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‘SAVE HARDY’S VALE’ COMMUNITY GROUP.  PROPOSED SOLAR GENERATING ARRAYS ON 

LAND AT NORTH DAIRY FARM, PULHAM DT2 7EA 
 
Case Officer: Rob McDonald 

Dorset Council 

South Walks House 

South Walks Road 

Dorchester 

Dorset 

DT1 1UZ 

 

11th March 2022 

 

Dear Rob,  

 

Full Planning Application P/FUL/2021/01018  

 

Our Interest ‘Save Hardy’s Vale’ (SHV) 1  is an unincorporated community association, 

formed to protect 77 Ha of productive agricultural land in a sensitive and valued landscape, 

at the heart of the Blackmore Vale, from the significant harm that would result from 

granting the Application. 

 

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS  

Here are our comments about the extensive changes to North Dairy Farm Solar Park–R007, 

Environmental Statement (EA) – Chapter 6 Landscape and Visual2 - presented by Aardvark 

EM Limited. The extensive revisions followed the Dorset Council (DC) and Dorset AONB 

landscape Planning Officers’ consultation responses, and other representations, including 

 
1  ‘Save Hardy’s Vale’ 
2  EA Revised Chapter 6 Landscape and visual R007 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/disclaimer.aspx?returnURL=%2fplandisp.aspx%3frecno%3d235560
https://savehardysvale.com/
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2022/02/1274_es-chapter-6_lvia_track_changes_100222_track-changes.pdf
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those from ‘Save Hardy’s Vale.’   We thank the Applicant, and Landscape Visual Limited, for 

the open and transparent way they have presented the great number of changes.    

One of the key revisions is the additional mitigation planting proposed. It is an attempt to 

reduce the detrimental visual impact of the proposed development on the landscape of the 

highly valued and sensitive Blackmore Vale, and on the setting of the Dorset AONB.  

We set out here why we believe the Applicants proposals will not significantly reduce the 

visual impact, or outweigh all the harms set out in our previous representations, and 

identified in the revised EA R007.  We have serious reservations about some important 

omissions, judgments and the findings presented, and with the conclusions drawn. 

   

 

Figure One:3  A view westwards from ‘The Orchard’ at the Hazelbury Bryan Conservation 

Area boundary, and towards the AONB. The proposed solar plant would be clearly visible 

across the middle ground of the photograph. We do not believe that this highly valued 

landscape illustrated is “degraded” by “energy infrastructure” as suggested in the revised EA 

Chapter 6.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3  From the SHV Wyvern Heritage Reports 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf
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Overview 

 

1. The 77 Ha industrial-sized electricity generation plant would be in full view from the 

highly protected North Dorset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and on 

agricultural land which is prone to flash flooding. The proposed site is in a highly 

valued landscape that Dorset Council is considering should be designated as 

a National Park. It is within the impact zone of the Blackmoor Vale Commons and 

Moors Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Rooksmoor Copse Special Area of 

Conservation (SAC), and Alner Gorse Butterfly Reserve. It is also an area that Dorset 

Council considers to be very highly sensitive to large scale development. 

 

2. A past Secretary of State said: ‘Meeting our energy goals should not be used to justify 

the wrong development in the wrong location and this includes the use of high-

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

environment.’ 4 

 

3. The proposed development, by reason of its size and scale, and taking into account 

the topography and contours of the application site and surrounding land, the 

development would be highly visible, and be an incongruous addition, out of keeping 

with the rural landscape character of the area.5 

 

Landscape Sensitivity  

4. The receiving landscape is considered by the Applicant to have a high to medium 

landscape value and a high to medium susceptibility to the proposed change. In 

determining the landscape sensitivity, the degree to which the more homogenous 

and engineered appearance of the solar plant will contrast with the more natural 

textures of the landscape is relevant.  Overall, it is judged that the Site has high to 

medium landscape sensitivity to the change that would result from the Proposed 

Development. 

 

Landscape Character 

5.  The revised Chapter 6 identifies that the Blackmore Vale Landscape Character Area 

(LCA) and Clay Vale Landscape Character Type (LCT) greater than 1.1km from the Site 

has – high sensitivity to development.  South Blackmore Rolling Vale LCA and Rolling 

Vales LCT greater than 1.1km from the Site has – high sensitivity, and for landscape 

receptors within the Dorset AONB, the Blackmore Vale LCA and Clay Vale LCT have – 

high sensitivity, due to its key visual and perceptual characteristics of, ‘vast open 

skies with a strong sense of rural tranquillity.’  The North Dorset Escarpment LCA and 

Chalk Ridge/Escarpment LCT also have – high sensitivity, due to its key visual and 

 
4   https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2015-03-25/HCWS488 
5   Landscape Statement A &  Landscape Statement B  Phillip Hanson CMLI ‘The   Landscape Practice’. 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://www.dorsetnationalpark.com/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countryside-stewardship-statement-of-priorities-blackmoor-vale-and-the-vale-of-wardour-nca133/countryside-stewardship-statement-of-priorities-blackmoor-vale-and-the-vale-of-wardour-nca133
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countryside-stewardship-statement-of-priorities-blackmoor-vale-and-the-vale-of-wardour-nca133/countryside-stewardship-statement-of-priorities-blackmoor-vale-and-the-vale-of-wardour-nca133
https://sac.jncc.gov.uk/site/UK0012681
https://sac.jncc.gov.uk/site/UK0012681
https://butterfly-conservation.org/our-work/reserves/alners-gorse-dorset
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2015-03-25/HCWS488
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-2.-landscape-a-statement-text-p3-compressed.pdf
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-3.-landscape-b-statement-appendix-p3-compressed.pdf


 
 
 
 
 

4 | Page             Full Planning Application     P/FUL/2021/01018     Save Hardy’s Vale 
 
 

perceptual characteristics of, ‘a textured appearance of scrub and significant darker 

areas of woodland. It has a powerful, dramatic appearance due to its open and 

exposed nature, with commanding views of the Blackmore Vale’. 

