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Summary

KSCA has serious concerns regarding the changes Kingsway Solar is advancing through this
Targeted Consultation. It is stated that “Kingsway Solar has progressed the development of
its Scheme design, taking into account feedback from the consultation and results from
further surveys and assessments.” However, potentially only the change to C3 (removal of
two fields of panels which affect the setting of listed buildings) and the enlargement of the
battery energy storage system (BESS) compound can be shown to have any direct links to the
Statutory Consultation feedback. The majority of the other changes (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2)
are new locations for solar panels, which appear to be redirected from other areas. ‘Further
surveys’ do not appear to have informed or justified any of the proposed changes, and there
is a complete lack of evidence to support the assertion that the proposed changes do not
alter the impact of the design on the local environment.

The BESS and substations are to increase in size by substantial margins. The underlying
reason for these increases in size can only be fundamental deficiencies in the initial design,
and it was pointed out in the KSCA response to the Statutory Consultation that the BESS
compound was not large enough to accommodate the number of BESS units being
proposed. If KSCA understood this then Kingsway Solar should also have been able to
foresee the issue. These points illustrate the lack of readiness to provide adequate or
accurate information for the Statutory Consultation.

In our view, this Targeted Consultation adds no useful information beyond demonstrating
the additional harms that this proposed project would cause to the local area. In short, the
proposals set out in the Targeted Consultation fail to deliver the improvements requested by
the community and other respondents and instead result in the following:

More infrastructure on high quality Best and Most Versatile (BMV) land
Reduced areas for environmental mitigations and BNG
Greatly increased detrimental visual and noise impacts on unique landscapes and
PRoWs
® Retaining BESS in a highly sensitive area.
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Feedback from the Statutory Consultation

Purpose

The following analysis is presented to demonstrate that despite the claim that the
development of the scheme, leading to this targeted consultation, was in part in response to
feedback from the statutory consultation, there are many issues which have not been
addressed, and several concerns which have been exacerbated by the changes.

Community objection letters®

The consequences of the changes go against the majority of the feedback provided to
Kingsway by residents. A total of 384 individual feedback responses were copied to KSCA,
and analysis of these shows that:

e Asignificant number of respondents raised concerns about impacts on Public Rights
of Way (PRoWs). In total, 160 out of 384 responses were concerned about the
impact of the development on PRoW, highlighting loss of openness, tranquillity and
harm to the Icknield Way in particular. Changes B1, B2, and C1 highlighted by the
Targeted Consultation (see Figure 1) would strongly increase the adverse effects on
the Icknield Way, and C2 would strongly adversely affect other paths.
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Figure 1: Proposed replacement locations for solar panels in relation to public rights of way.
Those close to Stage 2 (PEIR) infrastructure layout (and therefore visually and noise
impacted) highlighted (thicker lines). More PRoW will be affected by B2, and effects will be

! KSCA has used Al to collate the responses KSCA has received and were sent by residents to Kingsway Solar
Solar by email. We have used Al to analyse the main themes and concerns raised. All objection letters are held
on file.
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exacerbated by C1 and C2 with regards to noise. Visual impact will be adversely affected by
B1, B2, C1 and C2.

e Concerns about the loss of BMV agricultural land were also widespread, raised by
208 out of 384 respondents (54.2%). The new designs from the Targeted
Consultation show that all the new proposed areas for solar panels are on BMV land,
with much of it being Grade 2. Whereas in the plans presented in the PEIR
approximately 52% of the land covered by infrastructure was BMV (201 out of
390ha), current proposals are for nearly 58% (303 out of 524ha).

o The claim that “Fields with lower Best and Most Versatile (BMV) land grading
were prioritised for panels, although some fields with higher BMV grading
have been used where it was considered farming operations would not be
feasible on them during operation of the Scheme” is not convincing. Indeed, it
demonstrates further that the entire site is unsuitable due to the high
percentage of high-grade BMV land being removed from food production and
shows that Kingsway Solar’s proposal for the Statutory Consultation that
farming on some fields would be continued to be entirely speculative and
disingenuous.

