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Planning Committee 15th April 2025 

SUMMARY OF LATE COMMENTS/REPORT UPDATE 

The aim of this report is to seek to avoid the need for lengthy verbal updates that 

Planning Officers have sometimes needed to provide in the past at the Planning 

Committee. In consultation with the Chair, it has been decided that on the evening 

before committee a summary of all the late comments/representations received so far 

will be emailed to the Committee Members by the Governance Team. 

It is possible that verbal updates will still be required at the meeting as sometimes 

comments are received at the last minute or Officers may wish to amend their 

recommendations: however Officers will seek to keep verbal updates to a minimum. 

At the meeting Officers will only refer briefly to any key points of the case in the 

summary that has been emailed, as well as providing the usual verbal update for any 

additional last minute items.  

If Members have any queries about the comments or the application itself please feel 

free to contact the relevant case officer given beneath the title of each summary below. 

PARISH: WINGERWORTH 

APPLICATION: 24/00506/MFL 

CASE OFFICER: GRAEME COOPER 

1. SOURCE OF COMMENTS: Email from applicant  

DATE RECEIVED: 04/04/25 

SUMMARY:  

Request to update conditions requested by DCC Highways, specifically around the 

wording of condition 18. The applicant considers that the proposed development is not 

compatible with moving the gates back 10m and there are measures that can be 

implemented to ensure construction vehicles are not on the highway and can therefore 

be addressed in the traffic management plan.  

OFFICER COMMENTS:  

The Highways Authority have suggested that such a condition relating to having gates 

set back from the highway is required in the interest of highway safety, but agree that 

the revised position of the access gates don’t need to be set back so far into the site. 

It is proposed that condition 18 is replaced with the 18a and 18b below to deal with 

the proposed gated access arrangements and that condition 19 is updated accordingly 

in line with the text below to require a solid bound material back from the highway for 

a distance of 6m instead of 15m.  
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Condition 18a - The existing gates to the application site shall remain open during the 

operational stage of development to allow unhindered vehicular access to the 

application site for construction vehicles. 

Condition 18b - Prior to the development hereby approved becoming operational, 

details of a revised gated access to the application site shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The gates shall be set back a 

minimum of 6m and either open inwards or be of a sliding design.  The approved gates 

shall then be installed in accordance with the approved details prior to the site 

becoming operational. The gates shall be retained as approved for the lifetime of the 

development.    

Condition 19 - The development hereby permitted shall not commence (other than 

development associated with this condition) until such time as the access (and any 

turning space) has been surfaced with tarmacadam, or similar hard bound material 

(not loose aggregate) for a distance of at least 6m behind the highway boundary and, 

once provided, shall be so maintained for the operational lifetime of the development. 

 

2. SOURCE OF COMMENTS: Email from local resident (Ping)  

DATE RECEIVED: 08/04/25 

SUMMARY:  

I am writing for the third time, after checking the planning website before the hearing 

for this proposal next week, and finding that a new document 'Planning Statement 

Addendum' was added by Ethical Power on 14th March. I cannot let this document 

go unchallenged and ask that in the interest of fairness and balance this email is 

circulated before the hearing next week (I have been told that comments can be 

submitted up to the decision date). 

In my previous email objection, I pointed out that the search criteria for the site had 

changed but this had not resulted in Ethical Power searching for a more appropriate 

site less damaging to the environment, by their own admission on cost grounds. 

This Planning Statement Addendum seems to be a cynical last-minute attempt to 

justify siting the solar farm on Green Belt land by arguing that the land should now 

be categorised as Grey Belt. 

In the introduction the report explains that it's been produced following the 

publication of updated policy and guidance, including the Clean Power 2030 Action 

Plan, The Planning Reform Working Paper: Streamlining Infrastructure Planning and 

the Planning and Infrastructure Bill - these are quoted from (points 13-20) and set 

out the government's ambitions for clean power by 2030. These points do not 

however justify the siting of (relatively small) solar farms such as this in inappropriate 

locations, at the expense of other environmental factors - the limited benefits do not 

outweigh the harms. 
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The document concludes that the updated NPPF Green Belt Assessment means 

that the site falls within the definition of Grey Belt, as set out in parts a, b and d of 

para 143 of the NPPF, and that therefore the development is permissible.  

