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1 INTRODUCTION TO THE WITNESS 

 

The Witness 

1.1 This evidence has been prepared by Tony Kernon.  I am a Chartered Surveyor and a 

Fellow of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants.  I have specialised in assessing 

the effects of development proposals on agricultural land for the last 38 years, and act 

nationwide for local planning authorities and applicants alike across England and Wales. 

 

1.2 Over the last fifteen years I have been involved with a large number of solar proposals, at 

application and appeal stage, and including numerous Nationally Significant Infrastructure 

Projects.  I have visited working solar farms and examined their soils and management. 

 

1.3 As part of preparing this evidence I have reviewed the relevant application material, 

visited the Site and inspected the land and soils. 

 

1.4 My Curriculum Vitae is at Appendix TK1.  As a Chartered Surveyor giving evidence, I am 

bound by the RICS Practice Statement “Surveyors Acting as Expert Witnesses”, 4th 

Edition (February 2023).  A declaration is provided below. 

 

1.5 In accordance with the requirements of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors 

Practice Statement, “Surveyors acting as expert witnesses” (4th edition, amended 2023): 

(i) I confirm that my report has drawn attention to all material facts which are relevant 

and have affected my professional opinion. 

(ii) I confirm that I understand and have complied with my duty to this Appeal which as 

an expert witness overrides any duty to those instructing or paying me, that I have 

understood this duty and complied with it in giving my evidence impartially and 

objectively, and that I will continue to comply with that duty as required. 

(iii) I confirm that I am not instructed under any conditional or other success-based fee 

arrangement. 

(iv) I confirm that I have no conflicts of interest. 

(v) I confirm that my report complies with the requirements of the Royal Institution of 

Chartered Surveyors (RICS), as set down in “Surveyors acting as expert witnesses”: 

RICS practice statement (2023). 

 

Signed: 

 

(Tony Kernon) 

  

Dated: 10th October 2025 
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2 INTRODUCTION TO THE EVIDENCE 

 

 General Approach 

2.1 This is a cross-boundary appeal, with two different reasons for refusal.  It is assumed at 

the time of writing that the appeals will be heard together, and this evidence is written in 

that expectation.  Accordingly matters common to both decisions are addressed, with 

subsequent sections addressing the specifics of each reason for refusal. 

 

 The Reasons for Refusal 

2.2 South Holland District Council (SHDC) refused the application on 9th May 2025.  This was 

a delegated decision and contains a single reason for refusal, albeit in two paragraphs. 

 

2.3 The first paragraph sets out the principal issue.  This states: 

“The application site is made up entirely of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural 

Land.  Notwithstanding the climate change benefits which are given great 

weight, the loss of such a large area of BMV land, would be a threat to food 

security, and so when considering the Ministerial Statement of May 15th 2024, it 

would also result in a threat to national security”. 

 

2.4 The decision goes on to state that “moreover” (ie besides, as a further matter) the use of 

Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land (BMVAL) has not been shown to be necessary 

and that land of poorer quality does not exist. 

 

2.5 Fenland District Council (FDC) refused the application in their administrative area on 30th 

May.  This was a Committee decision and was contrary to the officer recommendation to 

permit. 

 

2.6 The Reason for Refusal No 1 is relevant to this evidence.  It states: 

“The proposed development would result in a significant loss of Best and Most 

Versatile agricultural land and, therefore, would be a threat to food security, 

contrary to policy LP14 of the Fenland Local Plan 2014 and paragraphs 125(b) 

and 187(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework.  Whilst the benefits of 

renewable energy and the contribution that the proposed development would 

make towards addressing climate change are noted, it is not considered that 

these outweigh the harm associated with the conflict with the Council’s 

adopted policies and other material considerations”. 
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 Main Issues Arising 

2.7 The principal issues arising from the two reasons for refusal are: 

(i) whether the proposed development involves the loss of BMVAL; 

(ii) whether, if the land is not “lost” there is a loss of use or diminution of use for the 

duration of the operational phase of the proposed development; 

(iii) whether any diminution of agricultural productivity represents a threat to food security 

locally or nationally; 

(iv) whether this represents a threat to national security; 

(v) whether the proposed development results in adverse effects that outweigh the 

benefits that renewable energy generation brings in terms of energy security and 

helping to tackle climate change; 

(vi) whether overall the proposed development accords with the development plan. 

 

2.8 In the SHDC refusal a secondary issue is raised: whether poorer quality land exists. 

 

 This Evidence 

2.9 This evidence concludes that the proposed development will not result in the loss of 

BMVAL.  There will be a reduction in flexibility of use for 42 years, but there is no policy or 

initiative to require or encourage agricultural land to be actively farmed, or intensively 

farmed.  There is no food production or food security concern or crisis, and the proposed 

development will make a negligible impact on food production, and no discernible impact 

on food security.  Policy requires only that the benefits of BMVAL be recognised, whereas 

it requires that significant weight be given to the benefits of renewable energy.  In the 

planning balance the weight lies firmly in favour of allowing the proposed development in 

respect of agricultural land considerations. 

 

2.10 Accordingly this evidence is structured as follows: 

(i) section 3 sets out planning policy, guidance, Ministerial Statements and other 

documents of relevance; 

(ii) section 4 describes the site, the land quality, the soils and the current farming use; 

(iii) section 5 describes the proposals, their construction, their effects on agricultural land 

and land use, and the effects (and benefits) on soils; 

(iv) section 6 considers the allegation that BMVAL will be “lost”; 

(v)  section 7 considers the practical implications on land use, agricultural use and food 

production; 

(vi) section 8 considers the food security of the country, and the local area, and 

considers whether or not this is harmed; 

(viii) section 9 considers whether poorer quality land exists; 
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(ix) the evidence ends with a summary for each decision in sections 10 (SHDC) and 11 

(FDC). 

 

2.11 This evidence refers to an outline Soil Management Plan (oSMP), which is being 

submitted with the appeal documents.  The oSMP sets out the key principles.  It is 

anticipated that a Soil Management Plan will be required by condition. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 6 KCC4022 Ag Ev Oct 25 Final 

3 PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE OF RELEVANCE 

 

3.1 Planning policy and guidance is summarised in this chapter.  This chapter:  

 (i) describes the ALC system; 

 (ii) considers local planning policy; 

 (iii) considers national planning policy; 

 (iv) considers National Policy Statements; and  

 (v) considers related guidance  

 

 The ALC System  

3.2 Agricultural land is measured under a system of Agricultural Land Classification (ALC). 

This grades land based on the long-term physical limitations of land for agricultural use, 

including climate (temperature, rainfall, aspect, exposure and frost risk), site (gradient, 

micro-relief and flood risk) and soil (texture, structure, depth and stoniness) criteria, and 

the interactions between these factors determining soil wetness, droughtiness and utility.  

The system is described in Natural England’s Technical Information Note TIN049 (2012) 

(Appendix TK2).  

 

3.3 Land is divided into five grades, 1 to 5. Grade 3 is divided into two subgrades. Land falling 

into ALC Grades 1, 2 and Subgrade 3a is the “best and most versatile” (BMV) (as 

defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), Annex 2). Natural England 

estimate that 42% of agricultural land in England is of BMV quality (see TIN049 in 

Appendix TK2).  

 

 Local Plan  

3.4 SHDC policy is set out in the South East Lincolnshire Local Plan (2011 – 2036) (adopted 

March 2019) Policy 31B covers “Renewable Energy”.  This is a positively worded policy.  

It states that renewable energy facilities “will be permitted provided, individually or 

cumulatively, there would be no significant harm to … [inter alia] 4. agricultural land 

take”. 

 

3.5 FDC policy is set out in the Fenland Local Plan 2014 (adopted May 2014).  Policy LP14 

Part A starts by recording the “urgent need to combat the causes of, and adaptation 

to, climate change”.  Part B sets out that renewable energy proposals will be supported.  

Proposals will be assessed “both individually and cumulatively” taking account of, inter 

alia, “high quality agricultural land”. 
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NPPF 

3.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (December 2024)1 sets out at 

paragraph 187 (b) that the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile 

agricultural land should be recognised. It does not set any prohibition on the use, or loss, 

of such land. 

 

3.7 Paragraph 187 and the related footnote 65 are set in the context of plan making. They are 

therefore aimed at local planning authorities and are not directly relevant for decision 

making. They require plans to allocate land with the least environmental effect, where 

consistent with other policies and Framework. Footnote 65 states that “where significant 

development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer 

quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality”.  

 

3.8 Paragraph 168 makes clear that applicants should not be required to demonstrate the 

overall need for renewable or low-carbon energy, and that significant weight should be 

given to the benefits. 

 

National Policy Statements  

3.9 The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) (January 2024) may be 

a material consideration for all applications.  