 

Site visibility underestimated 

6. The SHV Landscape Assessment 6  identified that the original Environmental 

Statement generally underestimated Site visibility in the wider landscape. We believe 

this significant criticism has not been fully addressed, and that the revised Chapter 6 

fails to record a fair and representative assessment of views in accordance with 

Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA). This in turn affects 

the assessment of landscape and visual effects, and their significance in accordance 

with Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) regulations. 

 

Landscape 

7. The part of the Blackmore Vale, and the area which would be affected by the 

development proposals, is a valued landscape for the purposes of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Paragraph 170a. This is mainly, but not 

exclusively, because of its perceptual qualities.  It is a robust and intact landscape 

with a pastoral and tranquil character.  It has longstanding dairy farming traditions, 

historic association between escarpment located Iron Age hillforts which have 

directed the evolution of the Vale’s agriculture and settlement patterns, and 

internationally renowned cultural associations of Thomas Hardy and William Barnes.  

The related tourist trade is strong. 

 

 

8. The application is for an industrial scale of development alien to the highly sensitive, 

undeveloped and rural location (The LUC 2014 Study categorises arrays over 30Ha as 

large scale).  The proposed development Site covers a total of 77 Ha, of which 

approximately 55Ha would contain solar panels, fencing, numerous ancillary buildings 

and structures, a substation, large pylons, 3-metre-high security camaras and 

vehicular access tracks.  However, these highly visible ancillary structures are hardly 

mentioned in the revised assessment.  In fact, they are omitted from the images and 

almost ignored as simply ‘energy infrastructure’ comparable to the four existing 

“wooden” powerline pylons which traverse part of the proposed site which, as 

evidenced by the Applicant’s images, are barely visible in the landscape.  The pylons 

are actually metal which raises questions about the thoroughness of the Applicant’s 

site visits. 

 

 

 
6 SHV Landscape Assessment prepared by Phillip Hanson CMLI of The Landscape Practice 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-2.-landscape-a-statement-text-p3-compressed.pdf
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9. The land is gently and smoothly undulating, and therefore, not suited to the rigid line 

and form of panels which, in contrast, will form jagged, stepped and unnatural 

outlines with the existing smooth flowing contours. The Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) provides further guidance in respect of solar farms, advising that the 

deployment of large-scale solar developments can have a negative impact on the 

rural environment, particularly in undulating landscapes. 

 

10. We do appreciate that the existing pylons in fields 6 (1 pylon), 7 (2 pylons) and 16 (1 

pylon)  are features which may detrimentally impact on a rural landscape, but we 

believe it is unreasonable to suggest their visual impact in this area is comparable to 

77 Ha of engineered industrial generating equipment, with security fencing, posts,  

cameras, solar panels, the substation and pylon, various support buildings, or that the 

only impact would simply be a marginal  increase in the existing  “energy 

infrastructure”. The impact the proposed development would have on the visual 

tranquillity of the area, when viewed from the roads, PRoW N46/21 and the other 

PRoWs crossing or overlooking the proposed site, is significant, and detrimental. The 

rigid form, arrangement and patterns and the monotone colours of the panels, which 

would be visible in large single blocks, would be discordant with the landscape 

character and the existing small scale landscape patterns within the gently undulating 

ground.7 

 

Mitigation 

11. The proposed mitigation enhancements, submitted as part of the application, are still 

meagre in relation to the scale of the proposed development. They provide ecological 

benefits no more extensive than might be expected as the good husbandry of a 

responsible farm landowner, without considering the proposed development. They 

also do very little in terms of protecting the visual amenity in respect of the 

development proposals, as partly confirmed by the Applicant’s submitted 

photomontages. 

 

Climate change – protecting the environment 

12. Renewable energy is an important part of our need to address the challenge of 

climate change, but this in itself should not in any way destroy or damage the best 

parts of the environment we are actually trying to save. National and Local planning 

policy recognises this in directing large scale solar renewable developments to 

brownfield sites and generally requires the overriding protection of the environment. 

 

 

 
7 Appeal Decision APP/L3245/W/15/3014413  Paragraphs 15, 16, and 17. 
 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s11649/Appeal%20Decision%2014-02873-FUL.pdf
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Visual impact 

13. Views to the south east, south and southwest out from the site are towards the high 

escarpment backdrop. These views would be harmed when looking over and past an 

industrial installation. This is clearly illustrated in the images presented by the 

Applicant: TLP VP 14 PRoW N49/7 westerly view and TLP VP 15 PRoW N49/7 

southerly view. The proposed mitigation would actually exacerbate the visual harm 

caused by the sea of panels, and have a negative impact on the views out of the 

proposed Site and into the AONB. 

