
 

 

 

 

Farrer & Co LLP  66 Lincoln's Inn Fields London WC2A 3LH   Telephone  +44 (0)20 3375 7000  Facsimile  +44 (0)20 3375 7001  

DX  32 Chancery Lane  Website  www.farrer.co.uk 

Farrer & Co LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales, registered number OC323570, and is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority 

(ID 447822). A list of the members of the LLP is displayed at the above address, together with a list of those non-members who are designated as partners. 
 

100807/1/4127-9231-4205.1 

      

Mr M McConville  

Planning Department 

Wychavon District Council  

Civic Centre  

Queen Elizabeth Drive 

Pershore 

WR10 1PT  

Your Ref: 23/00192/FUL / W/23/00270/FUL 

Our Ref: KKP/100807.1 

Tel:  020 3375 7000 

Fax: 020 7430 1885 

Email: karen.phull@farrer.co.uk 

  

10 July 2025  

  

 

 

Dear Mr McConville  

 

Further representation in respect of planning applications 23/00192/FUL and W/23/00270/FUL 

(the Application)  

 

1. Please accept this letter as the further representations made on behalf of the Roundhill Wood 

Solar Farm Opposition Group (the Group). This letter should be read in conjunction with and 

in addition to our previous letter of objection dated 19 April 2023 (the First Objection Letter), 

the letter objecting to the cable application with reference 23/01308/FUL dated 08 March 

2024 (the Cable Application Objection Letter), and our letter dated 25 June 2025 (the 

Second Objection Letter).  

Three independent reviews conclude that the applicant’s LVIA is inadequate  

2. Three separate independent reviews carried out by experienced chartered landscape 

architects have concluded that the proposed development is unsuitable in this location, 

mainly due to the very high levels of landscape and visual effects that would arise and which 

could not be mitigated. All three also conclude that levels of landscape and visual effects 

would be higher than reported in the applicant’s LVIA due to errors in the LVIA process. 

Annabelle Langhorn 

3. The first review was carried out by Annabelle Langhorn whose report dated 18 April 2023 

was submitted with the First Objection Letter. Ms Langhorn’s report concluded that "...there 

are errors and omissions within the LVIA that mean the findings within it cannot be relied 

upon." (see section 4.2 of Annabelle Langhorn’s report). In her independent review of the 
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Landscape and Visual Context of the site, she concluded that in relation to the LVIA 

undertaken by the applicant, amongst other matters:- 

• “The baseline value, susceptibility and sensitivity of the landscape has been 

underestimated potentially skewing the subsequent assessment of impacts and 

effects.” 

• “The visual receptors identified are not comprehensive with key viewpoints from 

sensitive locations missing.” 

• “The visual effects during construction and during operation have not been fully 

assessed.” 

• “The landscape character effects during operation have been underestimated.” 

• “The beneficial effects of the proposed development on the landscape elements 

within the site have been over-estimated.” 

See section 4.3 of Annabelle Langhorn’s report.  

Charles Potterton  

4. Charles Potterton of Potterton Associates undertook a peer review of that part of the 

applicant’s Supplementary Environmental Information (SEI) dealing with landscape 

character concluding that “The assessment is incorrect and misleading. The change to the 

character of the site (in totality) is 100% and of major significance at year 1 and at year 15 

(even with mitigation due to the overwhelming scale of the scheme).”  

5. There are red flags raised in the peer review by Potterton Associates undertaken in respect 

of the Visual Impact Assessment submitted by the applicant as part of the SEI. In places the 

applicant has concluded that the significance in year 15 is negligible (for certain public rights 

of way), but the Potterton Associates’ review has found that the applicant has under-reported 

the magnitude, and even with the inclusion of landscaping the visual effect at year 15 would 

still be significant and should be recorded as major adverse instead of negligible.  

6. The Potterton Associates review also points to several errors made by the applicant in the 

SEI, such as a viewpoint presented by the applicant as not representing all of Middle Road 
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where there are clear views of the upper part of the site from the junction with Earls Common 

Road.  

7. Notably there are several comments from Potterton Associates concluding that even with the 

proposed mitigation, the panels are still visible even at year 15.  

8. Importantly the Potterton Associates review concludes that the LVIA has under-reported the 

likely significant effects of the proposed development and has set the threshold for 

significance in EIA terms too high, thereby distorting the overall conclusions.  

9. As an example, in response to the applicant’s conclusion in their SEI that "The existing 

landform of the Site would remain largely unchanged during the construction, operational 

and decommissioning period” Potterton Associates disagree because the "solar arrays and 

associated infrastructure would alter the current landscape, by introducing industrial 

elements in an otherwise open landscape." This part of the review by Potterton Associates 

also comments that the applicant’s assessment appears to under-report the likely significant 

effects and at times promotes the scheme, thereby lacking an objective assessment (see 

section 3.9 of the Trium report dated June 2025 submitted with the Second Objection Letter).  