o Our analysis shows that the proposed new panel locations will cover a further
45 ha of Grade 2, 64 ha of Grade 3a and 34 ha of Grade 3b land (see Figure 2),
giving 76% of the new land under infrastructure as BMV. Not only has the
total agricultural land take increased by about 134ha, but the total BMV land
take has increased by approximately 102ha. This further strengthens our
assertion that the site selection process, as required by EN-3 (2.10.21), has
been entirely deficient.
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Figure 2: Proposed replacement locations for solar panels outlined in red, showing that all
are on BMV land, with much of it being Grade 2.

e Beyond PRoWs and BMV land, residents expressed strong and consistent opposition
to the scheme as presented at statutory consultation. The main objections related to
the scale and siting of the development, particularly in Development Area C, which
was widely seen as causing the greatest harm due to its proximity to homes, PRoWs
and heritage assets. The Weston Green / Horseshoe Lane area was repeatedly
described as especially sensitive and poorly suited to development, with respondents
stating that impacts on residents, footpaths and village character would be severe
and could not be adequately mitigated.

e Construction access was a further major concern. Based on their understanding of
the wording in the PEIR document, people repeatedly said that using Brook Lane as a
haul road would ruin it as a byway. They believed it would no longer be safe, quiet or
suitable for walkers, cyclists or horse riders and that traffic management measures or
temporary controls would not be enough to address the harm. Like other concerns in
Area C, this was seen as the wrong route in the wrong place, rather than an issue
that could be resolved through minor mitigation.

e Visual and landscape impacts were raised by over half of respondents (56.2%), who
described the scheme as industrialising open countryside and eroding rural character.
BESS generated particular concern in 173 responses (45.1%), focused on their scale,
siting, proximity to homes, safety risks and their location over an aquifer and other
environmentally sensitive areas.
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Underlying many of these objections was strong dissatisfaction with the
consultation process itself, which was the single most frequently raised concern,
cited by 72.1% of respondents. Many people felt that late changes, unclear
proposals and poor-quality information prevented meaningful engagement.
Overall, residents consistently called for fundamental changes to the layout and
siting of the scheme, rather than minor mitigation. The clear direction of feedback
was towards the removal or substantial reduction of solar panels in Development
Area C, alongside greater separation distances between infrastructure (particularly
solar panels and battery storage) and homes, PRoWs and heritage assets.
Respondents also repeatedly asked for the relocation of BESS away from residential
areas and environmentally sensitive locations, particularly where safety and aquifer
risks arose, and a reduction in the overall footprint on BMV agricultural land.

Taken together, these points show that the objections focus on fundamental issues about
where the development is proposed rather than minor design changes.

Other consultation responses?

The consultation responses from local authorities, parish councils and civic bodies (as listed
on the KSCA website) consistently reported overwhelming opposition to the Kingsway Solar
proposal at the Statutory Consultation stage, despite support for renewable energy in
principle. Taken together these show that:

Respondents consistently conclude that the scheme is too large, too dispersed and
poorly sited for its rural and historic setting, with Area C widely identified as
unsuitable and giving rise to impacts that cannot be mitigated.

There is strong agreement that panels should be pulled back from PRoWs, especially
the Icknield Way and other historic routes, to avoid creating enclosed corridors, and
removed from elevated or visually exposed land where screening would be
ineffective.

Additional recommendations include increasing buffers between panels and villages
or isolated dwellings, and excluding fields of recognised archecological and ecological
value including areas supporting designated heritage assets, rare arable plants and
important farmland bird populations.

These concerns are compounded by an uncertain grid strategy and strong opposition
to new overhead pylons.

However, the most acute risk relates to the BESS, with serious concerns about its
siting above a principal chalk aquifer, the consequences of fire and firewater
contamination, and the lack of convincing evidence that such risks can be safely
managed.