  

14. The study for glint and glare from the solar panels does not include an assessment of 

public areas (apart from local roads) or the very likely harm it may cause to the 

Dorset AONB and areas of elevated ground on the escarpment where important 

receptors (walkers and horse riders) have panoramic views over the area of the 

proposed development Site.  

 

15. The images below are only included for reference, and the Applicants ‘full’ sized 

images should be viewed alongside them. The images illustrate that the long views to 

the high ground within the AONB would be seen beyond the fields of proposed PV 

panels.   

 

TLP VP 14 PRoW N49/7 westerly view 

 

 

TLP VP 15 PRoW N49/7 southerly view 

 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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TLP VP 20 PRoW N46/20 South Easterly direction adjacent to Field 11 

 

 

TLP VP 18 PRoW N46/20 (“as walked”) route Westerly direction adjacent to Field 10 

 

 

TLP VP 16 PRoW N49/3 becomes N46/20 at the western edge of the site Field 13 

 

 

 

 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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TLP VP 10 PRoW N46/19 northerly views across Fields 10, 11 and 13 

 

 

Mitigation 

16. Though all Applications have to be considered on their own merits, the ‘Tithe Barn 

Lane’ Appeal Decision is very pertinent to the NDF proposals. 8  The Inspector notes: 

“Significant mitigation measures are proposed.” And “Additional planting could 

effectively screen the development but would itself be visually intrusive by 

undermining open views across the site.  Furthermore, vegetation, even if standard 

plants are used, would take some years to become effective.  In the interim there 

would be clear views from the footpaths and roads of the many rows of solar panels, 

which would be no lower than 2.6 metres in height and which would block all views 

across the site. Their industrial appearance would be alien in this countryside 

location and the solar panels, in views from footpaths and roads around the site, 

would have a significant adverse effect on the visual amenity of the area.”  The 

same can be said for the NDF proposed site.   

 

Local Landscape Character 

17. The revised ’Local Landscape Character’ does not present an accurate description of 

the area, and in parts is difficult to reconcile with the actual situation.   The revised ES 

states that mixed use agriculture and removal of hedgerow boundaries to create 

larger arable fields on the Site is typical of the wider landscape, when it is not. Of the 

local area, it describes ‘numerous woodland blocks and spinneys that provide a 

robust landscape structure that imparts a wooded character to the landscape’.   This 

is not an accurate description of the surrounding predominantly pastoral landscape.    

It acknowledges the sense of tranquillity but states ‘this may be interrupted by the 

sound of a tractor or military aircraft’.  The former is insignificant and the latter not a 

common occurrence. Certainly, neither diminish the distinct and strong sense of 

tranquillity in the area.  

 
8  Appeal Ref: APP/D2320/A/14/2222025  Paragraphs 9, 10 11 and 12 and others. 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://democracy.chorley.gov.uk/documents/s49418/Solar%20Farm%20Heapey%20DECISION.pdf.pdf
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1750 and on! 

18. The Applicant suggests that significant changes to the field boundaries have taken 

place since 1888 and that the fields “generally have lost their historic hedge field 

boundaries” This is overstated, misleading and not the full story – see 1888 map (left) 

and 2022 (right).  

 

 
   

19. Despite the more recent change, a comparison between the modern fieldscapes and 

the 25inch Ordnance Survey map, and the three relevant tithe maps shows that the 

pre 1750 post-medieval field patterns are still highly legible within the site. 9  

 

Applicants Inset Photo 1 (next page below).  

20. The revised Chapter 6 (Paragraph 138 and on) inaccurately suggests this image 

Illustrates a typical wooded character of local landscape that imparts a feeling of 

enclosure within the valleys, where the Site is located. It shows a small part of the 

Site, but the image clearly does not display the other characteristics. The Applicant 

continues to ascribe a ‘utilitarian element’ to the local landscape – which they 

suggest is exhibited by large functional barns.... high voltage overhead lines....and an 

electrical substation approximately 2.7 km to the northwest...and small solar array 

(0.5ha).  The scale of these elements does not contribute to a significant utilitarian 

element in the wider landscape. However, the proposed addition of a substation 

some 68.8 metres by 44.8 metres by 15 metres in height, and 77 Ha of solar 

infrastructure would. 

 
9  Wyvern Heritage and Landscape Report 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf
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21. We believe it is unreasonable to suggest that the “energy infrastructure” shown in 

Viewpoint 1, from Footpath N49/11 (below) contributes to a significant utilitarian 

element in the wider landscape.  However, and ironically, the development 

application proposes all of these features in vastly increased quantities over 77 Ha of 

the receiving landscape.  

 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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22. As already noted, while we appreciate that every development must be considered 

on its own merits, we present numerous Appeal Decisions which clearly undermine 

the Applicant’s suggestion that the proposed site can, with time, be effectively 

screened from public view. It is also uncertain that the harms to the area, which the 

Applicant identifies and describes, and which would be caused by the proposed 

development, could be ‘balanced’ by the proposed mitigation planting. The LIVA 

revised Chapter 6 presents 7 viewpoints (A to J) which are some 4 km from the site 

and elevated, would give, and continue to give over time, clear views of the solar 

development, views which could not be significantly changed by the mitigation 

planting proposed. The revised EA also identifies that the site is overlooked, both 

from the public viewpoints close to the site, and particularly from the high ground to 

the east and south. These clear views of significant areas of the proposed site will 

remain for the duration of the development. 

