpPi CAg0o0l 6DCCRCCEI ECAHCDPI CI * +Willaths AséoEi&les). whenC - E§ B C
they provided pre - determination comments on the planning application . It concluded that

the scale of the landscape character effects would not be significant:

"5 Cumulative Effects

This application is one of several solar farm proposals currently being considered by
Rushcliffe Borough Council. | have also provided separate landscape reviews for
22/00809/FUL (Land at Church Farm, Kingston on Soar) and 22/00319/FUL (Land to the
West of Wood Lane and Stocking Lane, Gotham). Due to intervening vegetation,
topography, and elements of built development, | do not identify any intervisibility
between the three proposed sites and therefore do not consider there to be cumulative
visual effects. In addition, if all were to be approved, | do not believe the scale of
landscape change would lead to significant cumulative landscape character effects.
There may be a low - level change noticed by people travelling by car or walking along the
Midshires Wa y on routes that come close to multiple solar farm sites, but this would be
minor across the wider landscape character areas (the East Leake Rolling Farmland and
the Gotham and West Leake Hills and Scarps)."

In other words, taking into account the two approved schemes the host Draft Policy Zone
Y§NnCZ@osbb-0C- 6EC8I CPCRI - é1 C890EI ECDRiI 1 CC-6ECPA-

and would be still largely rural, in line with the published landscape character asse  ssment,
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with localised influence of solar energy developments. Overall, the baseline description of the
host landscape, as recorded in the published assessments, would remain valid. The visibility
of the two schemes would have some limited influence over the perce  ptual aspect of the
local landscape, where views are gained but its underlying agricultural character, landform,

scale and overall landscape pattern would remain largely unchanged.

Having considered the above, the addition of the  Appeal or Application Scheme would
reinforce the presence of solar energy infrastructure in the local landscape, in terms of
landscape pattern, but its underlying character would remain rural , and it would retain an
agricultural function . It would avoid the central area of the host LUC A 'Gotham and West
Leake Wooded Hills and Scarp' , which also benefits from a degree of inter - visibility with the
wider elevated landscape and would avoid exacerbating the negative effects of the existing
large- scale built form such as the British Gypsum facilities, north of East Leake , and utilise
the peripheral part of the host character area where the consented Highfields Solar Farm is

expected to be present.

Its undulating landform, the scale and field pattern, blocks of woodland, and field hedgerows
would remain unchanged. It has to be acknowledged that localised enhancements and
beneficial effects would occur with regards the landscape elements associated wi th the
cumulative schemes. This would exert limited, but nevertheless beneficial influence over the
local landscape helping to partially mitigate against the cumulative adverse landscape

character effects.

In reality, only the perceptual aspect of the local landscape would be affected - i.e., views of

the countryside and its appreciation.

Notwithstanding the location of the Scheme and the adjacent consented Highfields Solar
Farm the physical extent and scale of the two schemes would not be easily appreciated
together . The alignment of the PRoWSs and availability of public views, coupled with the fact
that both schemes are effectively split into two northern and two southern development
parcels fragmented by established woodland plantation blocks of considerable size would
reduce the perceived change to the character of the local landscape. In other words, there
are very limited opportunities to appreciate either of those schemes in their entirety and this

acts to reduce the cumulative visual effects.
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5.55. | consider t he degree of cumulative change to be low and effects minor adverse - this applies
PgCbpPi Ci-ChPiCoCa- CPCogUCHPI CPgCHPCOC- UDPCi @i BRAHC? g6
DRii CC-6ECpA.- CaCzCp06i HSCvbi CEGEICi HROUCGGamizé R 6 UC -

would prevail.

Table 2: Summary of the Landscape Character Effects (incl. cumulative effects)

Receptor Value Susceptibility Sensitivity Magnitude Scale of
of Change Effects

NCA 74

ZRIi BAI CPI

and Medium | Medium Medium Negligible Negligible

Nottinghamshire

§gi ECz

Draft Policy

Zone NWO01

Z@sbb- 0C- . . . Minor

West Leake Medium | Medium Medium Low Adverse

Wooded Hills

-6ECpA- Ca

Appeal Site Medium | Medium Medium Medium Moderate
Adverse
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1. Visual Amenity

7.1. In order to gain a better understanding of the extent and nature of the change brought about
by the Proposed Development on the appearance of the local landscape, it is necessary to
examine its effect on the general and recreational amenity of the landscape and the

perception of those visual receptors (people) using the landscape.
7.2. Visual amenity is defined in the GLVIA3 (Glossary, page 158) (CD 5.28) as:

gvbpi Cggi C-i11Caii-C-6Poi CCCopUCDPPI CgRI GCCaigaiicCioe
provides an attractive  visual setting or backdrop for the enjoyment of activities of the
dl gai I CiRGROUSCGECEeROUSCCI ACIi - PROUSCHRCRPROUCBCCH
7.3. As part of my submitted LVIA a Screened Zone of Theoretical Visibility (SZV) plan (CD 2.1
was prepared to illustrate theoretical  visibility from the surrounding landscape whilst taking
into account the landform, built form and vegetation present in the local and wider area. It
does not take into account smaller groups of structural vegetation and is reflective of the

vegetation present at the time of the survey.