The NPPF defines Grey Belt as  

'Land in the Green Belt comprising previously developed land and/ or any other land 

that, in either case, does not strongly contribute to any of purposes (a), (b) or (d) in 

para 143. 

However the statements provided by Ethical Power with regard to parts a, b and d 

are highly subjective and biased, and many simply untrue- making a statement does 

not make it true. To address some of these: 

(a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and (b) to prevent 

neighbouring towns merging into one another: 

There are many statements by Ethical Power about the site not being visible and I 

say again, this is absolutely false. The topography means that it is visible from the 

higher ground on both sides of Langer Lane. Directly opposite the site to the west of 

Langer Lane is the area known locally as the old Golf Links which is amenity land full 

of wildlife used by walkers, with a seat at the top with a view across to the proposed 

site. Yesterday I walked to the seat (see first photo) and took a photo of the view of 

the site, see attached (site outlined in third photo). This view will be totally blighted 

with a solar farm in the middle. Similarly it is visible from the higher ground on 

Longedge Lane, and some houses on Langer Lane as well as Florence Close and 

Lilymede Ave.  

The document by Ethical Power claims that the brook and row of trees to the north 

would provide adequate separation of Chesterfield from Wingerworth to define them 

as separate if the solar farm were to go ahead. This is ridiculous, a small brook and 

row of mature trees is the sort of feature present within towns and does not give the 

impression of separate towns. 

The document (25) claims that 'the perception is more likely to be one of a slight 

change in use of the agricultural land from intensive arable farming to one of 

renewable energy generation, sheep grazing and biodiversity enhancements'. 

The solar park would appear to join Chesterfield and Wingerworth by an industrial 

site. Claims that due to sheep potentially grazing under the panels mean that it 

retains its agricultural use are meaningless because the panels are what will be 

visible. 

Much is made of the 'temporary' nature of the development (in order to play down 

the impact) - most reasonable people would not consider 40 years to be temporary in 

this context. 

In conclusion, the statements and supposed justifications for the site meeting the 

criteria for Grey Belt should be questioned and not seen as statements of fact. The 
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government have said on several occasions in the media that this is not what is 

meant by grey belt, and they have cited examples such as disused car parks. This is 

Green Belt land and, as I quote again the planning officer in his pre application 

remarks, the proposal is 'unlikely to overcome loss of openness to the Green Belt 

between Chesterfield and Wingerworth.' 

Therefore the 'very special circumstances ' would need to be demonstrated, and the 

relatively small contribution of green energy this project would make does not 

outweigh other environmental harms, and would therefore be an example of 

Greenwashing. A more appropriate site should be sought. 
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OFFICER COMMENTS:  

Officers note the comments and the Planning Statement Addendum should be read 

in conjunction with the Site Selection Report Addendum Revision A. The latter report 

confirms that the applicant has undertaken a robust site selection process which has 

been reported in the report to members at paragraphs 7.62-7.70.  

With regards to the site being Grey Belt, officers do not agree that this is the case 

and this is assessed at paras 7.13-7.21. It should be pointed out that Wingerworth 

cannot be considered a town for the purposes of assessing the scheme against 

Purpose B of para 143 of the NPPF, as highlighted in 7.9 of the officer report.  

Officers agree that the proposal will be visible from raised ground to the north west 

but will not extend as far as portrayed on the annotated photo above.  

In the interest of clarity, officers are of the view that the likely extent of the solar farm 

will be more closely aligned to the photos below which are taken from raised land to 

the north west and from Longedge Lane to the south. Please note that these are 

estimated sketch ups of the likely extent of the proposed development.  

As for what is considered to be temporary, officers note that it is a common 

consensus by Inspectors that renewable development can be considered temporary. 

In the recent Coal Aston BESS appeal decision (Ref:) the Inspector stated that there 

is a “broad consensus that the temporary nature of such timescales does act to 

mitigate any harm caused to varying extents. I am therefore satisfied that the 

proposal is temporary…” 
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3. SOURCE OF COMMENTS: Email from applicant  

DATE RECEIVED: 11/04/25 

SUMMARY:  

An email was forwarded to all members of planning committee by the developer 

providing two documents; including a planning committee briefing and Ethical 

Powers approach to development.  These documents are included in the pages 

below: 
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OFFICER COMMENTS:  

This raises no new material planning considerations.  