 

23. The new photos H to J, supplied with the revised EA, are taken at ground level. None 

are taken from PRoW N46/20, which would illustrate the impact of the solar panels on 

the views and visual tranquillity for users walking through Field 10 or 11.  Similarly, no 

images are presented from Field 5 and PRoW N46/21 looking towards Fields 6 and 7.  

Significantly, there are no photos or montages to illustrate the impact of the substation 

and pylon proposed for Field 6. 

 

24. There is only one photo submitted from Pleck (Hill) Lane, but there are many 

opportunities for further views that walkers would experience when using Pleck Lane 

as a conduit to the various PRoW’s that truncate from this road. For example, N46/22, 

opposite Dairy House Farm links with N41/11 and N41/12 back to Hazelbury Bryan at 

the village end of Pleck Lane.  N46/23 (Povert Bridge Farm), N46/20 (Povert Bridge 

Farm, N46/21, N41/30 links to Old Boywood Farm and N46/21, and N41/31 links to 

Pidney and other Hazelbury Bryan footpaths. 

 

Screening 

25. While smaller developments might potentially be effectively screened, it is close to 

certain that a 77 Ha development cannot be hidden, as the location includes some 

exposed undulating slopes which are visible in the same context as more distinctive 

parts of the chalk escarpments in the south. From there, the proposed infrastructure 

would detract from the green, patchwork character of the landscape, as observed 

from other elevated viewpoints close to the proposed Site, and from within the 

setting of the AONB. The landscape sensitivity is also higher because some of the NDF 

eleven fields are ‘small and irregular’ and ‘uniformly pastoral’. 

  

26. Planning Guidance states that: ‘The size of a solar farm is the major factor that will 

affect the landscape sensitivity of a Proposed Development, and that the 

arrangement of panel arrays, and ancillary elements, can also have a significant 

impact, particularly in a relatively undeveloped location, or where a site is overlooked 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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by higher ground. Clearly the NDF fields are an ‘undeveloped location’ and certainly 

the revised EA identifies that the site is overlooked, both from the public viewpoints 

close to it, and particularly from the high ground to the east and south.  

 

27. We agree that the views gained from the higher-lying vantage points on the high 

escarpments are so extensive that, by comparison the size of the proposed site would 

form a “very small part” of the wide uninterrupted panoramic views across the 

Blackmore Vale. However, considering that from those high viewpoints it is possible 

to see across the county into Devon and Somerset and on to the Mendips, some 36 

miles north west. In that context, 77 Ha might well be considered just a small part 

within such an extensive uninterrupted panorama – but, as the revised EA notes, the 

proposed 77 Ha industrial site of glinting reflective glass, a small village of 37 

transformers and inverters and a sub-station, would certainly be seen, and despite 

the extensive mitigation proposed, would cause adverse effects.  We believe the 

Applicant’s assessment underestimates that harm, and that we are supported in that 

conclusion by many of the images presented in the revised LIVA, and by the pertinent 

Appeal Decisions referred to in this representation.  

 

28. Due to the scale of the proposed development Site, and its spread over the 

landscape, it is rare for the whole development to be seen from a single viewpoint.  In 

some of the views, the fact that the whole extent of the Site is not visible leads to the 

impression that the effect of development is diminished.  In fact, from most locations 

just a view of part of the development is sufficient to have significant adverse effects. 

 

29. It is suggested in the revised EA that the Site was set out so as to reduce visibility of 

the panels from within the AONB, and to limit instances where it would be visible 

when looking into the AONB from publicly accessible vantage points. It is suggested 

that by doing so, the extent of changes to the special qualities of the Dorset AONB 

are on the whole, localised to the Site and its immediate context.  However, as views 

from the high escarpments down onto the proposed site were not considered in the 

first LIVA, we are at a loss to know how those views could have been taken into 

account during ‘the panel layout’ procedure.  It is unclear which publicly accessible 

vantage points are being referred to, as none were considered in the original 

document. 

 

Table 6.3: Assessment of factors which contribute towards visual receptor sensitivity 

30. It is clear from the assessment that views from the representative viewpoints have 

high, or high to medium value attached to them, and that the viewed landscapes 

range from highly valued to high/medium. The ‘visual susceptibility’ ratings are also 

predominantly high, as is the ‘Sensitivity to change’. As already noted, we believe that 

the revised EA Chapter 6 underestimates the cumulative identified harms. 

 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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31. The ‘Magnitude of Change to the Landscape during the construction phase is 

identified in the revised EA (unsurprisingly) to be ‘large and adverse’, with the 

‘landscape effects’ expected to be ‘major to moderate’ as would be the ‘visual 

effects. 

 

32. However, the description of the ‘Change to Landscape Features on the Site’ in the EA 

comes close to British understatement, or Orwellian doublespeak, by suggesting: 

“The Proposed Development would, to a large extent, be visually contained within 

the wider landscape through the existing landscape structure within the Site. 

However, there would be an increase in the existing influence of energy infrastructure 

on the character of the local landscape.”  While each planning application must be 

determined on its individual merits, Planning Inspector R C Kirby put the preceding 

point another way, and in plain English. 