7.4. For context, this area largely coincides withthe Pg CBCOC- UPCi g1 RAHRC3 g 61 CYS§I
§I CPCRI - 81 C800EI ECDRI 1 CC-0ECpA- CaCzC-0606ECPRgCI C- I
NWO02 and NWO3 respectively of the published Greater Nottingham Landscape Character
Assessment (CD 5.53).

7.5. The assessment presented in  my submitted LVIA (December 2023) was carried out in late
January 2022 and November 2023, as part of an on-site survey. | undertook a n additional
site visit on the 1st of August 2024 in preparation of my updated LVIA (October 2024) (CD
2.1 and in response to the Council's Landscape Review (June 2024) (CD 4.64).

7.6. The purpose of the August 2024 site visit was to verify the inter - visibility between the Appeal
Site and landscape in the southern study area, and establish the potential cumulative effects
with the adjacent approved solar farm: Land To North East Of Highfields Farm, Bunny Hill,
Costock, Nottinghamshire (application reference number : 22/00303/FUL ) and views from
around the approved solar farm on the eastern edge of  East Leake have also been verified on
site: OS Field 8561, Rear Of Rushcliffe Grove, East Le&e, Nottinghamshire (application
reference number: 21/00703/FUL ).
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7.8.

7.9.
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My submitted LVIA (CD 2.16§ provides detailed assessment of the sequential visibility,
particularly from the southern study area and this information is not repeated here. The

following paragraphs summarise the key findings.

Views around Wysall and on the approach to the

Appeal Site

ECOeDIi CBDP- DPCXRDPRU- PR6Ci CROARAT | CREZCGCGELC- UCCCB8ECH
with villages, solar farm development should be sensitively set back from the settlement

i EUIl CDgCORORORCI CIJRCE - i CR 6 b C ERAC&mainel béfdteT/iewsdr@i Cog UCT 0
the village of Wysall are virtually free from any views of the Appeal Site with only one location

in the southern part of the village, as the road leads west and then south, allowing for highly

restricted and glimpsed view t owards a small part of the southern parcel of the Appeal Site

- refer to Pegasus' 'Enhanced Landscape Strategy' (CD 3.6).

I note that until recently there were a number of Permissive Paths leading from the southern
part of the village towards the Appeal Site and connecting with the existing Public Footpath
Wysall FP3. There are two notices, however, which indicate that access to these routes first
ended in September 2010 - Plate 9 and then again on 31st July 2020 - Plate 10. No other
notices or information ha ve been obtained to indicate these routes are still accessible. For
this reason, these former Permissive Paths are not considered in my Landscape Proof of
Evidence. The condition of one of the stiles also suggests that these routes have not been in
use for some time . Whilst local residen ts may well use t hese routes, without the landowner &
agreement, they simply constitute trespass. Notwithstanding this, and to ensure the visual
effects of the Scheme are mitigated as far as possible, additional trees have been introduced
along the eastern edge of the southern parcel - refer to Pegasus' 'Enhanced Landscape
Strategy' (CD 3.6). Should the Inspector be minded to consider t hese routes, | would
conclude that the residual effects would be moderate adverse at most (upon the close st

section s or where views are more open ) and diminish to negligible where views are restri cted.
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Plate 9 Notice informing the closure of Permissive Paths in September 2010.
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Plate 10 Notice informing the closure of Permissive Paths on 31st July 2020.

7.10. With reference to Appendix 1 Location Plan: Plates 8 - 26, as one leaves the centre of the
village and travels along Public Footpath Wysall FP3 views from the edge of the village are
focused on the immediate pastoral field with its boundaries almost completely screening
views out and only glimpses of the surrounding woodland. Thereis little connectivity with the
wider countryside and no inter - visibility with the Appeal Site. Whilst one of the intervening

fields is visible, when looking west, t he Proposed D evelopment would n ot be visible from this
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section of the PRoW - Plate 11Looking north the gently rising landform and field hedgerow

screen views - Plate 12

7.11. Further north west along the PRoW views open up but the Appeal Site continues to be
screened due to the interface between the gently undulating landform and intervening

vegetation - Plate 13and Plate 14

7.12. Further along the PRoW views open up and the southern parcel of the Appeal Site is
identifiable U views from this location are illustrated by — my LVIA Viewpoint 7 and analysed in
the associated paragraphs 6.5 3 and 6.54 |J assessed as subject to medium degree of change

and major adverse effects at most at Year 1 and diminishing to negligible at Year 15

7.13. Views quickly diminish as the PRoW continues past a line of trees that mark a local
watercourse, and then diverts north with the landform relatively low - lying and level, and the

intervening hedgerows substantially interrupting the line of sight - Plate 15and Plate 16

Plate 11view from Public Footpath Wysall FP3 on the edge of Wysall, looking west.

09/02/202 6 | RCH| P25- 1631 48



Plate 12View from Public Footpath Wysall FP3 on the edge of Wysall, looking north.