 

3.10 Paragraph 5.11.4 notes that “development of land will affect soil resources, 

including physical loss of and damage to soil resources, through land 

contamination and structural damage. Indirect impacts may also arise from the 

changes in the local water regime, organic matter content, soil biodiversity, and 

soil process”. Paragraph 5.11.12 notes that “applicants should seek to minimise 

impacts on the best and most versatile agricultural land identified as land in 

Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification and preferably use land 

in areas of poorer quality (Grades 3b, 4 and 5)”.  

 

3.11 The National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) (January 

2024) sets out at 1.1.1 that “there is an urgent need for new electricity generating 

capacity to meet our energy objectives”. Paragraph 1.1.2 notes that “electricity 

generation from renewable sources is an essential element of the transition to net 

zero and meeting our statutory targets”. The document then sets out the specific 

guidance for different technologies, with section 2.10 covering “Solar Photovoltaic 

Generation”.  

 
1 As amended in February 2025. 
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3.12 Paragraph 2.10.28 is set under the subtitle of “factors influencing site selection and 

design”. It advises that while land type should not be a predominating factor in 

determining the suitability of the site’s location, applicants should, where possible use 

non-agricultural land. Where the use of agricultural land has been shown to be necessary, 

poorer quality land should be preferred to higher quality land.  

 

3.13 Other guidance in EN-3 includes: 

• 2.10.68 recognises that solar panels can be decommissioned easily; 

• 2.10.89 recognises the potential solar farms have to increase biodiversity; 

• 2.10.127 advises on minimising the effect on soil resources. 

 

3.14 The Government has announced consultation on targeted amendments to EN-1 and EN-

3 (April 2025), but these do not materially alter the policy quoted above. 

 

Guidance  

3.15 There is no definition of what is “significant” development in the context of footnote 65 of 

the NPPF (which, as noted, is set in the context of plan making). The threshold for 

consultation with Natural England is where there will be a loss of more than 20 ha of BMV 

agricultural land (as set out in Appendix 4 (y) of the Town and Country Planning 

(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (DMP Order).  

 

3.16 There is no definition of what is meant by “loss” in the DMP Order. The Institute of 

Sustainability and Environmental Professionals (ISEP, formerly IEMA) Guide “A New 

Perspective on Land and Soil in Environmental Impact Assessment” (February 2022) 

defines impacts for EIA purposes as “permanent, irreversible loss of one or more soil 

functions or soil volumes (including permanent sealing or land quality 

downgrading) …” (Table 3, page 49).  The ISEP Guide notes that this can include 

“effects from temporary developments”, which is defined as follows: “temporary 

developments can result in a permanent impact if resulting disturbance or land use 

change causes permanent damage to soils”.  

 

3.17 The Planning Practice Guidance suite from 2015, in the section on “Renewable and Low-

carbon energy”, advises at 5-013-20150327 that factors a local planning authority will 

need to consider will include whether the proposed use of agricultural land has been 

shown to be necessary and poorer quality land has been used in preference, and the 

proposed use allows for continued agricultural use. It is noted that this guidance is now 
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ten years old.  As set out in page 56 of the Clean Power 2030 Action Plan2, this guidance 

will be updated in 2025 to provide clarity and updates. 

 

WMS 

3.18 The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net Zero’s Written Ministerial Statement 

(WMS) of May 2024 “Solar and Protecting our Food Security and Best and Most Versatile 

(BMV) Land”3  notes in the first paragraph that food security is an essential part of 

national security and confirms the commitment to maintain the current level of food we 

produce.  The second paragraph sets out concerns about energy security and prices and 

summarises the Government’s position of racing ahead with the deployment of renewable 

energy, especially solar. 

 

3.19 The WMS explains that “even in the most ambitious scenarios [solar] would still 

occupy less than 1% of agricultural land”.  The Minister had clearly considered the 

potential impact of delivering the Government’s objectives for renewable energy by solar.  

The second paragraph of the WMS confirms that the Government is racing ahead with 

deployment of renewable energy.  

 

3.20 The WMS re-states the Government’s position in respect of the use of BMV land.  It does 

not amend the national policy, nor does it alter the weight to be given to the use of BMV 

land.  Nor does it set out a food-producing policy.   

 

 Government Statement 

3.21 On 18th July 2024 the Secretary of State made a Statement in the House of Commons 

under the title of “Clean Energy Superpower Mission”.  This reported, inter alia, that 

“credible external estimates suggest that ground-mounted solar used just 0.1% of 

our land in 2022.  The biggest threat to nature and food security and to our rural 

communities is not solar panels or onshore wind: it is the climate crisis, which 

threatens our best farmland, food production and the livelihoods of farmers”. 

 

Food Security Report 2024 

3.22 On 11th December 2024 the Government published the UK Food Security Report 2024.  

This analyses land use change.  From the paragraph at the top of the third page the 

analysis is as follows: 

“Looking ahead, based on current government policy framework for incentivising 

types of land use, it is expected that there will be increases in land use change 

from agricultural land to other uses. These uses include woodlands, grasslands, 

 
2 Issued by UK Government in December 2024. 
3 Issued 15th May 2024 by Claire Coutinho under the last administration. 
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and restored peatland, as well as some being devoted to economic infrastructure 

like energy and housing. The impact this will have on food production will be 

affected by the kind of land being taken out of production. For instance, the 

impact is negligible if it is unproductive land which is taken. It is plausible that 

with continued growth in output and conducive market conditions, food 

production levels could be maintained or moderately increased alongside the land 

use change required to meet our Net Zero and Environment Act targets and 

commitments. However, analysis projecting decades into the future involves 

significant uncertainties. The government is due to publish a land use framework 

to guide land managers on the balance of opportunities and risks”. 

 

 Solar Roadmap 

3.23 The Department for Energy Security and Net Zero published the Solar Roadmap in June 

2025.  This re-states the position in respect of BMV land on page 20, and notes a number 

of benefits.  It is noted that “the biggest risk to food security and the natural 

environment is the climate and nature crisis”.  Annexed to the Solar Roadmap is a 

document “Solar Misconceptions”.  Against the heading “Solar is a threat to food security”, 

it is noted that “the biggest threat to food security is crop failure due to climate 

change and solar farms are helping to tackle this directly”.  The response also states: 

 

“Recent UK Government analysis shows that even under the most ambitious 

deployment scenarios set out in the Solar Roadmap, and in the unlikely case that 

all new capacity coming forward is ground mount, it would only occupy up to 

around 0.6% of UK Utilised Agricultural Land by 2030 (less than that used by golf 

courses in Great Britain). 

 

Solar farms are a temporary and completely reversible land use with restoration 

of land at the end of the solar farm’s life usually guaranteed by a planning 

condition”. 
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4 THE SITE, THE LAND, THE SOILS AND THE USE 

 

 The Appeal Site 

4.1 The Appeal Site is arable farmland.  From the air it looks similar to most of the land in the 

area.  When crop cover is light it is possible to see soil patterns reflecting the course of 

old watercourses and wet areas before the whole area was drained for agricultural use. 

 

4.2 The Site is outlined on the following Google Earth image.  The Lady Nunn’s Old Eau 

watercourse runs through the centre of the Site and represents the boundary between the 

two local planning authorities. 

 Insert 1: Google Earth with the Site Boundary Marked Approximately 

  

 

 Agricultural Land Quality 

4.3 An ALC survey was carried out by Bateman Rural Associates Ltd in June 2022.  The ALC 

report was submitted with the applications and is not in dispute.  The ALC survey 

identified the soils as generally heavy silty clay or medium silty clay, with mottling 

(indicating winter waterlogging) from 25cm depth in most cases.  There was a band of 

lighter loamy soils in the west. 
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4.4 The ALC map is reproduced below. 

 Insert 2: ALC Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.5 The results for the Site are as follows. 

 Table 1: ALC Results 

ALC Grade Area (ha) Proportion (%) 

2   Very good quality  15 11 

3a  Good quality 117 89 

Total 132 100 

 

 Soils 

4.6 The soils are described in the ALC report as medium and heavy silty clay loam, medium 

silty clay loam, or silty clay.  The ALC field notes record clay topsoil in places.  The topsoil 

depth is mostly 25cm, but 30cm in places. 

 

4.7 I dug two small pits in August 2025 to illustrate the soils, but as the soil was so dry the soil 

texture was hard to identify.  Grade 2 soil is shown in Photos 1 – 4 below. 

  



 

 13 KCC4022 Ag Ev Oct 25 Final 

Photos 1 – 4: Grade 2 Soils 
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4.8 Subgrade 3a soil is illustrated below. 