  

33. The Inspector notes in his South of Whitton House, Ludlow Decision: “The 

introduction of solar arrays, along with ancillary structures and high fencing would be 

incongruous in this otherwise pastoral landscape.” And: “At present the views from 

these public rights of way are across open, undulating fields, enclosed by hedgerows, 

comprising an attractive, largely unspoilt landscape.  The proposed development, 

with a close presence of solar panels beyond a security fence, would alienate the 

foreground landscape from its surroundings with the constituent elements having a 

highly intrusive presence from both the footpaths and bridleway.  The retention and 

management of the existing hedgerow to a height of 3 metres as proposed would 

serve to reduce the impact of the development from close up views, but not from the 

footpath that runs through the site, or from the footpath and bridleway to the south, 

given the elevated nature of these routes’ relative to the site. While these views 

would be likely to be screened more during the months when the trees and 

hedgerows were in leaf, I find that the development would still be visible and would 

have an industrialising effect upon this attractive area of countryside.” 10 

 

34. The Revised EA also suggests that: “The magnitude of change to the Site’s landscape 

structure would be small and beneficial following the construction of the proposed 

development, becoming large and beneficial in the long-term as the landscape 

mitigation proposals become established and mature.” This suggestion relies on the 

proposed mitigation planting successfully screening the whole site. In the light of the 

many identified views into parts of the site from the surrounding high ground. We 

believe this to be unrealistic, especially in the short to medium term, and would 

remain uncertain in the long run. The point is illustrated by the very limited change 

over time illustrated by the following photomontages submitted by the Applicant. We 

note they show the site in an unrealistic very soft light grey – and without the 

occasional glint!  

 
10 Appeal Decision APP/L3245/W/15/3014413  by R C Kirby BA (Hons) DipTP   MRTPI  
 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-services/documents/s11649/Appeal%20Decision%2014-02873-FUL.pdf
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Viewpoint F: Bulbarrow Hill (Year 1) 

 

Viewpoint F: Bulbarrow Hill (Year 15) We believe that this image indicates that the site will 

be clearly seen after 15 years of planting growth. 

 

 

35. We are supported in this view by Inspector Braithwaite in his Decision to refuse the 

Tithe Barn Lane, Heapey Appeal: 11  He noted that the: “Additional planting could 

effectively screen the development but would itself be visually intrusive by 

undermining open views across the site.  Furthermore, vegetation, even if standard 

plants are used, would take some years to become effective.  In the interim there 

would be clear views from the footpaths and roads of the many rows of solar panels, 

which would be no lower than 2.6 metres in height and which would block all views 

across the site.” The Inspectors opinion clearly applies to the NDF proposed 

development. 

 

   

 

 

 
11 Appeal Ref: APP/D2320/A/14/2222025 by John Braithwaite BSc(Arch) BArch(Hons) RIBA MRTPI  

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://democracy.chorley.gov.uk/documents/s49418/Solar%20Farm%20Heapey%20DECISION.pdf.pdf
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Landscape Character 

36. Proposals which would harm the natural beauty of the AONBs will not be permitted 

unless it is clearly in the public interest to do so.  In such instances, effective 

mitigation should form an integral part of the development proposals. 

 

37. We do not believe that the proposed NDF development would conserve the natural 

beauty of the area, or that the proposed extensive mitigation would overcome the 

cumulative harms assessed in the revised Chapter 6. This view is supported in the 

Tithe Barn Lane Appeal Decision 12  which make it clear that the time taken for the 

mitigation to mature renders its effectiveness uncertain or ineffective, in the long 

run. Clearly, with so many views into the proposed site identified in the LIVA, the 

“energy infrastructure” simply cannot be hidden.     

 

Policy 1.33: Landscape Character Areas  

38. The Policy states: ‘Within each of the Landscape Character Areas, defined on the 

Proposals Map, development should be situated and designed so as to integrate with 

the distinctive landscape character of the area. This will be particularly important 

within the designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas.’ Clearly, it is recognised in the revised EA that it is not possible for the 

development to be ‘integrated’ into the distinctive landscape, and, as the Inspector in 

‘Tithe Barn’ points out, the mitigation would not be effective for many years. – if at 

all. 

 

39. On the matter of land use at NDF, we again refer to the Tithe Barn Lane Appeal 

Decision: 13  The Inspector noted; “With respect to the suggestion that the site would 

continue to be in agricultural use during the operational period of the development, 

it is clear that the land could continue to be used for the grazing of sheep over the 

lifetime of the development. I am mindful however, that the development of a solar 

park on the application site would mean that the land would, effectively, be 

unavailable for the cultivation of food crops for a period of 40 years.”  

 

Assessing Benefits against Impacts  

40. As noted in the LIVA (paragraph 46): ‘When considering proposals for heat or 

electricity generation from renewable or low carbon sources, the social, economic 

and environmental benefits of the scheme should be assessed against the likely 

impacts. A proposal for generating heat or electricity from renewable or low carbon 

will be permitted provided it can be demonstrated that:  

 

 
12   Appeal Ref:   APP/D2320/A/14/2222025 
13   Appeal Ref:   APP/P1560/A/14/2225037    

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://democracy.chorley.gov.uk/documents/s49418/Solar%20Farm%20Heapey%20DECISION.pdf.pdf
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/legal/appeal-decision-burnt-ash-farm-solar-panels-pdf/
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• Both individually and cumulatively, all adverse impacts arising from the proposal    

have been satisfactorily assessed;  

 

• The proposal has maximised the potential to mitigate any adverse impacts that have 

been identified; and  

 

• The actual benefits that the scheme will deliver outweigh the adverse impacts that 

remain.’ 