Overall, consultees indicate that fundamental redesign is required before a defensible DCO
submission could be pursued.

2 KSCA has used Al to collate these responses and to ascertain general themes and concerns. All responses have
been read individually,
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Comments on specific changes

Change 1: Solar panels in Development Area A — west

Al

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “The field closest to the A11 is proposed as a new location for
solar panels because of its size and limited constraints. Archaeological constraints in this field
will be considered in preparing the detailed layout.”

Archaeological zone Al covers the majority of this area (see paragraph 8.5.1 of PEIR Volume
2 Chapter 8a Cultural Heritage - Archaeology), which was written out of the PEIR as it was
stated to “lie outside of the proposed areas identified for the PV Panels and associated
development”. While it is noted that archaeological constraints are acknowledged at this
stage, it is essential that these are comprehensively identified, assessed, and clearly
presented within the DCO application.

Historic England note that areas of highly significant archaeology exist within the scheme
boundaries, in particular that a scheduled monument lies within Developable Area A:

® “The bowl! barrow 1080m northeast of Worsted Lodge Farm, part of a dispersed
round barrow cemetery in Charterhouse Plantation (list entry 1019989) is also just
within developable area A, and should also be acknowledged here.” (para. 4.3.37).

According to Historic England this statement corrects an error in the PEIR, which failed to
fully identify designated heritage assets within Area A. In addition, Historic England noted
that the size of a proposed buffer zone must be justified and ‘...must be defined through an
assessment of the monument’s setting, not applied arbitrarily”.

The proposed changes to Al will significantly impact the size of the buffer zone and will
undoubtedly underscore Historic England’s requirements of early sharing of the Written
Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and Archaeological Management Strategy (AMS) and
“Clarification of any ground disturbance proposals that could affect buried remains”.

The Targeted Consultation makes no reference to how these requirements will be
considered following this significant new encroachment and overlap with highly significant
archaeology.

Further, in the Draft Greater Cambridge Local Plan, when referring to the new settlement at
Grange Farm, Abington, they describe the area to the north of it as follows:

® “Grange Farm contains and is close to a number of nationally significant ecological
and historic assets, including the Worsted Street Roman Road Scheduled Ancient
Monument and SSSI to the north, County Wildlife Sites, an extensive network of
archaeological remains and features, various listed and non-designated heritage
assets as well as the Abington Conservation Area to the south. The future layout of
the new settlement will consider these assets, identifying and implementing
measures that mitigate any impacts but also deliver enhancement wherever possible,
including creating an extensive network of ecological corridors.”
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Similar considerations and mitigation as laid out in the original plans, should be carried out
by Kingsway Solar.

Land Area A is already the most densely developed land parcel. This is justified in the Stage
two consultation information booklet as follows:

® “Infrastructure is proposed as much as possible within land parcel A because of the
limited potential effects on receptors such as local communities, PRoW and local
wildlife”.

In the KSCA response to the Statutory Consultation, it is explained that this assessment of
the ecological importance of this land is misrepresented, as indicated by Paragraph 5.6.6 of
the Breeding Bird Survey report, which states that:

® “Considering the quality and extent of the habitats present, the southern Land Parcel
provided the most suitable areas for breeding birds. This is reflected by the species
diversity and abundance recorded during the surveys for breeding birds undertaken in
2024. The majority of breeding corn bunting, grey partridge, linnet, stock dove and
yellowhammer territories were present in this area, as was the turtle dove territory
and possible quail territory.”

The dense placement of solar panels within Land Parcel A already gives rise to a clear and
foreseeable risk of significant adverse effects on ground-nesting birds, barn owl foraging and
nesting behaviour, and the displacement of turtle doves through construction disturbance
and the enclosure of nesting habitat. The presence of multiple badger setts further
underlines the ecological sensitivity of this land. The proposed increase in panel coverage
would materially intensify these impacts and is incompatible with the scheme’s stated
ecological assumptions, biodiversity protection objectives, and relevant policy requirements.
Figure 3 illustrates that, at the Statutory Consultation stage, this land was identified as
suitable for environmental mitigation; the revised proposals now run directly counter to that
position.