 Photos 5 and 6: Subgrade 3a Soil 

  
 

 Land Use 

4.9 The land is all in arable cropping.  It is shown in photographs from the following locations. 

 Insert 3: Location of Viewpoints 

  

 

 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 
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 Viewpoint 1 

  
 

 Viewpoint 2 

 
 

 Viewpoint 3 

  
 

 Viewpoint 4 
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Viewpoint 5 

  
 

 Viewpoint 6 

  

 

4.10 The land is farmed as part of Ashtree Farm, Sutton St Edmund.  This farm extends in total 

to approximately 350 hectares.  This includes: 

• 40 ha at Luttongate; 

• 172 ha near Thorney; 

• 6 ha in Sutton St Edmund; 

• and 130 ha at the Appeal Site. 

 

4.11 The land is farmed by contractors, with different contractors running the Thorney unit.  

There are farm buildings at Ashtree Farm, including grain storage, but this is insufficient 

for all the crop. 

 

4.12 The cropping of the land is determined each year depending upon a number of factors.  

Usually the land is used for growing autumn sown wheat and barley, with break crops of 

oilseed rape or winter beans.  Blackgrass is a problem on the land, and sowing of crops is 

usually delayed to allow for the land to be sprayed-off pre-sowing, but that can result in a 

move to spring sown crops if rains arrive. 

 

4.13 The landowner can recall that, when he was a child, this land was all down to grassland 

and was grazed by cattle.  The heavy and wet nature of the soils prevented mechanical 
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ploughing with small tractors of the time.  Arable cropping has only been possible since 

the considerable increase in size and horsepower of modern tractors, such as the 

example below (taken locally in August 2025 but not on the Site). 

 Photo 7: Typical Heavy-land Farm Machinery 

  

 

4.14 Parts of some fields have the benefit of installed under-field drainage.  The dykes are all 

controlled by the North Level Internal Drainage Board, and The Lady Nun main drain runs 

north through the Site. 
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5 THE PROPOSALS 

 

 The Proposed Layout 

5.1 The proposed layout is shown on the Layout Plan, an extract from which is reproduced 

below. 

 Insert 4: The Proposed Layout 

  

 

5.2 The following sections describe the installation process and the fixed equipment.  This is 

described in the context of both reasons for refusal which refer to the “loss” of land of 

BMV quality. 

 

5.3 The description covers: 

(i) solar PV arrays and related cabling works; 

(ii) interconnecting tracks; 

(iii) fixed equipment such as inverters and container boxes; 

(iv) the BESS proposals; 

(v) the substation. 

 

 Solar PV Arrays 

5.4 The installation process of solar PV arrays has a very limited effect on soils and land 

quality.  The installation process starts by marking out where solar PV array framework 

legs need to be placed.  A team then arrives to knock the legs in.  This involves small 
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machinery.  The following photograph shows a team installing legs in grassland and the 

small size of the machinery (relative to say a typical tractor) is evident. 

Photo 8: Machinery Installing Solar PV Framework Legs (Purton, Wiltshire, 2015) 

  

 

5.5 The following photograph was taken in winter shortly after legs were inserted on an arable 

stubble in winter, and the lack of disturbance to the soil is evident. 

 Photo 9: Photograph Following Installation of Legs (Retford, Notts, 2023) 

  

 

5.6 Once the legs have been installed the framework is brought out (usually by tractor and 

trailer) and assembled by hand, then the solar panels are brought out and bolted onto the 

framework.  The machinery used is no larger than typical farm machinery. 

 

5.7 There is a need for trenching, but as shown below this involves a narrow trench and the 

topsoil and subsoil are removed, kept separated, and returned in reverse order and 

settles back rapidly, using a generally small digger.  Further information is set out in 

section 10 of the oSMP. 
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Photo 10: On-site Trenching 

  

 

 Inter-connecting Tracks 

5.8 Tracks are required for access around the Site.  The construction of these involves a 

shallow-depth soil strip of circa 100mm, the placing of a matting layer, and then 

importation of the track surface.  The small volume of topsoil is left adjacent to the track 

so that it can be used on restoration.  A cross-section of the proposed track is shown 

below.  Further information is set out in section 6 of the oSMP. 

 Insert 5:  Cross-section of Track 

  

 

 Small Fixed Equipment 

5.9 The inverter stations (and similar fixed equipment) need to stand on an area of 

hardstanding or base pads, with some hardstanding at the front for staff use.  An extract 

from the plan, plus a photograph of a typical fixed equipment structure are shown below.  

The units will be placed on raised ground, using imported material which will be placed 

onto an impermeable matting. 
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Insert 6 and Photo 11: Solar Inverter Cabin (Photo – Malton, Yorks, 2025) 

  
 

 

 

5.10 Further information is set out in section 7 of the oSMP. 

 

 BESS 

5.11 A Battery Energy Storage System is proposed in the centre of the site, as shown on the 

plans.  An extract is shown below. 

 Insert 7: Proposals for the BESS 
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5.12 This area is shown in the photograph below.  It is Grade 2 but is adjacent to a small 

plantation and is currently not cropped being in an agri-environmental cover crop. 

 Photo 12: The Proposed BESS Area, Looking North 

  

 

5.13 The BESS area will be on raised ground, with material imported and placed on a matting 

over the existing ground.  This is described in section 8 of the oSMP and will be capable 

of full restoration. 

 

 Substation 

5.14 The substation will connect into the overhead lines.  This is shown on the extract from the 

proposals below. 

 Insert 8: Proposals for the Substation 

  

 

5.15 The works for this area are described in the oSMP section 9.  It is intended that this area 

be fully restored, and back to the original ALC grade, on decommissioning. 
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5.16 The substation area is shown in the photograph below, looking southeast by the 

connecting tower. 

 Photo 13: The Proposed Substation Area, Looking Southeast 

 

 

 Areas Affected 

5.17 The areas affected temporarily for the tracks, solar inverter cabins, BESS and substation 

are summarised, rounded up to the nearest 0.1 ha, in Table 2. 

 Table 2: Areas Affected by ALC Grade 

Item Grade 2 (ha) Subgrade 3a (ha) Total (ha) 

Inverters <0.1 0.2 0.3 

Track (new) 0.3 0.6 0.9 

BESS 0.5 0.0 0.5 

Substation 0.0 0.5 0.5 

Total 0.9 1.3 2.2 

 

 Land Use 

5.18 The land will be used for grazing sheep and biodiversity enhancement in combination with 

the solar energy generation.  This is a perfectly feasible land use mix, as shown in the 

following photographs.  Light reaches the ground and grass growth is good, sheep can 

move under the panels unhindered, sheep dogs can work easily, and the Site is well 

fenced. 
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Photos 14 and 15: Examples of Sheep Grazing (Eggington, Beds, 2023 and Llanvaply, 

Monmouth, 2023) 

  

 

 

5.19 Statistically the Defra “Agricultural Land Use in England at 1 June 2024” data set, 

published 26 September 2024, identified that of 7,300 ha of solar panels on farms, 3,600 

ha were also used for grazing, which is about half. 

 

 Decommissioning 

5.20 The proposed development will be decommissioned and removed in its entirety at the end 

of the consent. 
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6 WHETHER THE LAND IS “LOST” 

 

6.1 This section reviews: 

(i) the Council’s position; 

(ii) construction and operational considerations; 

(iii) planning appeal and related considerations. 

 

The Council’s Position 

6.2 Both decisions refer to the “loss” of BMV: 

(i) SHDC: “the loss of such a large area of BMV”; 

(ii) FDC: “would result in a significant loss” of BMV land. 

 

6.3 The SHDC officer’s report refers to the loss of BMV, but it does not provide any detail as 

to whether this is recognised as a temporary situation or a permanent situation. 

 

6.4 The FDC officer’s report at 10.37 refers to the “loss of arable land (at least for the 

lifetime of the proposed development)” and concludes on the subject at 10.29 as 

follows: 

“With consideration given to the fact that the land could continue to be used for 

agricultural purposes alongside the production of renewable energy and could 

return fully to agricultural use at the end of the lifetime of the development it is 

considered that the substantial environmental, social and economic benefits of 

the application identified above would outweigh the moderate harm resulting 

from BMV land being taken out of arable production”. 

 

 Whether Land is Lost 

6.5 The land is not “lost”.  Very little is even disturbed, with disturbance areas being restricted 

to the tracks and fixed equipment as described in section 5. 

 

6.6 The process of installing the solar PV arrays is not generally disturbing to land, as 

described above.  The piles make little impact and do not involve any movement of soil. 

They do not alter land quality. 

 

6.7 The installing of piles is not dissimilar to the installation of frameworks for numerous 

farming activities, such as polytunnels, hops, orchards and vineyards, as the examples 

below show. 
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Photos 16 – 19: Other Agricultural Activities    

  
  

  
 

6.8 Only in the areas where there is removal of soil, to create bases for the small extra length 

of tracks and the transformer stations, is there the potential for agricultural land quality to 

be affected.   

