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Inquiry Statement APP/P3040/W/23/3329235 

Land to West of Wood Lane and Stocking Lane NG11 0LF 

Ref 22/00319/FUL 

Cllr Carys Thomas, Leake Ward, Rushcliffe Borough Council 

I am ward member for Leake Ward, in which part of this site is situated. 

 

This is a site in the greenbelt much used by local residents for recreation and greatly valued for the 

network of paths that give access to this peaceful, unspoilt, wildlife-rich area. I will refer to the 

statement I submitted for the appeal in which I covered the greenbelt, very special circumstances, 

landscape and visual amenity, Public Rights of Way and some other issues.  Without repeating 

everything I do wish to highlight five issues.  

 

1. Gypsum Undermining 

 

The site is above a gypsum seam.  There are two aspects that need to be considered – sterilisation 

of reserves and land instability.  As the site has already been undermined it is land instability that is 

of most concern. Sink holes and subsidence events related to gypsum are common here and well 

documented. A field adjacent to the site is permanently closed with a “danger keep out” sign. One 

of the public footpaths is also currently closed because of subsidence.   Cuckoo Bush Farm between 

fields 8 and 9 was demolished and rebuilt on its current site because of a subsidence event.  

 

Resident J Cooke in their representation gives a linki to an analysis of the instability of the area at 

paras 4.24 to 4.39 of the April 2016 planning statement from British Gypsum regarding the current 

Marbleigis mine.   

 

The Mining Risk Assessment undertaken by RES is Appendix C of their Planning Statement, 

Document CD1.3 on the Inquiry Website.  Pages 11 and 13 of the report show four recent events in 

the fields where panels are proposed.  I refer you to the map on page 20 of this appendix. This 

shows, in grey, the mines under the site.  The regular checkerboard hatched areas are more recent 

mines, where a strict arrangement known as “room and pillar” helps to support the ground. The 

areas where the grey lines are irregular are the older mines not constructed to the same standard. 

You will see that fields 1 to 11 are undermined by these earlier mines which are the least stable. 

Note that in the risk scale of 1-5 used, “medium” risk is the second highest category of risk. 

 

The appellant states they will mitigate the risk by positioning sensitive infrastructure in areas of 

lower risk, but looking at the site layout there are inverters in the areas of greatest risk within fields 

1-11. A subsidence event under panels and even inverters in the next 40 years is very likely. The 

appellant may be accepting this risk for their own part, but there is danger to their contractors and 

the public using the rights of way, plus further disruption from construction to remedy damage. A 

gas pipeline also runs across fields 9 to 11. 

 

In assessing and comparing suitable sites for solar farms, surely the instability of this land should 

have been an important material consideration?  

  



2 
 

 

2.  Cumulative Impact of Solar Farms and of Development in General in this Area of Greenbelt 

 

On page 19 of my appeal representation I added to the map provided by the appellant to show 

more of the cumulative development in the area, including other solar farms. I provide the 

references to 19 sites in the key on pages 17 and 18. I have not shown all the housing sites in East 

Leake and Gotham nor the proposed quarry at Barton in Fabis.  

 

Note that this list and map includes solar farm applications not mentioned by either the Council or 

the Appellant in their statements.  Numbers 1,2,3 and 4 are all 49.9MW solar farms omitted from 

the appellant’s map.  No 3 is mentioned in the Council’s proof of evidence at 6.21, but numbers 1, 2 

and 4 are missed.  The Council’s proof of evidence wrongly states in para 6.20 that no application 

has been submitted for the Church Farm Solar farm – this one has in fact been approved.   

 

It's difficult to see how either party can come to a conclusion about the intervisibility of solar farms 

in the area if they haven’t identified them all.  Number 3 on my map is approved, and the site is 

visible in the distance from the elevated vantage point of the bridleway adjacent to field 11 and 

from Wood Lane where there are gaps in the hedge.  This also applies to the Glebe Farm site.  No 2 

on Leake Road is closer and the site is visible from the bridleway adjacent to field 11 (though site 

number 2 is not yet at the application stage).   

 

It is worth mentioning the cumulative impact of solar farms in this part of Rushcliffe on the long 

distance trail, the Midshires Way. In addition to the site we are considering, the Midshires way runs 

alongside the Sharpley Hill site (approved) and the one west of Wysall (no 4 on my map, application 

in progress). The Highfields Farm solar farm (approved) would also be visible from the trail.   