Carly Tinkler 

10. The most forensic analysis carried out to date is by Carly Tinkler who has submitted a 

detailed report of over 200 pages (enclosed) that similarly casts significant doubt over the 

adequacy of the applicant’s LVIA including that it does not follow guidance, lacks baseline 

information and analysis, contains errors and unfounded/flawed assumptions and has a lack 

of transparency in respect of the reasoned justifications for judgements made in connection 

with the levels of effects. This is a recurring theme and is noted by all three landscape 

consultants.  

11. Ms Tinkler’s review also questions the integrity of the applicant’s glint and glare assessment, 

concluding that the method is flawed, resulting in levels of effects having been under-

reported. Also, the assessment does not comply with national policy as it does not consider 

glint and glare effects on users of public rights of way, many of which cross the site.  

12. Unsurprisingly, Ms Tinkler’s report concludes that because of its industrial nature and scale, 

the proposed development would be entirely inappropriate within these highly-valued and 
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sensitive landscapes, and would give rise to significant adverse effects on the character of 

the site and its surroundings which could not be mitigated. Notably, the site that is the subject 

of this planning application was put forward to be allocated as a renewable and low carbon 

energy site (reference RLCE022 Land adjacent to Roundhill Wood, Stock Green). In July 

2020 the South Worcestershire Council published a report concluding that the application 

site should not be carried forward for potential allocation as a result of “Scale. Also, large 

number of potential cumulative landscape and visual impacts and potential impacts on nature 

designations, heritage and BMVLI”. 

13. Ms Tinkler’s report highlights the sheer size and scale of the proposed development, which 

is 1.75 kilometres long and 1.4 kilometres wide, comprising an area of approximately 115 

hectares. In comparison, the village of Inkberrow which is nearby is 1.3 kilometres long and 

has an area of 54 hectares, meaning that the proposed solar site is over twice the size of the 

village which is by far the largest settlement for many miles.  

14. The submission of revised information by the applicant in February 2025 has not overcome 

the key landscape related issues and is not sufficient to be relied on for decision-making 

purposes (see paragraph 1.10 of Ms Tinkler’s report). Ms Tinkler also highlights paragraph 

187 (a) of the NPPF (December 2024) which requires planning decisions to protect and 

enhance ‘valued’ landscapes. Mr Tinkler’s assessment concludes at paragraph 1.17 "...that 

due to the presence of notable and highly-valued natural and cultural features, resources 

and qualities, the site is a ‘valued’ landscape in the context of the Framework, and that 

there are ‘valued’ views associated with it"; the full justification for this conclusion can be 

found in Section 5.3 of the report. 

15. Ms Tinkler’s report also helpfully includes appendix CT-A (at the end of her report from page 

211) setting out a summary of the Council’s latest landscape response and how those 

comments are addressed in Ms Tinkler's report.  

SWDP 25 Landscape Character 

16. On the basis that three separate landscape experts have concluded that the proposed 

development is inappropriate, and each have provided reasoned justification, we consider 

that the proposed development is contrary to SWDP 25 Landscape Character of the 

Council’s development plan (adopted February 2016) which states that:- 
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“A. Development proposals and their associated landscaping schemes must demonstrate 

the following: 

i.  That they take into account the latest Landscape Character Assessment and its 

guidelines; and  

ii.  That they are appropriate to, and integrate with, the character of the landscape setting; 

and 

iii.  That they conserve, and where appropriate, enhance the primary characteristics 

defined in character assessments and important features of the Land Cover Parcel, 

and have taken any available opportunity to enhance the landscape. 

B. A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) will be required for all major 

development proposals and for other proposals where they are likely to have a detrimental 

impact upon: 

i.  A significant landscape attribute; 

ii.  An irreplaceable landscape feature; or 

iii.  The landscape as a resource. 

The landscape and Visual Impact Assessment should include proposals to protect and 

conserve key landscape features and attributes and, where appropriate, enhance landscape 

quality.”  

17. We do not consider that there are any material planning considerations that could justify a 

departure from the relevant policies in the Council’s development plan (whether relating to 

landscape or otherwise) for the reasons set out in this letter and our earlier letters referred 

to in paragraph 1. As this is a cross-boundary application, we have copied this letter and the 

enclosures to the case officer at Redditch Borough Council.  
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Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Farrer & Co LLP  
 
Cc: david.kelly@bromsgroveandredditch.gov.uk and Eileen.Marshall@wychavon.gov.uk  
 
Encs. 
 

(1) Landscape & Visual Review – Carly Tinkler – July 2025 and Appendix CT-C Letter from 
Friends of the Gwent Levels to Minister for Climate Change dated 14 October 2022 
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