 

6.9 These areas are all capable of restoration to comparable grade at the decommissioning 

phase.  Their “loss”, therefore, is temporary and for the duration of the operational phase 

only. It is not a permanent loss.  It is also only a small area.  As set out in Table 2, the 

temporary disturbance amounts to less than 0.9 ha of Grade 2 and 1.3 ha of Subgrade 

3a. 

 

 Planning Appeal Decisions 

6.10 It is widely accepted that agricultural land is not “lost” as a result of solar farm 

developments.  As stated in the Solar Roadmap (DESNZ, 2025, see paragraph 3.23 

above), “solar farms are a temporary and completely reversible land use”.  That has 

been the conclusion of the Planning Inspectorate in many cases including the following 

recent planning decisions, selected from a wide choice of appeals: 
 

(i) in the planning appeal decision on 27th June 2023 for land south of the Leeming Bar 

substation, the Inspector considered whether or not land was Grade 2 or Subgrade 

3b.  In her decision (APP/G2713/W/23/3315877) the inspector noted that agricultural 

use could continue during the operational phase (para 20).  She concluded in 

paragraph 25 as follows: 
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“As such, the proposal would not result in either the temporary or 

permanent loss of BMV land as the land would continue to be used for some 

agricultural purposes whilst also being used to produce solar energy.  Nor 

would the proposal be detrimental to the soil quality, so a return to arable 

production at a later date would still be possible”; 
 

(ii) in the decision on land west of Thaxted of 18th December 2023 

(APP/C1570/W/23/3319421), which involved 55 ha of BMV, the Inspector was clear 

that the land would not be adversely affected except for areas of tracks and fixed 

infrastructure, and any woodland planting that is not removed at decommissioning.  

The Inspector noted in paragraph 112: 

“Accordingly, I am satisfied that the agricultural land quality of the majority 

of the BMV on the site would not be harmed and the loss of production from 

the site would not cause notable harm to food security.  Any permanent loss 

of BMV would be small and not significant”; 
 

(iii) in the decision for a 47MW solar farm at Little Cheveney Farm, Marden 

(APP/U2235/W/23/3321094), a site containing 47% BMV, the Inspector noted the 

preference to use poorer quality land (paragraph 46), and that the land would not 

be lost but would retain some grazing use (paragraph 50).  He noted the benefits 

for soil and concluded that the temporary loss of some BMV was of limited weight 

(paragraph 51); 
 

(iv) in the decision at Kemberton, Telford (APP/L3245/W/23/3329815) the Inspector 

noted that the piling “would cause minimal disturbance to the soil and the 

quality of the land” (which in that case was 29% Subgrade 3a) (paragraph 52).  

Overall he was satisfied that there would be no temporary or permanent loss of 

BMV (paragraph 54) and overall there was no conflict with the development plan or 

Framework (paragraph 60); 

(v) in the decision at Great Wymondley (APP/X1925/V/23/3323321) the Secretary of 

State agreed with his Inspector on a site of 85 ha of wholly BMV quality (Grades 2 

and 3a) that BMV land would not be adversely affected (IR 12.57) and could be 

farmed, and that there was no policy to require land to be farmed in a particular way 

(IR 12.57); 

(vi) in the decision at Penhale Moor (APP/D0840/W/23/3334658) the Inspector 

concluded in paragraph 30 that “the proposal would not lead to either the 

temporary or permanent loss of agricultural land”. 

 

6.11 A recent decision on a site of mostly Subgrade 3a (96%) land (with 4% Grade 2) at Little 

Hale Fen (APP/R2520/W/25/3363027, 13 August 2025) considered the use of agricultural 
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land as the single main issue.  Paragraph 31 concludes that “the proposal would not 

result in the loss of BMVAL”.  

 

Conclusion 

6.12 Overall, therefore, it can be concluded that BMV land will not be lost. 

 

6.13 The matter is therefore one of land use.  The use of land for the grazing of sheep is 

possible and is a realistic and common practice.  The panel design for this site allows for 

a wide spacing between the strings of panels, which makes grazing particularly easy. 

 

6.14 Therefore the land use planning decision will turn not on whether BMV land is “lost”, nor 

on whether or not BMV will cease to be used for agricultural use for 40 years (because it 

will not cease to be so used), but on whether or not the importance of arable cropping 

rather than producing sheep meat and wool is so important that it should outweigh the 

acknowledged benefits of renewable energy in combination with sheep grazing. 
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7 HISTORIC AND CURRENT AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, AND FUTURE 

PRODUCTION 

 

 Historic Use 

7.1 As described in section 4, the farmer can recall that this land was all grassland, grazed by 

cattle, when he was younger.  However, for several decades the land has been in arable 

use. 

 

 Current Use 

7.2 Cropping across the land will vary year to year, as is the nature of farming, but a typical 

cropping use will involve cereals, normally sown in the autumn, with periodic break crops.   

 

7.3 The main crop grown is winter wheat.  This is normally a feed wheat variety (ie it goes to 

animal feed).  Yields vary year to year, but are normally in the range of 7.5t/ha up to 

10t/ha. 

 

7.4 If particular fields have problems with blackgrass, drilling is left as late as possible in the 

autumn.  If the ground becomes wet before drilling is complete, then a spring wheat or a 

spring barley crop will be drilled after the winter. 

 

7.5 Break crops have until recently typically involved oilseed rape, but a stem flea beetle has 

recently devastated UK oilseed rape production since a particular chemical application 

was prohibited.  The break crop now is likely to be winter beans, grown for stock feed. 

 

7.6 The land is not suitable for, and is not used for, root crops such as potatoes and sugar 

beet.  This is in large part because of limitations on the soil, with the land not being 

accessible for heavy tractors between November and March in most years. 

 

7.7 Parts of the Site are used for agri-environmental land uses, including field margins and 

patches or corners of fields for birdseed mixes. 

 

7.8 There is some underfield drainage in parts of the Site.  The ditches are under the control 

of the local Internal Drainage Board.  There is no irrigation available. 

 

7.9 The land use potential, therefore, in terms of arable cropping is for combineable cereals 

and break crops.  This is important when assessing the contribution this site can provide 

to food production in the UK. 
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7.10 Consequently the current use is primarily to produce animal feed.  This will be used to 

feed livestock in the UK, or will be exported. 

 

 Future Use 

7.11 If this Appeal is allowed, the future use of the land will be for solar power generation in 

combination with sheep grazing and biodiversity enhancement.  The grazing by sheep will 

mean that animals are being produced which will go direct to the food chain (finished 

lambs via slaughter) and wool.  Food production will, therefore, take place in combination 

with energy production. 
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8 FOOD PRODUCTION AND FOOD SECURITY 

 

 Reason for the Assessment 

8.1 I start this section by referring back to the statements in the Reasons for Refusal: 

(i) SDHC: “the loss of such a large area of BMV would be a threat to food security, 

and so when considering the Ministerial Statement of May 15th 2024, it would 

also result in a threat to national security”; 

(ii) FDC: “the proposed development would result in a significant loss of Best and 

Most Versatile agricultural land and, therefore, would be a threat to food 

security”. 

 

 Approach to Analysis 

8.2 I assess the threat to food security in the following order: 

(i) what is the position on food availability and security worldwide and nationally? 

(ii) what is the Government’s position in respect of food production and security? 

(iii) what contribution to national and local food production does this Site make? 

(iv) are the reasons for refusal correct? 

 

Food Production: World and UK Position 

8.3 Worldwide the predictions are that food production will increase in the next decade.  A 

recent report by the OECD and the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United 

Nations “OECD–FAO Agricultural Outlook 2025 – 2034” (July 2025) predicts that “to 

support growing demand, global agricultural and fish production is projected to 

expand by 14% in constant prices over the next decade, with middle-income 

countries expected to remain the principal sources of global agricultural 

expansion”. 

 

8.4 The worldwide projections do not identify food shortages.  As a result, the Executive 

Summary comments that “the medium-term projection anticipates a modest decline 

in average annual real agricultural commodity prices, reflecting ongoing average 

productivity improvements that lower production costs. Consequently, individual 

farmers, especially smallholders who are often the most vulnerable to market 

shocks and have limited capacity to adopt innovative technologies, face growing 

pressure to improve their individual productivity”. 

 

8.5 The Site produces cereals and combineable break crops.  As set out in the OECD-FAO 

report at page 56, total cereal production worldwide is expected to grow by around 1.1% 

per annum.  By 2034 it is predicted that the use of cereals will be as follows: 
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• 40% directly consumed by humans; 

• 33% used for animal feed; 

• 27% used for bio-fuels and other uses. 

