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The main areas where I wish to provide additional information are:
1.        Pollution risks 
2.        Damage to soil structures impacting biodiversity
3.        Cumulative Impacts
1. Water Pollution
An example of pollution emanating from solar developments and its impact on biodiversity is provided by the solar
development at Gwent Levels https://www.gwentwildlife.org/news/new-findings-reveal-extensive-environmental-damage-s
olar-plants-gwent-levels-waterways-face . Although on a very different type of site, research after 3 years of operation
revealed water pollution from cadmium and lead, both of which pose serious health hazards to people and wildlife. East
Pye has the additional risks posed by Battery Storage Systems and the Sub-station at Great Moulton. There are severe
risks to residents and businesses dependent on private water supplies, including boreholes. The development affects the
whole eastern catchment of the River Tas, a chalk stream supporting extremely rare native crayfish where contamination
would be catastrophic. Recent river testing (Fresh Water Watch September 2026) indicated currently low pollution levels
(nitrates & phosphates) in the headwaters of the River Tas. Research in Gwent also demonstrated severe declines in bat
activity. Other research has also raised concerns about the damaging impacts of extensive solar layouts on bat
populations.
2. Soil changes under solar panels
Carvalho et al (2024 https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/ada45b) outlines notable changes to soils under
solar panels, including compaction, lower productivity and changes in soil chemistry. These affect biodiversity and water
run-off. He refers to the need for further research on the impacts of Battery Storage Systems. 
3. Cumulative impacts
The Tas Valley and South Norfolk in general has been the target of an unprecedented number of applications from
renewable energy projects. These piecemeal proposals collectively create a landscape-scale impact on the South Norfolk
environment, communities, wellbeing and tourism. The scale of this can be seen here
https://www.southnorfolkandbroadland.gov.uk/planning/renewables-mapping
1.        Bloy’s Grove Solar Farm on the outskirts of Swainsthorpe, 200 acres of farmland
2.        East Pye Solar: 2,718-acres farmland, utility scale solar and battery energy storage system (BESS) and Sub-Station.
Long Stratton, Hempnall, Great Moulton.
3.        Norwich to Tilbury Pylons - Great Grid Upgrade, 180 km
4.        Tasway Solar Energy Park proposed - Forncetts, Ashwellthorpe, Hapton, 3,600 acres, 
5.        Major Substation at Dunston 130MW Battery Energy Storage System
6.        Converter Station at Swardeston.
7.        Bracon Ash Solar Farm
8.        Tasburgh Solar Farm.
9.        Wacton Road BESS, Forncett St Peter.
10.        Stoke Lane Solar Project - EDP Power Solutions proposal to create a 208-acre solar farm on farmland between
Swainsthorpe and Stoke Holy Cross. In its initial plans, the developer said there were nine other projects within the vicinity
of the proposed site.
11.        Proposal for a 5,000 acre solar development near Gissing
There is no co-ordination, no policy, no strategy. Each project has to be addressed individually. As well as the massive
workload this places on the local Council, to have any form of meaningful involvement local communities have to study
wave after wave of extensive, complex and confusing data which disenfranchises many people and disproportionately the
disadvantaged. We saw at the Hearings the Applicants hesitation to make mapping and other information more
accessible. This exemplifies the disingenuous nature of the ‘consultation’ process, which actually presents few options in a
format to which few people are really able to respond. 
In discussing biodiversity data relating to the impact of ground-mounted solar developments a huge problem results from
conflict of interests. Much of the research is commissioned by solar developers and carried out by organisations that make
a significant amount of their income by working for solar developers. Conflicts of interest are not regular noted in research.
Developers want to demonstrate that impacts of their installations will be low and that there will be beneficial outcomes
through mitigation. Sometimes this is ‘achieved’ by demonstrating that existing land use supports low levels of biodiversity,
as exemplified by the lack of new surveys by this Applicant when the site of the Sub-Station was moved to South Moulton.
The reality on the ground is that the vast majority of solar developments are run for profit with the cheapest possible land
management methods. On 40-60 year project spans I have no confidence that developers will be held to their
environmental commitments. Communities will still be there locked within 4m high fencing, our footpaths monitored with
CCTV and security lighting, our rural environment gone forever, along with the creatures and plant communities we used
to share it with.
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solar farm development is expected to continue in
the coming decades (Nijsse et al 2023) and is likely
to intensify competition for land to produce food,
generate energy, and conserve nature (Capellán-Pérez
et al 2017). It is thus becoming increasingly important
to quantify and understand solar farm impact on eco-
systems, especially considering the potential to man-
age solar farms for positive environmental outcomes
(Randle-Boggis et al 2020).