 

41. We believe that not all of the impacts have been assessed. For example, no 

consideration has been given to the cumulative adverse effects of other planned or 

operational solar developments in North Dorset.  We also believe that the matters 

referred to here clearly demonstrate that significant adverse impacts on the 

landscape, on and surrounding the proposed site, would remain, and cannot be 

overcome by the additional mitigation planting proposed by the Applicant. In short, 

the site cannot be hidden from public view. 

 

Policy 

42. A summary of the pertinent national and local policy is clearly set out by Landscape 

Visual Ltd. In the revised Chapter 6, and there is no need for us to repeat the review 

of ‘Legislation, Policy, Guidance and Standards’. However, there are a number of 

points of policy we wish to underline. 

 

43. It is acknowledged, that the nature of energy infrastructure development often limits 

the extent to which it can contribute to the enhancement of the quality of the area, 

and that solar infrastructure almost inevitably causes harm to the countryside, and 

often require significant levels of mitigation planting to reduce the harm caused.   

 

44. That said, in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF July 21)14 it is noted that 
any proposed development should: “add to the overall quality of the area, not just for 
the short term but over the lifetime of the development”. It should be: “sympathetic 
to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting”. The development should “establish or maintain a strong sense of 
place”. Developments should: “create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible 
and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for 
existing and future users” which: “do not undermine the quality of life or community 
cohesion and resilience.’  Developments should: “conserve and enhance the natural 
environment” and planning decisions: “should contribute to, and enhance, the 
natural and local environment by: “protecting and enhancing valued landscapes” and: 

 
14  NPPF Paragraph 130. 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
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“recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital”. 
 

45. The National Policy Statement for Energy15  notes that “Applying “good design” to 

energy projects should produce sustainable infrastructure sensitive to place, efficient 

in the use of natural resources.  

 

46. As already noted, even with the considerable levels of mitigation planting proposed, 

and because of the topography of the landscape, significant areas the 77 Ha site 

simply cannot ever be hidden from public view using planting and screening 

mitigation.  

 

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

47. The NPPG 16 acknowledges that the: “deployment of large-scale solar farms can have 

a negative impact on the rural environment, particularly in undulating landscapes.” 

We do not believe that the significant levels of mitigation, proposed by the Applicant, 

will properly address the detrimental impact on the landscape, which is identified in 

the revised EA.  Perversely, and contrary to the Guidance, the Applicant claims that 

the undulating landscape of the proposed site would help hide the solar 

infrastructure from view. 

 

Policy 2: Core Spatial Strategy 

48.  Dorset’s Core Spatial Strategy Policy 2.  states that all development proposals should 

be located in accordance with the spatial strategy for Dorset. In this case the Site is 

considered to be part of the countryside. As such, the policy states that it will be 

subject to ‘countryside policies’ where development will be strictly controlled unless 

it is required to enable essential rural needs to be met.’ We believe that the 

proposed development fails to meet any specific essential rural needs. 

 

Policy 3: Climate Change 

49. The Local Plan sets out Dorset’s commitment to deliver renewable and low carbon 

energy, and to meet the targets set by national policy. It states that the council will 

encourage appropriate schemes. It notes that whilst encouraging schemes, adverse 

impacts, including cumulative landscape and visual impacts, will need to be 

satisfactorily addressed.  We do not believe that the ‘cumulative’ impacts have been 

examined, or that the proposed mitigation will overcome all of the adverse impacts. 

 
15 The National Policy Statement for Energy 
16 Planning Practice Guidence 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-policy-statements-for-energy-infrastructure
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
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Policy 4: The Natural Environment  

50. Policy 4 highlights the fact that almost 40% of the district is designated as an AONB 

and as such is highly valued, and in planning terms has the highest level of protection 

in England. This places an emphasis on the protection of environmental assets as well 

as the protection of the visual quality and character of the district’s landscape. 

Developments are expected to respect the natural environment including the 

designated sites, valued landscapes and other features that make it special. 

Developments should be shaped by the natural environment so that the benefits it 

provides enhance, not degrade the landscape and environment.  We do not believe 

that the proposed development enhances and protects the existing environmental 

assets, or the visual quality and character of the landscape, and furthermore, that the 

mitigation proposed would not be effective in ‘hiding’ the ‘infrastructure’ 

development which would cause the harms identified in the revised EA.  Therefore, 

as the mitigation cannot ever be fully effective, the wider natural environment would 

be considerably degraded. 

 

Benefits 

51. We noted in the SHV Representation: 17   

 

• That the data used to calculate the key benefits of the proposal are not based on the 

current carbon costs of generating energy, or recent (or predicted) household 

electricity consumption; 

 

• No community ownership or shareholding of a scheme and local provision of 

renewable and low carbon energy is proposed. Other local community benefits, 

including jobs, investment in the local economy is uncertain;  

 

• There is also uncertainty about the Applicant’s proposal for safe access to the site.18 

And: 

 

• The visual impact upon important receptors, such as horse riders, cyclists, walking 

groups, vehicle passengers has not been assessed.  