 

8.6 At a UK level, the UK Food Security Report 2024 was submitted to Government in 

December 2024.  I attach the Gov.uk summary of the report (published 14th January 

2025) at Appendix TK3.  To summarise the summary, the report concludes that: 

(1) global food availability remains stable.  Climate change, nature loss and water 

insecurity pose the greatest risks; 

(2) UK food supply sources are broadly stable.  The greatest risk to UK food production 

is the decline in natural capital; 

(3) UK food supply chains are broadly resilient.  Impacts from the invasion of Ukraine, 

and agri-food sector labour shortages, remain. 

 

8.7 In respect of the details, the UK’s overall balance of trade and production is broadly 

stable.  The production-to-supply ration in 2023 was 62% for all food and 75% for 

indigenous foods, up from 61% and 74% in 2021.  Section 2.1.2 of the report records 

volatility in production in recent years resulting from (principally) the weather.  Production 

of cereals in 2019 was the highest this century (25.5mt) but in 2020 it was the second 

lowest (19.0mt). 

 

8.8 In respect of food security, the report comments as follows: 

“Cereals alone do not provide a healthy, sustainable diet that meets all our 

nutritional needs. However, in a worst-case scenario, the grain production in 

2023 of just under 22 million tonnes would nearly sustain the population from a 

purely calorific perspective if it was consumed directly by humans. 

Significantly however, the majority of domestically produced arable crops are 

not used for direct consumption. Rather, as explored further in Indicator 2.2.4 

Land use, a significant proportion goes into animal feed. In 2023, 51.8% (11.4 

million tonnes) of wheat, barley and oats were used as animal feed”. 

 

8.9 Overall, therefore, UK and worldwide food production looks stable. 

 

 The Government’s Position 

8.10 The Government has not identified a food security concern or a food supply or production 

crisis. 
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8.11 In December 2022, in response to press reports about food shortages following the 

Ukraine invasion, the Government’s stated position was that “the UK has a large and 

highly resilient food supply chain.  Our high degree of food security is built on 

supply from diverse sources in strong domestic production as well as imports 

through stable trade routes” (see Appendix TK4). 

 

8.12 The WMS of 15th May 2024 identifies that food security is an essential part of national 

security, and sets out a commitment to maintain the current level of food we product 

domestically.  But those statements must be seen in context.  The WMS goes on to 

consider energy security, net zero and clean growth.  It sets out that Government expects 

a five-fold increase in solar deployment by 2035.  It sets out that “due weight needs to 

be given to the proposed use of BMVAL”. 

 

8.13 The SHDC Reason for Refusal alleges that the WMS identifies food production as a 

matter of national security.  It does so, however, in the context of other matters of national 

security including energy generation, the need to react to climate change, and the need 

for clean growth.  The 2024 WMS does not give any greater protection to the use of BMV 

land, nor does it set food production as having any greater importance than other matters. 

 

8.14 In his statement to Parliament on 18th July 2024 the Secretary of State set out that “the 

biggest threat to nature and food security and to our rural communities is not solar 

panels or onshore wind: it is the climate crisis, which threatens our best farmland, 

food production and the livelihood of farmers”. 

 

8.15 In the Solar Roadmap (June 2025) it is noted in Part 2 (page 21) that “the biggest risk to 

food security and the natural environment is the climate and nature crisis. That is 

why it is important that the UK takes a leadership role, working with partners 

around the world, in accelerating to net zero, including by rapidly expanding solar 

power generation.”.  In the solar misconceptions section it states that “the biggest 

threat to food security is crop failure due to climate change and solar farms are 

helping to tackle this directly”. 

 

8.16 In terms of actions and funding, Government has no substantive policy to see agricultural 

production levels maintained or increased.  Farmers can receive funding for agri-

environmental land uses under the Sustainable Farming Incentive or the Countryside 

Stewardship Scheme.  The latest land use statistics recorded that as of 1st June 2024 

305,000 ha of arable land were in agri-environmental uses rather than food production  

uses (Agricultural Land Use in England at 1 June 2024, Defra, 26 September 2024). 
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8.17 The Government’s Biomass Strategy set out in 2023 that 121,000 ha was in biomass 

production and the strategy seeks to see that increase (Department for Energy Security 

and Net Zero, August 2023). 

 

8.18 The Government has no policy, initiative or incentive for farmers to product food 

specifically.  Whilst the WMS of May 2024 refers to maintaining current levels of food 

production, it clearly does not mean there should be no land use change where land is in 

food production. 

 

8.19 In late January 2025 the Government published a consultation preceding the proposed 

Land Use Framework.  Extracts are at Appendix TK5.  On page 15 they set out the 

approximate percentage of England’s total agricultural land area that will need to change 

by 2050.  This includes 5% changing mainly to environmental and climate benefit uses 

with limited food production, and 9% changing away from agricultural food production for 

environmental and climate change benefits. 

 

8.20 In that context, the report comments on page 16 that “the Government is committed to 

maintaining food production.  Our assessment is that, based on historical trends of 

productivity improvement, and supported by new and emerging innovations, the 

impact of these land use changes on domestic food production will be offset by 

productivity improvements.  We expect that recent trends of increased productivity 

from agricultural land will continue.  Working in partnership, Government will put in 

place a policy environment to support those changes”.  It comments on page 27 that 

“we need to build new homes and clean energy, water infrastructure and transport 

infrastructure at scale and at pace”. 

 

 What Contribution Does This Site Make? 

8.21 The Site extends to 132 ha.  This includes areas of tracks, field corners, dykes etc that 

are not farmable but which are included in the ALC grading.  Realistically the maximum 

croppable area is less than 132 ha. 

 

8.22 For the analysis, however, I will stick with a figure of 132 ha of land.  If we assumed a four 

year rotation of winter sown wheat and a break crop of winter sown beans, the production 

will be (maximum), using the “high” production figures from the John Nix Farm 

Management Pocketbook: 

• 99 ha of winter wheat at 9.4t/ha, 930 tonnes per annum; 

• 33 ha of winter beans at 4.9t/ha, 162 tonnes. 
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8.23 The NPPF sets out that the economic and other benefits of BMV land should be 

recognised.  The benefits of BMV land producing cereals and beans is not the absolute 

production, as the crops can be grown on poorer quality land.  It must only relate to the 

incremental benefit.  The John Nix Farm Management Pocketbook sets the difference 

between “average” and “high” production of winter wheat at 1.2t/ha and for beans at 

0.6t/ha.  Therefore the food production benefit of the Site, should these panels be placed 

instead on poorer quality land, is: 

• 99 ha of wheat at 1.2t/ha, 119 tonnes; 

• 33 ha of winter beans at 0.6t/ha, 20 tonnes. 

 

8.24 In 2024 (2025 figures being not yet available) the United Kingdom produced 19.2 million 

tonnes of cereals (11.1 million tonnes of wheat, 7.1 million tonnes of barley and 1 million 

tonnes of oats (Cereal and oilseed production in the UK 2024, Defra, 7th January 2025)).  

The cropped area was about 2.9 million ha.  The UK produced 460,000 tonnes of field 

beans from a cropped area of 135,000 ha (down from 214,000 ha the previous year) 

(Agriculture in the UK 2024, Defra (2025)). 

 

8.25 The provisional figures for England for harvest 2025 predict a small increase in wheat 

production and a small decrease in barley production over 2024, mainly due to planting 

area differences (Provisional Cereal and Oilseed Production Estimates for England 2024, 

Defra, 9 October 2025). 

 

8.26 Whether the figures used are for absolute production or the more realistic figure of 

incremental production, the proportion of UK production is negligible: 

• absolute production represents 0.005% of cereal production and 0.035% of winter 

beans production; 

• the incremental production represents 0.0006% of UK cereal production and 

0.0043% of UK winter beans production. 

 

8.27 Locally the contribution is also negligible.  The Defra statistical spreadsheet for 2024 

records the cereals and beans areas of Lincolnshire and Cambridgeshire as follows.  As 

cropping changes year to year (as noted, the area of winter beans almost halved between 

2023 and 2024) the figures will vary on an annual basis. 

 Table 3: Cereals and Beans Areas of Lincolnshire and Cambridgeshire 

Crop Area in hectares 2024 Total 

 Lincolnshire Cambridgeshire  

Cereals 232,505 126,293 358,798 

Field beans 15,714 8,278 23,992 

 Source: Defra Structure of Agriculture in England, County Statistics 2024, Defra (2025) 
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8.28 The contribution of 99 ha of cereals is 0.028% of the cereals area in Lincolnshire and 

Cambridgeshire combined.  For field beans, a minority crop, the figure is 0.137%, but as 

noted in 2023 the UK grew almost twice the area of field beans so the figure is still 

negligible. 

  

What Planning Policy Addresses Food Production? 