Solar farms are commonly built on agricultural
land (Tinsley et al 2024) and managed as grasslands
in temperate regions (Carvalho et al 2023, 2024a),
offering both risks and opportunities for ecosystem
health (Randle-Boggis et al 2020). Existing data indic-
ate effects on microclimate and ecosystem processes
(Armstrong et al 2016) and on plant and soil prop-
erties (Lambert et al 2021). For instance, the installa-
tion of PV arrays may have negative environmental
impacts by disrupting soil aggregate stability and
the native vegetation, resulting in topsoil erosion
(Hernandez et al 2014). The removal of topsoil dur-
ing construction can also reduce soil carbon (Choi
et al 2020), nitrogen, and phosphorus (Geissen et al
2013), as well as increase soil bulk density and affect
the soil’s structural and hydraulic properties (Geissen
et al 2013, Udom et al 2018). However, solar farms
can also have positive environmental impacts, and
have the potential to deliver several co-benefits bey-
ond low-carbon electricity when compared to con-
ventional fossil fuel sources (Turney and Fthenakis
2011). For instance, construction and land manage-
ment techniques conducive to providing local biod-
iversity benefits (e.g. allocating space for semi-natural
habitats) can help restore degraded habitats (Gazdag
and Parker 2019, Semeraro et al 2020) and result
in enhanced ecosystem services (Randle-Boggis et al
2020). Despite this recent evidence, relatively little is
known of the effects of solar farms on plant and soil
properties in temperate agricultural systems. This is
an important knowledge gap since solar farms are
expected to become increasingly common features of
agricultural landscapes in coming decades as part of
the low-carbon energy transition (IEA 2023).

The aim of this study was to investigate the effects
of ground-mounted solar panels on plant and soil
properties across solar farms in England and Wales.
We compared plant (cover and aboveground bio-
mass) and soil (organic carbon, mineral-associated
organic matter (MAOM), particulate organic matter
(POM), total nitrogen, C/N ratio, mineral nitrogen,
nitrate, plant-available phosphorus, bulk density, and
pH) properties from areas underneath solar panels
to areas between rows of solar arrays and to control
land adjacent to solar farms (permanent pasture) rep-
resenting the previous land use. These properties are
thought to broadly capture complex plant-soil inter-
actions that drive the functioning of terrestrial ecosys-
tems and the delivery of numerous ecosystem services

(Bardgett and Wardle 2010) and are commonly used
as primary indicators of soil quality in national mon-
itoring programmes (e.g. Emmett et al 2010).

2. Methods

2.1. Plant, soil, and climate data
We sampled 32 operational solar farms in England
and Wales (figure 1) between June and September
2021 following standard protocols (Carvalho et al
2023). At each site, four replicate plots were randomly
placed on land underneath solar panels (‘under’)
and in between the rows of solar arrays (‘gaps’;
figure 1). In three sites (where permission was gran-
ted by landowners; figure 1), four additional plots
were sampled in permanent pastures adjacent to these
solar farms (‘control’). Total plant cover (visual per-
centage estimation of vegetation cover within a quad-
rat as seen from above) and plant aboveground bio-
mass (AGB) harvested at the soil surface with a pair
of shears were sampled within 30 × 30 cm quad-
rats at each plot. Soils were sampled within the same
quadrats to 10 cm depth and 5 cm diameter with
a cylindrical metal corer. Four replicate soil samples
were collected from each quadrat; three samples were
homogenised in the laboratory for soil analyses and
one sample was kept separate for bulk density meas-
urements. Plant and soil properties directly linked to
the delivery of multiple ecosystem services (e.g. bio-
mass production, soil carbon storage, nutrient cyc-
ling) were estimated following standard published
methods (table 1).