 

Local Plan Evidence Base Reports Landscape Sensitivity to Wind and Solar Energy 

Development in North Dorset District (LUC, April 2014) 

52. The revised Chapter 6 makes clear that the key characteristics and qualities of the 

local landscape are highly vulnerable to change from solar infrastructure 

 
17 SHV Representation 
18 SHV Flood Risk Comments 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-1.-lor-ijb-18-00-18-06-2021-1.pdf
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2022/02/shv-response-to-hydro-gis-review-final-14022022.pdf
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development, and that such proposals are likely to result in a significant change in 

the character of the landscape. 

 

 

53. The proposed Site is located within the South Blackmore Rolling Vales and Blackmore 

Vale LCAs and is classified as having a high landscape sensitivity to solar 

developments of 30 ha or more. It is also noted that sensitivity to modern, highly 

intrusive, larger solar PV developments would be high for the North Dairy Farm 

proposal, because of its undulating landscape and irregular field boundaries. 

 

Heritage assets 19   

54. In the SHV ‘Wyvern Heritage and Landscape Review’ it is noted that:  The most 

significant aspects of the setting of the (Hazelbury Bryan) Conservation Area will be 

those that relate to its historic and architectural interest. In particular on the western 

side of the village elements which contribute to the understanding on how the 

postmedieval landscape of the Vale relate to the village, will be particularly 

important.  As a whole the meadows and fieldscapes to the west of the village 

present a legible postmedieval farmed landscape with related dispersed farms.  These 

are intimately related and historically tied to the ridge top village of Hazelbury Bryan.  

Views of importance which allow this relationship to be appreciated, includes the 

views from the edge of the Conservation Area accessed from the two public 

footpaths, and views from within the site itself.  

 

55. The proposed development is for a large scale ‘industrial sized’ solar farm with 

associated infrastructure.  The scale of the proposed farm dwarfs that of the 

Conservation Area, and would become a dominant feature in terms of historic 

character within the western setting of the Conservation Area. The scale of the 

proposals is the major issue in that it dwarfs the intimate pre 1750 post-medieval 

landscape and related scattered dwellings. This impact occurs across an area over 

four times the size of the Conservation Area. It also includes major impact on unspoilt 

views from the Conservation Area boundary across the proposed development 

looking west from which this time depth and relationship can be appreciated.  

 

56. There would be adverse major effect on significant elements of the setting of the 

Conservation Area which relate to its significance. This includes the historic rural 

character of the fieldscapes within the development site which represent a surviving 

pre 1800 landscape, with earlier Medieval time depth which is intimately related to 

the character and special interest of the village of Hazelbury Bryan, and the views out 

from and towards the Conservation Area which allow this relationship to be 

appreciated. 

 

 
19  Wyvern Heritage and Landscape June 2021  Paragraphs 6.7, 6.9. and 6.10 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf


 
 
 
 
 

20 | Page             Full Planning Application     P/FUL/2021/01018     Save Hardy’s Vale 
 
 

57. (7.2.)  It concluded that there would be an adverse major effect on significant 

elements of the setting of the Conservation Area which relate to its significance. This 

includes a major impact on the historic rural character of the fieldscapes within the 

development site which represent a surviving pre 1800 landscape, with earlier 

Medieval time depth, which is intimately related to the character and special interest 

of the village of Hazelbury Bryan. It also includes major impact on unspoilt views 

from, and towards the Conservation Area boundary from which this time depth and 

relationship can be appreciated. 

 

58. (7.4.)  In terms of the NPPF, it is considered that the harm identified to the 

designated heritage assets of the Hazelbury Bryan Conservation Area would be “less 

than substantial”, within the meaning of paragraph NPPF 196. This would be at the 

upper end of the spectrum covering “less than substantial”, and a much greater 

impact then identified by the Applicant’s original heritage statement. 

 

59. (7.5.) The separate test in Section 72 of the 1990 Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act requires that “Special attention shall be paid to the 

desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area”. 

The proposed changes would fail in this duty of regard 

 

60. (7.7.) The impacts, identified above, also contravene Local Plan Policy 5 (North Dorset 

Local Plan 2016)  20  

 

Less than substantial harm 

61. The decision-maker needs to identify whether any harm is likely to be caused to the  

Heritage Asset and if so the likely nature of that harm.  If harm is found to the setting 

of the Listed buildings, (or to a Conservation Area), then considerable weight needs 

to be given to the desirability of preserving the setting of those buildings (s.66). In 

such circumstances, there is a strong rebuttable presumption against the grant of 

planning permission.  Less than substantial harm cannot be equated with less than 

substantial objection to the grant of planning permission. 

 
20 Wyvern Heritage and Landscape June 2021 Paragraphs 6.10, 7.2, 7.4, 7.5, and 7.7 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf
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TLP Viewpoint 8 Viewpoint Location:  Approx. Viewpoint Altitude: 105 metres AOD 

 Approx. Distance to Site:  650 metres - Direction of View: west 

 Public footpath N41/10, Edge of Hazelbury Bryan Conservation Area  

  

The Wyvern Heritage and Landscape Review also notes, that on the well-used public 

footpath at the edge of the Hazelbury Bryan conservation area, the proposed development 

Site is more visible just a little farther along the footpath. The viewpoint above is located 

approximately 75m south east of the submitted ES Chapter 6, Figures.  