8.29 There is no planning policy that requires agricultural land to be farmed, or farmed in a 

particular manner, or farmed at a particular level of intensity.  There are no targets or 

financial incentives for producing food of any type. 

 

 Are the Reasons for Refusal Correct? 

8.30 SHDC allege that the loss of such a large area of BMV land would be a threat to food 

security and to national security.  The temporary use of the Site would have a negligible 

impact on food production regionally and nationally.  The majority of the produce grown 

goes for animal feed and the quantums involved, in absolute as well as the more realistic 

incremental analyses terms, are negligible. 

 

8.31 FDC simply alleges a threat to food security.  There is no evidence that this negligible 

impact will affect food security nationally or locally. 

 

8.32 Government’s policy statements and land use planning has identified the contribution that 

will be needed from solar and environmental land use change, and still concluded that 

food security will not be harmed, and indeed food production (including non-food 

cropping) will gradually increase. 

 

8.33 The Council’s reasons for refusal are without any substance in fact and without any policy 

basis. 
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9 LAND QUALITY IN THE WIDER AREA 

 

9.1 SDHC’s reason for refusal states that it has not been shown that “land of poorer quality 

does not exist”.  FDC does not raise this issue or make this allegation. 

 

9.2 I therefore review what information is available. 

 

 Published Information 

9.3 On the “provisional” ALC maps produced by MAFF in the 1970s, now digitised, the Site is 

shown as lying in an area of Grade 2, as shown on Insert 9. 

 Insert 9: Provisional ALC (site edged red) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.4 The provisional ALC maps predict that almost all the land in both local planning 

authorities is in Grades 1 and 2, as set out in Table 4. 

 Table 4: Proportion of Land by ALC Grade (%) 

ALC Grade England Fenland South Holland 

1 Excellent 3.1 58.2 58.1 

2 Very good 16.2 35.4 40.2 

3 Good to moderate 55.0 5.3 0.4 

4 Poor 16.1 1.1 1.3 

5 Very poor 9.6 0.0 0.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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9.5 Natural England estimate that 42% of agricultural land in England is of Grades 1, 2 and 

3a.  Statistically about 40% of Grade 3 is therefore expected to be of Subgrade 3a.  If that 

statistic is applied to the figures above, then the proportion of land of BMV in each 

Council’s area is as follows: 

• FDC: 95.7% of land is BMV; 

• SHDC: 98.5% of land is BMV. 

 

9.6 These maps must be treated with caution.  The Appeal Site, for example, is poorer than 

the provisional maps showed.  However, it is clear that land of poorer quality is simply not 

available in any significant scale within the two administrative areas. 

 

9.7 On the Likelihood of BMV quality, the Site and almost all of the land in the wider area is 

shown as falling into the >60% area BMV category.  The site location is indicated. 

 Inserts 10 and 11: Likelihood of BMV Maps 

  

  

The Site 
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9.8 Where detailed ALC surveys have been carried out in the past by MAFF or its agencies, 

the results are shown on www.magic.gov.uk.  Results in the wider area are as shown on 

the plan below. 

 Insert 12: Available ALC Results (Site shown by circle) 

 

 

 

 

9.9 Almost all of the land surveyed was identified as BMV. 

 

9.10 Therefore there is no evidence or expectation that poorer quality land (ie Subgrade 3b or 

lower) will be found or be available at this scale within either administrative area. 

The Site 

http://www.magic.gov.uk/
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10 SUMMARY: SHDC DECISION 

 

10.1 SHDC allege that the loss of such a large area of BMV will result in a threat to national 

security.  The Council alleges that it has not been shown that poorer quality land does not 

exist. 

 

 The Site, Land Quality and Land Use 

10.2 The Site is a mixture with 11% Grade 2 and 89% of the agricultural land Subgrade 3a.  

About two thirds of the Grade 2 lies in the SHDC administrative area.  The land is used for 

arable cropping, being wheat, barley, oilseed rape or winter beans, and some agri-

environmental cropping.  The crops are normally sold as animal feed. 

 

 Is Land Lost? 

10.3 The BMV land will not be lost.  The installation of solar farms does not result in extensive 

disturbance to agricultural land and the land can continue to be used for agricultural use 

in combination with energy generation. 

 

 Impact on Food Security 

10.4 The Council’s case is that the reduction of crop production is so significant that it 

outweighs the benefits of renewable energy.  The Council goes further and states that the 

loss is a matter of national security. 

 

10.5 The sole evidence put forward in support of this position is the first sentence of the 2024 

WMS.  That identifies the importance of food security and sets out Government’s 

commitment to maintain the current levels of food production.  It does not, however, state 

that using land (good quality or otherwise) is a matter of national security.  The WMS 

goes on to set out competing land use needs, and ends by concluding that the 

Government should be racing ahead with the deployment of renewable energy, especially 

solar. 

 

10.6 The current administration has taken a similar view.  The competing land use 

considerations have been balanced and the need for renewable energy has been clearly 

stated.  The biggest threat to food security, Government states, is from the climate crisis, 

which solar is helping to tackle. 

 

10.7 There is no factual basis for the Council’s position either: 

(i) there is no evidence of declining self-sufficiency in the UK; 

(ii) there is no evidence of a food supply crisis or concern in the UK; 
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(iii) there is no evidence of a food supply crisis or concern worldwide, with food 

production expected to increase in the next decade; 

(iv) most of the produce from the land goes into animal feed; 

(v) there is the potential for continued agricultural use, in the form of sheep production, 

so agricultural and food production is not lost; 

(vi) there is no evidence that a food security issue will arise if production changes from 

cereals and break crops to sheep meat and wool; 

(vii) in the local and national context, the implications are negligible in any event. 

 

10.8 The Council also suggests that poorer quality land could be used in preference.  The 

Council’s area is almost wholly expected to be of BMV quality, with the provisional 

statistics suggesting as little as 1.5% of agricultural land will be of poorer quality.  The 

location of that land is not known.  The Site is mostly Subgrade 3a and likely to be the 

poorest quality land available. 

 

 Conclusion 

10.9 The Council’s allegation that the loss of arable production from the 61.6 ha lying within 

their administrative area will result in an adverse impact on national food security is 

without policy or factual basis.  Their allegation that this is so significant that it amounts to 

a matter of national security is a nonsense. 
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11 SUMMARY: FDC DECISION 

 

11.1 FDC allege that the proposal is a significant loss of BMV land and will result in a threat to 

food security. 

 

 The Site, Land Quality and Land Use 

11.2 The Site is a mixture with 11% Grade 2 and 89% of the agricultural land Subgrade 3a.  

About one third of the Grade 2 lies in the FDC administrative area.  The land is used for 

arable cropping, being wheat, barley, oilseed rape or winter beans, and some agri-

environmental cropping.  The crops are normally sold as animal feed. 

 

 Is Land Lost? 

11.3 The BMV land will not be lost.  The installation of solar farms does not result in extensive 

disturbance to agricultural land and the land can continue to be used for agricultural use 

in combination with energy generation. 

 

 Impact on Food Security 

11.4 The Council’s decision, made contrary to officer advice and recommendations, is that the 

reduction of crop production outweighs the benefits of renewable energy.   

 

11.5 As this is a committee decision contrary to officer recommendations, that basis for the 

reason for refusal has not been set out. 

 

11.6 There is no basis in the 2024 WMS, by the last administration.  That concluded that the 

development of solar energy, having assessed the amount of land required, should 

proceed at pace. 

 

11.7 The current administration has taken a similar view.  The competing land use 

considerations have been balanced and the need for renewable energy has been clearly 

stated.  The biggest threat to food security, Government states, is from the climate crisis, 

which solar is helping to tackle. 

 

11.8 There is no factual basis for the Council’s position either: 

(i) there is no evidence of declining self-sufficiency in the UK; 

(ii) there is no evidence of a food supply crisis or concern in the UK; 

(iii) there is no evidence of a food supply crisis or concern worldwide, with food 

production expected to increase in the next decade; 

(iv) most of the produce from the land goes into animal feed; 
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(v) there is the potential for continued agricultural use, in the form of sheep production, 

so agricultural and food production is not lost; 

(vi) there is no evidence that a food security issue will arise if production changes from 

cereals and break crops to sheep meat and wool; 

(vii) in the local and national context, the implications are negligible in any event. 