We adopted the soil classification system derived
by Feeney et al (2023), based on the NATMAP vec-
tor dataset by Cranfield University (National Soil
Resources Institute 2001), to characterise our sites by
soil class. This soil classification captures key struc-
tural properties of soils, including texture, drainage,
organic carbon/matter content, depth, flood risk, and
the degree of modification from human activity (see
supplementary material in Feeney et al 2023). Site-
specific air temperature and rainfall data (annual
averages for the 1991–2020 period provided on a
12 km British National Grid) were sourced from
the UK’s Met Office Climate Data Portal (https://
climatedataportal.metoffice.gov.uk/).

2.2. Data analyses
All numerical analyses were performed in R 4.4.1
(R Core Team 2024). Plant and soil properties were
either arcsine- (percentage variables converted to
proportions; table 1) or log10- (continuous variables;
table 1) transformed to reduce skewness and the effect
of outliers prior to analyses, which largely followed
the ten-step protocol outlined in Zuur et al (2009) to
implementmodel selection in linearmixedmodelling
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Figure 1. Location of the 32 solar farms sampled in England and Wales in summer 2021 (a) alongside visual representations of the
treatments where plant and soil data were collected (b) and (c). Sites coloured in green denote the three solar farms where the
adjacent pasture was sampled as a control treatment.

Table 1. Plant and soil properties measured on 32 solar farms in England and Wales in summer 2021. AGB= plant aboveground
biomass, SOC= soil organic carbon, MAOM=mineral-associated organic matter, POM= particulate organic matter, N= nitrogen,
P= phosphorus, BD= bulk density.

Property Unit Method References

Plant cover % cover Visual plot-level estimation Damgaard (2014)
AGB Tonnes ha−1 Destructive harvesting & oven-drying (60˚C to

constant mass)
Sala and Austin (2000)

SOC % dry soil Dry combustion (Vario EL Cube Elemental
Analyser, Elementary, Stockport, UK) after acid
(HCl) treatment

Harris et al (2001)
Nayak et al (2019)

MAOM % dry soil Organic matter fractionation by size Cotrufo et al (2019)
POM % dry soil Organic matter fractionation by size Cotrufo et al (2019)
Total soil N % dry soil Dry combustion (Vario EL Cube Elemental

Analyser, Elementary, Stockport, UK)
Emmett et al (2008)

Soil C/N ratio NA Soil organic carbon divided by total soil nitrogen Emmett et al (2008)
Soil mineral N mg N kg−1 dry soil 2 M KCl-extraction (NH4 + NO3 estimation in

an Auto Analyser, Seal-Analytics©, Southampton,
UK)

Emmett et al (2008)

Soil nitrate Proportion of mineral N 2 M KCl-extraction (NO3 estimation in an Auto
Analyser, Seal-Analytics©, Southampton, UK)

Emmett et al (2008)

Soil Olsen P mg P kg−1 dry soil NaHCO3-extraction (Auto Analyser,
Seal-Analytics©, Southampton, UK)

Emmett et al (2008)

Soil BD g dry soil cm−3 Dried sample mass (110 ◦C for 24 h) over volume Emmett et al (2008)
Soil pH NA Fresh soil pH in water (soil-water suspension) Emmett et al (2008)

and address heterogeneity of variance and spatial cor-
relation by testing different combinations of variance
and auto-correlation structures.

We determined the effects of solar panels on plant
and soil properties by testing the differences between
the under and gap treatments (n = 256 per prop-
erty; 32 sites × 4 replicates × 2 treatments) with lin-
ear mixed effects models fitted with the nlme pack-
age (Pinheiro and Bates 2023). Furthermore, we com-
pared the two solar farm treatments (under and gap)

to a control treatment (pasture outside the boundar-
ies of the solar farm) for three sites where data were
available (n = 36 per property; 3 sites × 4 replic-
ates× 3 treatments).