 

Chapter 6 (Amended) Conclusions 

 

62. The Applicant now concludes, at ‘revised’ EA paragraph 284: “The additional 

fieldwork and analysis undertaken in the preparation of this updated ES supports the 

overall conclusion of the original ES Chapter; namely, that although noticeable 

changes in some local views and the character of the local landscape would arise in 

the short-term as a consequence of the Proposed Development there would not be 

any significant adverse or visual effects in the longer term following the 

establishment and maturation of the landscape mitigation proposal.” The developer’s 

claim that the proposed development ‘will hardly be seen’ is completely at odds with 

Dorset Council’s, and other expert opinion, that the proposed industrial 

development, would, in places, be visible in the environmentally sensitive landscape, 

and is: “likely to result in a marked change to a significant area of the Blackmore Vale 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
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landscape, especially when viewed from high public viewpoints close to the site, and 

from within the AONB” particularly close to the proposed Site, and from the high 

escarpments. 

 

63. The Applicant assesses that “the magnitude of change to land use and field pattern 

would be large to medium and adverse,” and that: “The introduction of solar panels 

as a land use within the Site will be noticeable in existing views towards the Site.”. 

They note that the “Development will increase this influence” i.e., the incongruous 

and industrial influence of the proposed development. For the reasons discussed 

here, we do not believe the mitigation proposals can effectively overcome the harms 

identified by the Applicant, and by the other expert assessments referred to in this 

representation.  

 

64. We believe the proposed development, by reason of its size and scale, and having 

taken into account the topography and contours of the application site and 

surrounding land, and the proposed mitigation, that the development would be 

highly visible, and would be an incongruous addition, out of keeping with the rural 

landscape character of the area. 

 

Conclusions unjustified 

65. The Applicant concludes in revised Chapter 6. That there: would not be any 

significant adverse or visual effects in the longer term caused by the proposed 

development.  Our considered opinion, informed by the evidence presented in the 

revised Applicants EA/LIVA, the SHV Landscape Statement, and the Wyvern Heritage 

and Landscape Submission,  lead us to echo the words of the AONB Landscape 

specialist in regard to the original EA/LIVA: “the (Applicants) conclusions are not 

based on evidence sufficient to clearly justify these conclusions.” and are therefore 

unjustified. 

 

Temporary and reversable? 

66. The Applicant suggests the proposed development is temporary (35 years). However, 

in the Tithe Barn Lane Decision21  the Inspector effectively demolished the 

"temporary" nature of a similar scheme, noting: “25 years, however, is about a third 

of a person’s lifetime and is the span of a generation.  Furthermore, there is no 

guarantee that planning permission would not be granted, after 25 years, for the 

replacement of the solar panels for a further period.  Very little weight is therefore 

given to the reversibility of the scheme.” 

 

 
21 Appeal Decision APP/P1560/A/14/2225037   

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2022/02/1274_es-chapter-6_lvia_track_changes_100222_track-changes.pdf
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-2.-landscape-a-statement-text-p3-compressed.pdf
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf
https://protecthardysvale.files.wordpress.com/2021/06/shv-4.-heritage-wyvern-submission-june-2021.pdf
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/legal/appeal-decision-burnt-ash-farm-solar-panels-pdf/
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67. We believe that there is insufficient evidence presented in the EA to justify the 

conclusion, that as a consequence of the Proposed Development: “there would not 

be any significant adverse or visual effects in the longer term following the 

establishment and maturation of the landscape mitigation proposal”. 

 

 

68.  Lastly, and from the same Appeal Decision, Inspector Woolcock noted: “Significant 

mitigation measures are proposed” and “additional planting could effectively screen 

the development (not feasible in the NDF case) but that would itself be visually 

intrusive by undermining open views across the site.  Furthermore, vegetation, even 

if standard plants are used, would take some years to become effective.  In the 

interim there would be clear views from the footpaths and roads of the many rows of 

solar panels, which would be no lower than 2.6 metres in height and which would 

block all views across the site.  Their industrial appearance would be alien in this 

countryside location, and the solar panels, in views from footpaths and roads 

around the site, would have a significant adverse effect on the visual amenity of the 

area.”22  We contend that this opinion is equally applicable to the North Dairy Farm 

Solar proposal. 

 

 

69. For the reasons set out here, and in the other SHV representations23, we ask you not 

to support this Application. 

 

 

Ian Bryan 

For and on behalf of the Save Hardy’s Vale community group24 

SHV Web 

SHV Facebook 

friends@savehardysvale.com 

 

                

                 2022 

 
22   Appeal Ref: APP/D2320/A/14/2222025 Paragraph 9. 
23   Save Hardy’s Vale  Representations - Links on SHV Web front page. 
24   In collaboration with Peter Moise and Mark Bentley 

https://planning.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=235560
https://savehardysvale.com/
https://www.facebook.com/savehardysvale
mailto:friends@savehardysvale.com
https://democracy.chorley.gov.uk/documents/s49418/Solar%20Farm%20Heapey%20DECISION.pdf.pdf
https://savehardysvale.com/