No mention is made of the land grade (mostly BMV, with some Grade 2). It is recognised
that it was not previously scheduled for continued farming, but ‘environmental mitigation’.
However, as stated in the KSCA response to the Statutory Consultation, without a clear
management framework, it is impossible to determine whether proposed design
measures—such as panel height, row spacing, drainage and grazing regime—will mitigate or
exacerbate soil compaction, carbon loss, or nutrient imbalance under and around panels.
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https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/Kingsway%20Solar_Stage%20two%20consultation_Consultation%20information%20booklet_Final%20version%20for%20website%201.pdf
https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/Kingsway%20Solar_Stage%20two%20consultation_Consultation%20information%20booklet_Final%20version%20for%20website%201.pdf
https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/PEIR%20Volume%204%20Appendix%206.2%20Baseline%20Data%20Part6.pdf

Descriptions =L x|

@, zoomto

Opportunities for biodiversity net gain

No development is proposed in this location to reduce
i?otentia\ landscape and visual effects from the A11.

here is the opportunity to use this area for
environmental mitigation to support biodiversity net
gain.

A

v
I

~

“’1[

Figure 3: Screenshot from Kingsway'’s interactive map for Land Area A showing comments on
BNG opportunities: “No development is proposed in this location to reduce potential
landscape and visual effects from the A11. There is the opportunity to use this area for
environmental mitigation to support biodiversity net gain.”

A2

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “While this field comprises some Grade 2 agricultural land, it
would not have been made available for continued agricultural use during the operational
phase under the previous design and so has been included within the layout for panels”

This area does not interact with any reported archaeological features.

Comments with regard to biodiversity and land grade under Al above also apply here.
Change 2: Solar panels in Development Area B — central

Bl

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “This field is proposed as a new location for solar panels
because of its size and limited constraints.”

It is agreed that this area does not include any reported archaeological features, and is not
close to any residences. However, it is on elevated land that is clearly visible from the Fleam
Dyke, Harcamlow Way and Icknield Way (see Figure 4), and is an open area favoured by
skylark, lapwing, golden plover and brown hare in particular, all of which will be adversely
affected. The enclosure of this land, combined with the height of the panels, would result in
a substantial visual impact that cannot be mitigated through planting.

This field is shown to be BMV, with the majority of it being Grade 2.
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https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/PEIR%20Volume%203%20Figure%2010.4%20Detailed%20Agricultural%20Land%20Classification%20Map%203.8.25.pdf

Figure 4: Views of field B1 from the Icknield Way

B2

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “This field is proposed as a new location for solar panels
because of its size and limited constraints.”

While this area is not close to larger residential areas it is close to and highly visible from
Grange Farm, which contains a number of residential units. It also contains one
archaeological feature (Zone B6). Most significantly, it directly borders the Icknield way (see
Figure 5), and is close to and clearly visible from the Harcamlow Way and Fleam Dyke and
will be visible for miles, affecting the landscape character of the area. These paths would be
experienced as visually enclosed and affected by continual inverter noise. Walkers and riders
travelling the length of Fox Road would spend approximately 20—30 minutes moving through
a corridor of solar panels, at times on both sides of the Icknield Way, fundamentally
changing the sense of openness, tranquillity and enjoyment of the route.
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Figure 5: View of field B2 from the Icknield Way opposite the entrance to Grange Farm

Summary, B1 and B2

Fields B1 and B2 constitute an open area favoured by skylark, lapwing, golden plover and
brown hare in particular and are shown to be largely BMV land, with around a quarter being
Grade 2. Overall, these considerations are not consistent with ‘limited constraints’ for the
siting of solar panels or other infrastructure.