In addition to treatment, the fixed effects included
variables to account for local conditions (soil class),
differences in climate between sites (mean annual air
temperature and rainfall), and time since land use
conversion (age of solar farms). The variable site was
fitted as a random effect. The models that used data
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from the three sites with adjacent pasture (control)
only included treatment, mean annual rainfall and the
age of solar farms, since site and soil class were colin-
ear and air temperature showed low variability (coeffi-
cient of variation= 2.1%). Marginal means and pair-
wise differences between treatments were then estim-
ated with the emmeans package (Lenth 2023) after
back-transforming plant and soil properties to their
original units.

Finally, for the three sites with data available for
the adjacent pasture, weweighted themarginalmeans
of the under and gap treatments to provide a solar
farm weighted mean of plant and soil properties by
accounting for the proportion of land within the
under and gap treatments. Weighted means were cal-
culated by summing the product of the weights (i.e.
the proportions of the under and gap areas to the total
solar farm area) times the marginal mean value of
each variable and divided by the sum of the weights.
The under and gap treatments accounted, on average,
for 33%± 0.06% (±1 SD) and 37%± 0.09% (±1 SD)
of the land between the three sites, respectively.

3. Results

3.1. Effects of solar panels on plant and soil
properties
Areas under solar panels showed lower plant cover
and AGB, lower soil carbon—when measured as soil
organic carbon (SOC) and POM—and lower soil
C/N ratio than areas in the gaps between solar arrays
(figure 2). Soils under solar panels were more com-
pacted and lower in total nitrogen than in gap areas,
while (plant-available) mineral nitrogen and nitrate
were higher under solar panels than in the gaps
(figure 2). There were no statistical differences in
MAOM, soil (plant-available) phosphorus (Olsen P),
and soil pH between the two treatments (figure 2).

Older solar farms (ages ranged between 0.3 and
10.1 years old) tended to show higher plant cover,
MAOM, POM, and soil nitrate than younger sites,
though most differences were only marginally signi-
ficant (table A1). Wetter sites showed higher plant
AGB and higher soil carbon and nitrogen (measured
in their different forms) than drier sites, while wetter
soils were less compacted and lower in pH than drier
soils (table A1). Measures of soil carbon and nitrogen
varied among soil classes, but differences in air tem-
perature between the sampled sites had no influence
on the measured plant and soil properties (table A1).

3.2. Solar farms vs pasture
In the three sites where data for the adjacent pas-
ture were available (figure 1), there were few statist-
ical differences in plant and soil properties between
gap areas and pastures (figure 3(b)), but areas under
solar panels revealed higher soil compaction and
lower plant cover, AGB, and POM than pastures

(figure 3(a)). Solar farms generally showed higher soil
(plant-available) nutrients than pastures, particularly
Olsen P (figures 3(a) and (b)), though differences in
mineral nitrogen and nitrate were only marginally
significant (table A2). Rainfall had no influence on
the results, but older sites showed marginally higher
soil carbon and nitrogen (and marginally lower soil
compaction) than younger sites (table A2).

When comparing solar farm weighted means
(i.e. by accounting for the proportion of land under
solar panels and in gap areas) to pasture means
(table 2), SOC was slightly higher in solar farms than
in pastures. In addition, the differences between the
solar farm weighted means and the pastures were
lower for plant cover, AGB, POM, and soil bulk dens-
ity compared to the differences between the under
areas and pasture (figure 3(a) and table 2).

4. Discussion

Our analyses are the first to demonstrate solar farm
impacts on a suite of plant and soil properties across
a range of sites and offer important insights into
the effects of ground-mounted solar panels on plants
and soils. Below, we discuss our results by grouping
them into measures of plant (plant cover and AGB)
and soil properties, including soil carbon and nitro-
gen (SOC, MAOM, POM, total nitrogen, and C/N
ratio), soil (plant-available) nutrients (mineral nitro-
gen, nitrate, and Olsen P), and soil physiochemical
properties (bulk density and pH).