 

 Conclusion 

11.9 The Council’s allegation that the loss of arable production from the 66.5 ha lying within 

their administrative area will result in an adverse impact on national (or local) food 

security is without policy or factual basis.   
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Greenacres Barn, Stoke Common Lane,   
Purton Stoke, Swindon SN5 4LL 
T: 01793 771333  Email: info@kernon.co.uk 
Website: www.kernon.co.uk 

 

  
 

CURRICULUM VITAE 
 

ANTHONY PAUL KERNON 

 
SPECIALISMS 
• Assessing the impacts of development proposals on 

agricultural land and rural businesses 

• Agricultural building and dwelling assessments 

• Equestrian building and dwelling assessments (racing, 
sports, rehabilitation, recreational enterprises) 

• Farm and estate diversivification and development 

• Inputs to Environmental Impact Assessment 

• Expert witness work 

 
 

SYNOPSIS 
 

Tony is a rural surveyor with 35 years experience in assessing agricultural land issues, farm and 
equestrian businesses and farm diversification proposals, and the effects of development proposals on 
them.  Brought up in rural Lincolnshire and now living on a small holding in Wiltshire, he has worked widely 
across the UK and beyond.  He is recognised as a leading expert nationally in this subject area.  Married 
with two children.  Horse owner. 
 

Tony’s specialism is particularly in the following key areas: 
 

• assessing the need for agricultural and equestrian development, acting widely across the UK for 
applicants and local planning authorities alike; 

• farm development and diversification planning work, including building reuse and leisure 
development, Class Q, camping etc; 

• assessing development impacts, including agricultural land quality and the policy implications of 
losses of farmland due to residential, commercial, solar or transport development, and inputs to 
Environmental Assessment; 

• and providing expert evidence on these matters to Planning Inquiries and Hearings, court or 
arbitrations. 

 

QUALIFICATIONS 
 

Bachelor of Science Honours degree in Rural Land Management, University of Reading (BSc(Hons)).  
1987.  Awarded 2:1. 
Diploma of Membership of the Royal Agricultural College (MRAC). 
Professional Member of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (MRICS) (No. 81582). (1989). 
 

OTHER PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 
 

Co-opted member of the Rural Practice Divisional Council of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors.  
(1994 - 2000) 
Member of the RICS Planning Practice Skills Panel (1992-1994) 
Member of the RICS Environmental Law and Appraisals Practice Panel (1994 - 1997). 
Fellow of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants (FBIAC) (1998 onwards, Fellow since 2004). 
Secretary of the Rural Planning Division of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants (BIAC) (1999 – 
2017). 
Vice-Chairman of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants (2019 – 2020) 
Chairman of the British Institute of Agricultural Consultants (2020 – 2022)
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EXPERIENCE AND APPOINTMENTS 
 

1997 ------> Kernon Countryside Consultants.  Principal for the last 27 years of agricultural and 
rural planning consultancy specialising in research and development related work.  
Specialisms include essential dwelling and building assessments, assessing the effects 
of development on land and land-based businesses, assessing the effects of road and 
infrastructure proposals on land and land-based businesses, and related expert opinion 
work.  Tony specialises in development impact assessments, evaluating the effects of 
development (residential, solar, road etc) on agricultural land, agricultural land quality, 
farm and other rural businesses. 

 

1987 - 1996 Countryside Planning and Management, Cirencester.  In nearly ten years with CPM 
Tony was involved in land use change and environmental assessment studies across the 
UK and in Europe.  From 1995 a partner in the business. 

 

1983 - 1984 Dickinson Davy and Markham, Brigg.  Assistant to the Senior Partner covering 
valuation and marketing work, compulsory purchase and compensation, and livestock 
market duties at Brigg and Louth.   

 
 
RECENT RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
 
TRAINING COURSES 
 

Landspreading of Non Farm Wastes.  Fieldfare training course, 24 – 25 November 2009 
Foaling Course. Twemlows Hall Stud Farm, 28 February 2010 
Working with Soil: Agricultural Land Classification.  1 – 2 November 2017 

 
 
TRANSPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
Tony has provided EIA input, and Public Inquiry evidence as required, on around 40 major road projects 
across England and Wales. 
 
 

NSIP/DCO SOLAR INPUTS 
 
Heckington Fen Solar Park 
Mallard Pass Solar Project 
Penpergwm 
Parc Solar Traffwll 
Alaw Môn Solar Farm 
Parc Solar Caenewydd 
Tween Bridge Solar Farm 
Gate Burton Energy Park 
Great North Road Solar 
Helios Renewable Energy Project 
Dean Moor Solar Farm 
Oaklands Farm Solar Park 

Maen Hir Solar and Energy Project 
The Droves Solar Farm 
Bodelwyddan 
East Pye Solar 
Alleston Solar Farm 
Steeple Renewables Project 
Green Hil Solar Farm 

 
 

EXPERT EVIDENCE GIVEN AT PUBLIC INQUIRIES AND HEARINGS 
 

1992 Brooklands Farm: Buildings reuse Bonehill Mill Farm: New farm building 

 Chase Farm, Maldon: Removal of condition  

1993 Haden House: Removal of condition Manor Farm: New farm dwelling 

1994 Brooklands Farm: 2nd Inquiry (housing) Cameron Farm: Mobile home 

 Barr Pound Farm: Enforcement appeal Land at Harrietsham: Enforcement appeal 

 Fortunes Farm Golf Course: Agric effects  

1995 Village Farm: New farm dwelling Attlefield Farm: Size of farm dwelling 

 Claverdon Lodge: Building reuse Bromsgrove Local Plan: Housing allocation 
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 Harelands Farm: Barn conversion Lichfield Local Plan: Against MAFF objection 

 Castle Nurseries: Alternative site presentation Hyde Colt: Mobile home / glasshouses 

1996 Church View Farm: Enforcement appeal Highmoor Farm: New farm dwelling 

 Flecknoe Farm: Second farm dwelling Gwenfa Fields: Removal of restriction 

1997 Basing Home Farm: Grain storage issue Yatton: Horse grazing on small farm 

 Viscar Farm: Need for farm building / viability Newbury Local Plan: Effects of development 

 Lane End Mushroom Farm: Need for dwelling  

1998 Moorfields Farm: New farm dwelling Two Burrows Nursery: Building retention 

 Maidstone Borough LPI: Effects of dev’ment Dunball Drove: Need for cattle incinerator 

 Glenfield Cottage Poultry Farm: Bldg reuse  

1999 Holland Park Farm: Farm dwelling / calf unit Lambriggan Deer Farm: Farm dwelling 

 Northington Farm: Existing farm dwelling  

2000 Twin Oaks Poultry Unit: Traffic levels Coldharbour Farm: Buildings reuse 

 Meadows Poultry Farm: Farm dwelling Heathey Farm: Mobile home 

 Hazelwood Farm: Beef unit and farm dwelling  Wheal-an-Wens: Second dwelling  

 Shardeloes Farm: Farm buildings Apsley Farm: Buildings reuse 

 Aylesbury Vale Local Plan: Site issues Home Farm: Size of grainstore 

 Deptford Farm: Buildings reuse A34/M4 Interchange: Agricultural evidence 

2001 Lambriggan Deer Farm: Farm dwelling Weyhill Nursery: Second dwelling 

 Blueys Farm: Mobile home Mannings Farm: Farm dwelling 

2002 A419 Calcutt Access: Effect on farms Land Adj White Swan: Access alteration 

 Cobweb Farm: Buildings reuse / diversification Happy Bank Farm: Lack of need for building 

 Philips Farm: Farm dwelling Lower Park Farm: Building reuse / traffic 

 West Wilts Local Plan Inquiry: Dev site Stourton Hill Farm: Diversification 

 Manor Farm: Building reuse  

2003 Fairtrough Farm: Equine dev and hay barn Darren Farm: Impact of housing on farm 

 Hollies Farm: Manager’s dwelling Greenways Farm: Farm diversification 

 Land at Springhill: Certificate of lawfulness Land at Four Marks: Dev site implications 

 Oak Tree Farm: Mobile home  

2004 Chytane Farm: Objector to farm dwelling Oldberrow Lane Farm: Relocation of buildings 

 Crown East: Visitor facility and manager’s flat Forestry Building, Wythall: Forestry issues 

 Swallow Cottage: Widening of holiday use Lower Dadkin Farm: Mobile home 

 Etchden Court Farm: New enterprise viability Villa Vista: Viability of horticultural unit 

 Attleborough Bypass: On behalf of Highways 
Agency 

 

2005 Howells School: Use of land for horses Newton Lane: Enforcement appeal 

 Otter Hollow: Mobile home Manor Farm: Change of use class 

 Springfield Barn: Barn conversion South Hatch Stables: RTE refurbishment 

 Ashley Wood Farm: Swimming pool Trevaskis Fruit Farm: Farm dwelling 

 The Hatchery: Mobile home Tregased: Enforcement appeal 

 Stockfields Farm: Building reuse  

2006 Manor Farm: Replacement farmhouse Bhaktivedanta Manor: Farm buildings 

 Sough Lane: Farm dwelling Military Vehicles: Loss of BMV land 

 Whitewebbs Farm: Enforcement appeal Ermine Street Stables: Enforcement appeal 

 Land at Condicote: Farm dwelling Featherstone Farm: Replacement buildings 

 Rye Park Farm: Enforcement appeal Flambards: Mobile home and poultry unit 

 Woodrow Farm: Buildings reuse Manor Farm: Effect of housing on farm 

 Rectory Farm: Retention of unlawful bldg Goblin Farm: Arbitration re notice to quit 