As shown in Figure 6 these areas were previously presented for the Statutory Consultation
as locations to be avoided on the grounds of proximity to and visual impact on residences
and PRoWs and BMV avoidance. They are also identified as sites for environmental
mitigation. This is in direct contradiction to the newly stated assertion of ‘limited constraints’
for these sites.

In addition we have been advised that there have been some archaeological finds in Land
Area B following the recent investigations, but this is not mentioned in the Targeted
Consultation. We also note that there have been no archaeological investigations carried out
in fields B1 and B2 to date, which might reveal material evidence around the suitability of
these sites. It would appear that the order of work being carried out is inadequate to assess
these proposed changes prior to the DCO, making the timing of this Targeted Consultation
inappropriate.

Kingsway Solar states that the proposed changes will have no additional impacts to those set
out in the PEIR. However, these fields are home to significant populations of fauna, and they
would have been important havens to species displaced from other parts of Land Area B.
There appears to be insufficient evidence to suggest that no additional impacts can be
expected, and the opposite would appear to be far more likely.
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Opportunities for biodiversity net gain

No infrastructure is proposed in these locations due to
the land being on a ridgeline and visible from local
properties, to reduce the potential effects on PRoW in
the area, and to avoid grade 2 agricultural land that has
been identified through surveys. There is the potential to
use part of this area for environmental mitigation.
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Figure 6: Screenshot from the Kingsway’s interactive map showing commentary for areas B1 and B2
“No infrastructure is proposed in these locations due to the land being on a ridgeline and visible from
local properties, to reduce the potential effects on PRoW in the area, and to avoid grade 2
agricultural land that has been identified through surveys. There is the potential to use part of this
area for environmental mitigation.”

Change 3: Solar panels in Development Area C— east

C1

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “These fields are proposed as new locations for solar panels
because they are central to Development Area C, consolidating previously proposed solar
panel field locations with separation from residential areas.”

Although not close to many residences, it is noted that this area overlaps with a significant,
busy portion of archaeological Zone C14 (see Table 8.1 of PEIR Volume 2 Chapter 8a Cultural

Heritage — Archaeology, and PEIR Volume 3 Figure 8a.6 Archaeological Zones in Dev Area C.

As no ecological surveys were presented for this area in the PEIR, no definitive comments on
the importance of this area with regard to wildlife can be made. However, at the Statutory
Consultation, this area was shown to be identified for new planting and landscape
enhancement. The new proposals negate the initial intent and will clearly cause additional
harm to the local environment. This provides further evidence that the initial design intent
has been significantly altered to the detriment of the area, demonstrating that the Targeted
Consultation is an inadequate mechanism for presenting such changes.
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https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/PEIR%20Volume%202%20Chapter%208a%20Cultural%20Heritage%20-%20Archaeology.pdf
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https://www.kingswaysolarfarm.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/documents/PEIR%20Volume%203%20Figure%208a.6%20Archaeological%20Zones%20in%20Dev%20Area%20C%20Showing%20Underlying%20Geophysical%20Survey%20Anomalies.pdf
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Figure 7: Extract from Kingsway’s interactive map, with proposal C1 area marked.

The area is mostly BMV. It is not clear from Kingsway Solar’s information whether all or part
of this had been intended to be retained as farmland, but it is noted that there are no
‘indicative planting proposals’ marked on much of it on the PEIR interactive map, particularly
at the southern end, as shown on Figure 7.

As shown in Figure 1 above, this area directly borders the Icknield way (including the part
where it shares with Grange Road) and another path to the south (footpath 251/5 on the
County Definitive Map). These paths would be impacted visually and also by noise from
inverters.

C2

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “The field is proposed as a new location for solar panels
because of its distance from residential areas and its limited constraints. The proximity of the
new fields (C1 and C2) to public rights of way will be considered in the landscape
enhancement strategy.”

It is agreed that this area is not visible from residential areas, and it does not overlap with
any reported archaeological zones.