4.1. Plant properties
Our findings, covering a range of solar farms with
different design and site characteristics, indicate that
plant cover and AGB are lower underneath solar pan-
els than in gaps and pasture. However, effects may
be context-dependent as plant cover has also been
found to be unaltered by solar panels in some cases
(Lambert et al 2021). Solar panels have been found
to reduce plant photosynthetic rates and biomass
by altering soil temperature and lowering receipts
of photosynthetically active radiation (Vervloesem
et al 2022) in temperate (Armstrong et al 2016) and
Mediterranean (Lambert et al 2021, 2023) systems.
Lambert et al (2023) found reduced plant biomass
under solar panels to be due to higher allocation of
resources to chlorophyll production to offset shad-
ing conditions, which in turn compromised resource
allocation for biomass production of aboveground
parts. However, the relationship between chlorophyll
and biomass production is likely complex and highly
variable between species (Paliwal et al 1986).

Management practices adopted by some operat-
ors may also have an impact on plant cover and bio-
mass, including herbicide spraying to control weeds
(often prominent under solar panels in summer; per-
sonal observation) and the sowing of low-statured
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matter and also result in reduced SOC (Quinton et al
2010, Gregory et al 2015) and nitrogen (Lambert et al
2021, Moscatelli et al 2022) content.

The lower POM observed underneath solar pan-
els compared to gaps and pasture could be a direct
result of lower plant biomass, since POM is mostly
plant-derived, fast-cycling, and relatively vulnerable
to disturbance (Cotrufo et al 2019). Reductions in
POMmay have important implications for long-term
changes in SOC considering temperate grasslands
can store significant fractions of organic carbon in
POM pools (Denef et al 2013), making construction
and management practices that reduce soil disturb-
ance and maximise carbon input to soils particularly
important. Lower POM can also have consequences
for soil aggregate stability (Zech et al 2022) and neg-
atively impact soil infiltration and erosion rates (Abu-
Hamdeh et al 2006). In addition, despite being pre-
dominantly of microbial origin and relatively slow-
cycling, MAOM can receive substantial carbon con-
tributions from plant-derived organic matter and be
closely related to short-term SOC cycling (Yu et al
2022). Therefore, despite no differences in MAOM
between treatments found here, MAOM could be
negatively affected over time under solar panels if
plant-derived carbon inputs remain low. Moreover,
MAOM tends to rapidly saturate under organic fer-
tilisation (Stewart et al 2007, Just et al 2023), after
which the continuous sequestration and storage of
soil carbon is only possible through additional POM
accrual (Cotrufo et al 2019). This could have con-
sequences for long-term soil carbon storage under
solar panels, sinceMAOMis amore persistent formof
carbon than POM. Reductions in POM and MAOM
could also have consequences for microbial growth
and the soil food web by affecting supply of labile car-
bon and nutrients to plants and microbiota (Lavallee
et al 2020), as evidenced elsewhere by lower micro-
biological activity and nutrient cycling under solar
panels due to low soil organic matter (Lambert et al
2021, 2023, Moscatelli et al 2022). Given the poten-
tial for temperate grasslands to uptake carbon (Ostle
et al 2009), there is ample evidence of the import-
ance of land management on soil carbon (Carvalho
and Armstrong 2021), and these should be carefully
considered in relation to local conditions.