 Walltree Farm: Retention of structures Terrys Wood Farm: Farm dwelling 

 Weeford Island: Land quality issues Etchden Court Farm: Mobile home 

 College Farm: Relocation of farmyard Hollowshot Lane: Farm dwelling and buildings 

2007 Woolly Park Farm: Manager’s dwelling Barcroft Hall: Removal of condition 

 Park Gate Nursery: Second dwelling Kent Access Road: Effect on farms 

 Penyrheol las: Retention of bund Greys Green Farm: Enforcement appeal 

 Hucksholt Farm: New beef unit in AONB A40 Robeston Wathen bypass: Underpass 

 The Green, Shrewley: Mobile home Woodland Wild Boar: Mobile homes 

 Brook Farm: Retention of polytunnels  
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2008 Weights Farm: Second dwelling Whitegables: Stud manager’s dwelling 

 Hill Farm: Mobile home Balaton Place: Loss of paddock land 

 Relocaton of Thame Market: Urgency issues Point to Point Farm: Buildings / farm dwelling 

 Spinney Bank Farm: Dwelling / viability issues Norman Court Stud: Size of dwelling 

 Higham Manor: Staff accommodation High Moor: Temporary dwelling 

 Robeston Watham bypass: Procedures 
Hearing 

Land at St Euny: Bldg in World Heritage Area 

 Monks Hall: Covered sand school Baydon Meadow: Wind turbine 

 Porthmadog bypass: Road scheme inquiry  

2009 Claverton Down Stables: New stables Meadow Farm: Building conversion 

 Hailsham Market: Closure issues Bishop’s Castle Biomass Power Station: 
Planning issues 

 Gambledown Farm: Staff dwelling Foxhills Fishery: Manager’s dwelling 

 Oak Tree Farm: Farm dwelling Bryn Gollen Newydd: Nuisance court case 

 A470 Builth Wells: Off line road scheme Swithland Barn: Enforcement appeal 

 Hill Top Farm: Second dwelling Woodrow Farm: Retention of building 

 Sterts Farm: Suitability / availability of dwelling  

2010 Poultry Farm, Christmas Common: Harm to 
AONB 

Stubwood Tankers: Enforcement appeal 

 Wellsprings: Rention of mobile home Meridian Farm: Retention of building 

 Redhouse Farm: Manager’s dwelling Swithland Barn: Retention of building 

 Lobbington Fields Farm: Financial test  

2011 Fairtrough Farm: Enforcement appeal A477 Red Roses to St Clears: Public Inquiry 

 Etchden Court Farm: Farm dwelling Upper Bearfield Farm: Additional dwelling 

 Trottiscliffe Nursery: Mobile home North Bishops Cleeve: Land quality issues 

2012 Tickbridge Farm: Farm dwelling Langborrow Farm: Staff dwellings 

 Blaenanthir Farm: Stables and sandschool Heads of the Valley S3: Improvements 

 Land at Stonehill: Eq dentistry / mobile home Seafield Pedigrees: Second dwelling 

 Cwmcoedlan Stud: Farm dwelling with B&B Beedon Common: Permanent dwelling 

2013 Barnwood Farm: Farm dwelling Upper Youngs Farm: Stables / log cabin 

 Spring Farm Barn: Building conversion Tithe Barn Farm: Enforcement appeal 

 Baydon Road: Agricultural worker’s dwelling Lower Fox Farm: Mobile home / building 

 Stapleford Farm: Building reuse Tewinbury Farm: Storage barn 

 Meddler Stud: Residential development Church Farm: Solar park construction 

 Deer Barn Farm: Agricultural worker’s dwelling  

2014 Land at Stow on the Wold: Housing site Land at Elsfield: Retention of hardstanding 

 Allspheres Farm: Cottage restoration Queensbury Lodge: Potential development 

 Land at Stonehill: Equine dentistry practice Kellygreen Farm: Solar park development 

 Spring Farm Yard: Permanent dwelling Spring Farm Barn: Building conversion 

 Land at Valley Farm: Solar park Land at Willaston: Residential development 

 Land at Haslington: Residential development Bluebell Cottage: Enforcement appeal 

 Manor Farm: Solar farm on Grade 2 land Clemmit Farm: Mobile home 

 Penland Farm: Residential development Honeycrock Farm: Farmhouse retention 

 Sandyways Nursery: Retention of 23 caravans The Mulberry Bush: Farm dwelling 

2015 The Lawns: Agricultural building / hardstanding Redland Farm: Residential dev issues  

 Harefield Stud: Stud farm / ag worker’s dwelling Emlagh Wind Farm: Effect on equines 

 Newtown Bypass: Compulsory purchase orders Fox Farm: Building conversion to 2 dwellings 

 Barn Farm: Solar farm Wadborough Park Farm: Farm buildings 

 Hollybank Farm: Temporary dwelling renewal Delamere Stables: Restricted use 

 Five Oaks Farm: Change of use of land and 
temporary dwelling 

 

2016 Clemmit Farm: Redetermination Meddler Stud: RTE and up to 63 dwellings 

 The Lawns: Replacement building Land off Craythorne Road: Housing dev 

 Land at the Lawns: Cattle building Berkshire Polo Club: Stables / accomm 

2017 Low Barn Farm: Temporary dwelling Harcourt Stud: Temporary dwelling 

 High Meadow Farm: Building conversion Clemmit Farm: Second redetermination 

 Windmill Barn: Class Q conversion Stonehouse Waters: Change of use of lake 
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 Land at Felsted: Residential development  

2018 Thorney Lee Stables: Temporary dwelling Watlington Road: Outline app residential 

 Benson Lane: Outline app residential A465 Heads of the Valley 5/6: Agric effects 

 Park Road, Didcot: Outline app residential The Old Quarry: Permanent dwelling 

 Coalpit Heath: Residential development Chilaway Farm: Removal of condition 

2019 Mutton Hall Farm: Agric worker’s dwelling Leahurst Nursery: Temporary dwelling 

 Clemmit Farm: Third redetermination Icomb Cow Pastures: Temp mobile home 

 Ten Acre Farm: Enforcement appeal Forest Faconry: Construction of hack pens 

 Harrold: 94 Residential dwellings  

2020 Stan Hill: Temp dwelling/agric. buildings Hazeldens Nursery: Up to 84 extra care units 

 Allspheres Farm: Enlargement of farm dwelling Leahurst Nursery: Agricultural storage bldg 

2021 

 

2022 

 

Ruins: Dwelling for tree nursery 

 

Thornbury: Local BMV 

Penpergwym: Solar Farm Hearing 

Sketchley Lane, Burbage: Industrial and 
residential development 

Park Solar Traffwl: Solar Hearing 

 

2023 

 

Mudds Bank: Equestrian workers dwelling 

Mallard Pass NSIP: Issue specific hearing 

Bramford Solar: Loss of BMV / food 

Gate Burton NSIP: BMV and Food 

Heckington Fen NSIP: Issue Hearing 

Cutlers Green Solar: Use of BMV 

Scruton Solar Farm: Effects on BMV and food 

Land at East Burnham: Equestrian facilities 

Fladbury: Housing on BMV land 

Pound Road, Axminster: BESS and BMV 

Wymondley Solar: Use of BMV 

Little Acorn Farm, St Keyne: Worker’s dwelling 

 Twigworth, Glos: Use of BMV land  

2024 Sheepwash Solar, Kent: Use of BMV land 

Washdyke Solar, Grantham: Use of BMV 

Copper Bottom Solar, Camborne: Use of BMV 

East End Solar, Harlow: Use of BMV 

Sittingbourne, Kent: Housing on BMV 

Murrells End Solar, Gloucester: BMV 

Longhedge Solar: BMV and food security 

Oaklands Solar NSIP: Topic Hearing 
Old Malton Solar: Impacts on local agriculture 

Knapthorne Solar: BMV 

Helios Renewables NSIP: Topic Hearing 

2025 Woolpots Solar: BMV 

Chimmens Solar Farm: BMV 

Saxham Industrial: BMV and Industry 

New Hall Farm Solar: BMV 

Alaw Môn Solar Farm: BMV policy Wales 
Fillongley Solar: BMV 
Glebe Solar: BMV 
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Natural England’s Technical 

Information Note TIN049 
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UK Food Security Report Summary  

(14 January 2025) 
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Defra Press Release 6th December 2022 
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Land Use Consultation (January 2025) 
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