As no ecological surveys were presented for this area in the PEIR, no definitive comments on
the importance of this area with regard to wildlife can be made.
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Figure 8: Extract from the Kingsway’s interactive map, with proposal C2 area marked.

The area is all Grade 3A. It is not clear from Kingsway Solar’s information whether all or part
of this had been intended to be retained as farmland, but it is noted that there are no
‘indicative planting proposals’ marked on the PEIR interactive map, as shown on Figure 8.

This additional area of panels would result in the section of footpath 251/8 (on the County
Definitive Map) between the corner of The Grove and the woodland strip to the north being
enclosed on both sides by panels, completely changing the open character of this popular
path, and increased noise impacts from inverters.

C3

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “These fields are identified to be removed from the solar panel
layout in response to feedback received during the stage 2 feedback on the potential impact
to the setting of listed buildings, including Hall Farm and St Mary’s Church in Weston
Colville.”

The removal of these areas, entirely on Grade 3A land, is welcomed. Removal of the
northern area will be beneficial to footpath 251/10, on the County Definitive Map.

ca4

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “This field is identified to be removed from the solar panel
layout to accommodate the substation in Development Area C, including access and
drainage areas.”

This is an area of Grade 3B land, and as such is preferable to the alternatives which are being
proposed.

The reason, however, is remarkable, as commented under Change 6 below.

Change 4: Development Area A — 132kV substation

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “Following further detailed engineering design work, the size
of the 132kV substation in Development Area A has been increased compared to the plans

shown during the stage two consultation. The additional land is required to accommodate

the electrical equipment needed within the substation.
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As a result of this change, the indicative layout of the solar panels around the substation in
this location will be updated. No increased effects for this change are anticipated compared
to those identified in the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR).”

This is an area of Grade 3B land, and as such is preferable to the alternatives which are being
proposed.
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Figure 9: Kingsway’s map of proposed change 4, with the original size of the substation
marked on the new size.

The reason, however, is remarkable and confirms the overall impression given by the PEIR
that the development was not sufficiently advanced for the Statutory Consultation. The
statement that “further detailed engineering design work” could result in the size of the
substation more than doubling “to accommodate the electrical equipment needed within the
substation” indicates that the initial design assumptions were totally inadequate (see Figure
9).

Change 5: Development Area B — 400kV on-site substation and BESS
compound

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “Following further detailed engineering design work, the size
of the 400kV on-site substation and BESS compound in Development Area B has been
increased compared to the plans shown during the stage two consultation. The additional
land is required to accommodate the electrical equipment needed within the compound, as
well as maintenance and emergency accesses, fire safety equipment and water retention
systems.

The increased area of the substation and BESS compound remains within a field also
presented during the stage two consultation to contain solar panels, and the solar panels will
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be reduced in extent to accommodate the change. No increased effects for this change are
anticipated compared to those identified in the PEIR.”

The reason given is remarkable and confirms the overall impression given by the PEIR that
the development was not sufficiently advanced for the Statutory Consultation. The
statement that “further detailed engineering design work” could result in the size of the
substation and BESS compound more than doubling “to accommodate the electrical
equipment needed within the compound, as well as maintenance and emergency accesses,
fire safety equipment and water retention systems ” indicates that the initial design
assumptions were totally inadequate (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10: Kingsway’s map of proposed change 5, with the original size of the substation
marked on the new size.

In the light of the NESO grid reforms, we also understand from a variety of sources, including
Solar Energy UK, Solar Power Portal, other developers and network operators, that no
co-located projects (i.e. Solar+BESS) will be allowed to have BESS connections unless they
had prior NESO protected status. In a recent meeting David Vernon confirmed that the BESS
is not protected, but will be included in the DCO application in case capacity becomes
available in future. NESO have stated that the existing over-supply makes the business
models of future BESS unviable, and given the congestion in zone T6 we have to ask
whether this change needs to be considered. As the BESS compound size increase has
pushed panels onto BMV and environmental mitigation land this approach is leading to
unnecessary additional harms.
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Change 6: Development Area C — 132kV substation

Kingsway Solar’s explanation: “Following further detailed engineering design work, the size
of the 132kV substation in Development Area C has been increased compared to the plans
shown during the stage two consultation. The additional land is required to accommodate
the electrical equipment needed within the substation.