4.3. Soil (plant-available) nutrients
Given solar farms are rarely fertilised, the persist-
ence of plant-available nutrients (nitrogen and phos-
phorus) in solar farm soils after construction, par-
ticularly underneath solar panels, may be a legacy
of previous land fertilisation regimes under agricul-
tural production since declines in inorganic nutri-
ents may take several years to occur after cessa-
tion of agricultural activities (Parkhurst et al 2022a,
2022b), especially if they are not continually removed
through harvesting (McLauchlan 2006). Vervloesem
et al (2022) attributed higher nutrient content in

soils underneath solar panels to their relatively low
exposure to sun and rain compared to gap areas that
could result in nutrient accumulation over time due
to reduced leaching. In addition, the microbial car-
bon deficiency commonly found under solar pan-
els (Lambert et al 2021, 2023) triggered by relatively
low plant carbon inputs (rhizodeposition) may be
driving microbial targeting of MAOM carbon pools
with relatively low C/N ratio to result in excess nitro-
gen release into the soil via nitrogen mineralisation
(Mooshammer et al 2014). These effects could lead
to negative outcomes for biodiversity and ecosystem
functioning long after land use change given the well-
documented relationships between soil nutrients and
plant species richness and abundance (Isbell et al
2019).

Despite the differences in soil nutrients among
treatments described above, comparisons between
sites under varying conditions and of different ages
are difficult since the legacy of agricultural effects on
soil properties can be highly variable and depend-
ent on several factors, including time since land use
change, post-agricultural management, climate, and
mineralogy (McLauchlan 2006).

4.4. Soil physiochemical properties
Compaction of agricultural soils is typically asso-
ciated with regular trafficking of agricultural
machinery or the presence of grazing livestock, and
its effects have been well documented (Gregory
et al 2015), including increased risk of flooding and
soil erosion (Batey 2009) and reduced biodiversity
(Roovers et al 2004). The higher soil compaction
under solar panels compared to gap areas and pas-
tures is likely the result of a mixed legacy of previous
(and current) agricultural practices (notably livestock
grazing) and the use of heavy machinery during con-
struction. Soils in the gaps showed similar levels of
compaction to pasture, possibly due to largely suc-
cessful revegetation efforts after solar farm construc-
tion and relatively low levels of disturbance during
solar farm operation. In contrast, low levels of veget-
ation establishment and growth under solar panels
may be directly related to high soil compaction due
to reduced plant root penetration and water cycling
that would help increase soil porosity and aeration,
and reduce compaction (Correa et al 2019).

There were no statistical differences in soil pH
between treatments, but soils under solar panels were
slightly more acidic than in gap areas and pastures.
Previous research found lower soil pH under solar
panels compared to other land use types (Vervloesem
et al 2022), which was attributed to low soil car-
bon and nitrogen (Aciego Pietri and Brookes, 2008,
Chen et al 2016) and high (plant-available) nutrient
concentrations (Chen et al 2015) under solar pan-
els affecting soil fauna and the concentration of min-
eral cations. Soil pH will vary considerably from site
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to site though depending on several factors, includ-
ing soil type and texture, climate, topography, min-
eralogy, and water availability (Slessarev et al 2016).

5. Implications

The results presented here showed that, across a range
of solar farms within temperate agricultural systems,
the most marked impact of ground-mounted solar
panels is on vegetation, with cascading effects on soil
properties. This indicates that solar farms in tem-
perate systems with a past agricultural legacy should
be actively managed (e.g. by seeding diverse native
species mixtures and maintaining structured habit-
ats) to maximise delivery of plant- and soil-related
ecosystem services. This is particularly true for bio-
mass production and long-term soil carbon storage
and sequestration, given the observed effects of solar
panels on vegetation and their consequences for soil
properties (e.g. soils being deprived of plant car-
bon inputs due to relatively low plant biomass under
solar panels). However, our results suggest that past
biotic and abiotic agricultural legacies can be over-
come to allow solar farms to deliver environmental
benefits other than low carbon electricity, given plant
and soil properties in the gaps between solar arrays
were generally similar to control conditions, sug-
gesting no deterioration of ecosystem functioning in
solar farms if converted from agricultural land. In
fact, plant cover and soil carbon showed signs of
improvement as solar farms aged (tables A1 and A2),
meaning plant- and soil-related ecosystem services
could improve over time if solar farms were managed
accordingly (Randle-Boggis et al 2020) and offered
the right policy incentives (Carvalho et al 2024b).