Plate 13View from Public Footpath Wysall FP3 one field away from Wysall, looking south
west |J southern parcel is screened.
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Plate 14 View from Public Footpath Wysall FP3 one field away from Wysall, looking west
towards the nearby woodlands: Wysall Rough Plantation and Long Rough Plantation U
southern parcel is screened.

Plate 15View from central section of Public Footpath Wysall FP3  approaching the southern
parcel, looking south west. Long Rough Plantation is visible to the right.
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7.14.

7.15.

Plate 16 View from central section of Public Footpath Wysall FP3 between the northern and
southern parcel of the Appeal Site, looking south.

My LVIA (CD 2.1 analyses views from within the Appeal Site and this information is not

repeated here.

Old Bunny Wood

With regards to views on the approach from the north, Old Bunny Wood largely blocks views

out and views are only gained as one enters the Appeal Site. Glimpses towards the adjacent
site of the consented Highfields Solar Farm can be intermittently gained but are substantially
restricted - Plate 17 In any case, the Appeal Site is not visible although | accept that
sequential visibility would be experienced on the approach. It is worth noting that both
schemes are offset from the woodland edge to limit the physical and visual effects ,C. 100 m
for the consented Highfields Solar Farm and c. 38 - 50 m for the Proposed Development .|

consider s uch change to be low with moderate adverse effects at most.
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7.16.

7.17.

7.18.

7.19.

7.20.

Plate 17View from a PRoW on the southern edge of Old Bunny Wood looking south towards
the site of the cumulative scheme. Views are substantial |y restricted.

I note that other PRoWs crossing the woodland are located away and views from these routes
are screened. The eastern part of the woodland is private with no public access, according

to the information board place d at the entrance from the Appeal Site.

Views from the higher ground to the south

My LVIA (CD 2.16 provides a detailed sequential analysis of the effect upon the PRoWs in the

southern study area. This information is not repeated here.

It is important to note that the majority of the locations offer nil or negligible inter - visibility
and where views of the Appeal Site can be gained the effects are judged to be moderate at

most.

Thus, it follows that the sequential experience and appreciation of the landscape and wooded

horizons would not be materially harmed.

Views from rising land south east

As part of the site work supporting my Landscape Proof of Evidence, | have appraised the

PRoWs leading from Rempstone Lane to Wysall and Windyridge Farm again.
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7.21. This additional work revealed very limited inter -visibility with the northern parcel of the

Appeal Site as seen from Public Footpath FP10, judged to be negligible U Plate 18and Plate 19

Plate 18View from elevated section of Public Footpath FP10 south of the Appeal Site. Views
are substantially restricted.

Plate 19View from lower lying section of Public Footpath FP10 south of the Appeal Site.
Views are substantially restricted.
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7.22. In views from Public Footpath FP7 and FP8 the southern parcel of the Appeal Site is
identifiable due to the presence of the maize crop  with the northern parcel also partially
visible but of limited consequence. The overall ruralness of the view would not change and
the landscape would continue to be primarily influenced by its landform and vegetation. I
judge t he influence of the Proposed Development to be at the lower end of the spectrum

with the degree of change low and effects moderate adverse, regardless of the seasonal

changes.

Plate 20 View from elevated section of Public Footpath FP7 looking west.
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Plate 21View from elevated section of Public Footpath FP7 looking north west.

Plate 22 View from elevated section of Public Footpath FP7 looking north.
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7.23.

7.24.

Plate 23 View from low lying section of Public Footpath FP looking north .

Residential Receptors

| have also reviewed nearby residential receptors b ut judge none of them to be subject to
any overbearing visual effects . The Proposed Development would not fail the so -called

Lavender's test - refer to Table 3.

Views of The Elms are gained through a gap in the boundary hedgerow H4 (4 m high tall) and
this gap would be planted up as part of the mitigation measures - Plate 24 and Plate 25. The
gap is relatively narrow, and the landforms slopes away from this dwelling thus their views
would inevitably oversail the Scheme, and the angle of view would be exceptionally small.
Views from the western edge of Field 2 include glimpses of the property but views are

substantially restricted and relatively distant.
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Plate 24 View of The Elms through a gap in hedgerow H4, eastern edge of Field 6.

Plate 25 View of The Elms, western edge of Field 2.

7.25. Lodge Farm, in comparison, is enclosed and no views of its dwelling have been gained from

within the Appeal Site.
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7.26. Some of the dwellings on the edge of Wysall come in and out of the view as seen from within
Field 2 but the built form is distant, and views interrupted by landform and vegetation. | judge

any change to their outlook to be negligible.

7.27. In terms of the residential receptors at Five Oaks Stables and Scotland Hill Farm, given the
views gained from the Appeal Site, distance, and the filtering effect of the intervening trees, I
consider the degree of change to be low at most with the effects moderate adverse in winter
views at Year 1. The copse and woodland planting proposed along the site's southern edge
aims to reduce and mitigate any adverse effects, and | predict the residual effects at Year 15

to be negligible.

Plate 26 Views of dwellings on the edge of Wysall as seen from Field 2.
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