As a result of this change, the solar panels around the substation in this location have been
removed from the design. No increased effects for this change are anticipated compared to
those identified in the PEIR.”

This is an area of Grade 3B land, and as such is preferable to the alternatives which are being
proposed.

The reason, however, is remarkable and confirms the overall impression given by the PEIR
that the development was not sufficiently advanced for the Statutory Consultation. The
statement that “further detailed engineering design work” could result in the size of the
substation more than doubling “to accommodate the electrical equipment needed within the
substation” indicates that the initial design assumptions were totally inadequate.

Clarification on proposed construction access route

While this clarification is welcome, it is disappointing that it is presented as a clarification
rather than an acknowledgment of an error in the PEIR documents. The PEIR clearly
describes the inter-array haul road between Developable Area C and Brinkley Road as
running “along the existing byway.”

Recent correspondence from Kingsway Solar instead refers to a road “constructed alongside
the byway,” a subtle but material change in meaning. The original wording clearly indicated
that the route would follow the existing public right of way, and residents therefore
reasonably understood the proposals as presented. The concerns raised were a direct
consequence of the information provided in the PEIR, not a misinterpretation by the
community.

It should be noted that the new haul road is shown as running through the middle of fields
that are currently farmed and not alongside the byway. Further clarification is therefore
required.

Conclusion

The majority of the changes to the scheme shown in this Targeted Consultation have not
been made as a result of the responses to the consultation.

Some changes appear to be in direct opposition to consultation advice, for example the
treatment of heritage sites in Land Area A and additional panels (and associated inverters)
alongside the Icknield Way.

The proposed changes have resulted in increased overall land take, and an increase in the
percentage of that land which is BMV from about 52% to 58%. Much of the new land had

Kingsway Solar Community Action January 2026 16



been set aside for environmental mitigation, and no additional provisions for this are
mentioned.

The siting of panels on new sites of open and exposed landscape directly contradict the
wishes of the local community in Land Area B, leading to a significantly poorer outcome for
landscape character both visually and aurally. The sense of place will be thoroughly
denuded.

Possibly worse than this is the suggestion that the consultation respondents misunderstood
the PEIR in relation to access to the eastern land parcels in Land Area C. At the consultation
workshops it was evident that the Kingsway Solar representatives themselves did not
understand the proposals as written, and subsequent correspondence asking for clarification
did not receive satisfactory answers. The clarification that a temporary haul road will avoid
Brook Lane does not address the concerns of the community and affected landowners that
the land parcels should not be used, and that a haul road in this location would scar the
landscape and adversely affect its productivity.

In general the revisions to the infrastructure demonstrate a complete lack of preparedness
on the part of Kingsway Solar leading up to the Statutory Consultation, showing the
inadequacy of the preliminary indicative design. In particular, there was clearly a lack of
design expertise in sizing the substations and BESS compounds. Indeed KSCA itself identified
that there would have to be a likely increase in size of the BESS and substation footprint.
These factors could have easily been predicted with greater insight into the local conditions,
terrain and ecology, as well as better application of engineering design expertise. However,
there is now the additional issue that it is highly unlikely that the BESS will be awarded a grid
connection, making many of the proposed changes to panel locations unnecessary.

These failings indicate that the Statutory Consultation was conducted without adequate
baseline data and that this Targeted Consultation remains unfit for purpose, with much of
the baseline information still incomplete for both existing and newly proposed infrastructure
locations. We see no evidence in the latest statements or proposals to suggest otherwise.
Without clear enhancements or tangible benefits, it is difficult to see how these changes
could reasonably be expected to secure support or confidence from residents or other
stakeholders.
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