Solar farms can be designed and managed to
deliver positive plant and soil outcomes. Regarding
design, increasing the height of solar panels over
the ground to offset the negative effects of shad-
ing and changes to microclimate on plant productiv-
ity, or increasing the proportion of gap areas (and
other areas within solar farms such as margins) to
favour plant development and consequently benefit
soils through enhanced carbon inputs would be bene-
ficial. Areas under solar panels account for approx-
imately 39% of land in an average solar farm in the
UK (but it could be as high as 70% in some cases;
Blaydes, unpublished digitised solar farm data), offer-
ing scope tomanage the remainder to deliver net pos-
itive outcomes for nature. In fact, differences in plant
and soil properties between solar farms and pastures
were lower than differences between under and pas-
ture when accounting for the proportion of land in
the different treatments (under and gap), while soil
carbon was slightly higher in solar farms than in pas-
tures on average (table 2), even if margins were not
considered in this study. These results suggest solar
farms can deliver net environmental gains across the
site if enough area is set-aside for conservation away

from solar arrays. However, increasing the propor-
tion of land not over sailed by solar panels may result
in higher land take for solar farms, meaning overall
outcomes will depend on the type of land use being
converted.

Finding management solutions to enhance veget-
ative cover under solar panels in temperate systems
will be challenging, given the relative novelty of this
type of land use and the fact plant and soil responses
to active land management are highly dependent on
local conditions. Management options may include
the use of low impact machinery during construc-
tion to reduce soil compaction, the reduction in
soil (plant-available) nutrients to promote species
diversity (Isbell et al 2013,Midolo et al 2019), the reg-
ular monitoring of soil pH to formulate soil remedi-
ation measures if needed (Neina 2019), the sowing
of generic all-purpose seed mixes that can establish
on a range of soils and contain shade-tolerate spe-
cies, and the use of conservation cutting and graz-
ing to promote structured and diverse habitats to
benefit wildlife. Frequentmonitoring using standard-
ised approaches (Carvalho et al 2023) will ensure the
delivery of land management objectives and the col-
lection of data that are comparable across sites. This
will be key in guaranteeing the long-term provision of
ecosystem services and in offering a broad picture of
the ecosystem effects of this rapidly expanding novel
land use.

6. Conclusions

Solar energy, especially in the form of ground-
mounted solar farms, is set to play an important role
in decarbonising electricity supplies worldwide. To
address both the climate and biodiversity crises, the
effects of ground-mounted solar panels on plants and
soils must be considered before, during, and after
solar farm development and contextualised to local
conditions. In addition, the overall impact of a solar
farm must be appropriately scaled to account for net
environmental change across the site after land devel-
opment given contrasting effects experienced by areas
under solar panels to those in the gaps between solar
arrays.

Given the relative youth of solar farms and
their anticipated growth, it is critical that ecosystem
responses to solar farm development and manage-
ment are continually monitored to maximise posit-
ive biodiversity outcomes. The development of solar
farms on agricultural land may lead to benefits for
some ecosystem services over time (considering time
lags in soil response to land use change), but develop-
ing ways to address the legacy of previous agricultural
land use and enhancing plant cover under solar pan-
els should be the focus of future research.

Other explanatory variables not included here
(e.g. previous land use, landmanagement, gap width,
solar panel height and angle) should be considered
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in upcoming studies as they may also drive plant and
soil responses to solar farm development and can be
altered to maximise positive biodiversity outcomes.
In addition, the expected growth in solar farms may
be accompanied by integrated battery storage facilit-
ies, introducing other environmental impacts (Simpa
et al 2024). Consequently, the effects of battery stor-
age facilities on soils should be considered in future
research as they become increasingly more common.

Plant and soil properties may offer foundational
indicators to investigate the impacts of solar farms on
ecosystem services, but better understanding of the
potential effects of solar farms on wider biodiversity
(e.g. invertebrates, birds, mammals) is also needed to
develop ways to manage solar farms that can benefit
nature recovery in the fullest sense.
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