 

In terms of the more general impacts of cumulative development in the greenbelt, my map 

illustrates the pressure from development in this triangle of countryside between the built up areas 

of Fairham at the edge of Nottingham, East Leake, and the area around Kegworth and Junction 24 of 

the M1.  Whether you consider this in terms of  openness, urban sprawl, merging of settlements, or 

encroachment it is clear that the additional protection of greenbelt status here is important as this 

buffer of countryside is being eroded on all sides.  This unspoilt site is as its heart.  It provides 

amenity space for the settlements around, including the massive new housing site at Fairham.  It is a 

sanctuary for wildlife and has connecting wildlife corridors to other areas. 

 

Development of this site would reduce the separation of these three built-up areas and ultimately 

contribute both to merging of settlements and urban sprawl as well as encroachment.  

 

3.  So called “Temporary” Harm 

 

The fundamental aim of greenbelt is to keep land permanently open.  This application proposes 

fencing off acres of land for 40 years for industrial structures and “screening” it with hedges that 

perhaps would be permanent.  Forty years is a long time. The officer report put great weight on the 

idea that 40 years is “temporary” but the committee discussed it and gave it less weight.  I included 

in my appeal representation a quote from paragraph 19 of the Little Heath appeal, which is on the 
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appeal website as document CD5.13 – the inspector did not find the argument that “40 years is 

temporary” persuasive.    

 

• Why is the Biodiversity Net Gain calculated for this “temporary” period to be given so much 

weight whereas the harm to the greenbelt for the same period is considered temporary? 

• Why is the BNG calculated on the operational rather than the restored site when it is to be 

considered temporary?   

• Why is the decommissioning plan not required as part of the application rather than in 40 years 

time?   

• What is the actual likelihood of this land ever being restored to agricultural use?   

• What will happen to the country’s energy supply in 2064 when all these huge “temporary” solar 

farms are decommissioned?  

• Will energy no longer be needed then? 

 

4.  The Connection Point/Consideration of Other Locations 

 

Paragraphs 11.41 to 11.46 of the Appellant’s Statement say that there are no suitable alternative 

sites.  There is some technical information from the appellant about the alleged superiority of this 

particular connection point in terms of deliverability but this site is not the only option for 

connecting a solar farm via this connection point. 

 

Looking again at the map – within 2km are the Glebe farm site in brown (the main area and the two 

smaller areas alongside the A453), the Church Farm site in blue, and site 2 on Leake road. Any of 

these could connect into this connection point but were not identified in the appellant’s green belt 

assessment which considered this. (See CD1.35). There are no doubt other parcels of land within 

2km that were not considered. 

 

The LDO site (no 5 on my map) is also within 2km. The part north of the A453 is a brownfield site, 

but not included in the appellant’s list of brownfield sites. It is not available for ground mounted 

solar panels, perhaps, but the Power Station redevelopment masterplan shows huge industrial 

buildings and great expanses of car parking, all of which could be covered in solar panels, rather 

than using agricultural fields.   

 

Looking at the sites within 2km of the whole length of the 132Kv line from Ratcliffe of Soar Power 

Station to Willoughby (see fig 1 in Appendix E of the Appellant’s Statement of Case) I guess that 

most if not all of the solar farms identified on my map would connect into this line. Those 

developers must believe they have a good prospect of doing so or they would not have gone so far 

in the application process (four approved, one submitted but not yet determined, 3 at earlier 

planning stages).  There are dozens of other potential sites along this line, most of which are outside 

the greenbelt, with less public amenity and wildlife value and not known to be at risk of subsidence.  

 

5.  Landscape analysis, particularly views from the public rights of way to the South East 

 

I covered some long distance views into and from the site in Appendix 3, submitted as a separate 

document.  I would like to highlight now the views of fields 12-14 on the slope down from the Stone 
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House from the network of public rights of way to the SE of the site.  This slope of fields, and Stone 

House itself, is visible from a wide area. 

 

The closest viewpoint provided by the applicant is no 8 (repeated as E) – this is behind a point of 

trees so Stone House itself is not visible.  Moving this viewpoint just a short distance SE along  

Bridleway 3 would have included the house itself (my photo C). There are panels downhill from 

Stone house so I believe they would be visible lower down the slope than shown in the 

photomontage.  Note also that the panels are side on to the view, so the supporting structures 

would be visible, not just the faces of the panels.  Even with an attempt to screen with a hedge on 

the S and SE boundaries, the panels would be visible from a  distance because of the slope of the 

land.   

 

I suggest therefore that the impact from viewpoint 8 is more adverse than assessed and that a 

viewpoint including Stone House would have demonstrated this. 

 

On a more general point, the photomontages do not appear to include the fencing, CCTV poles, 

danger keep out signs and the other paraphernalia that would be visible and contributing harm to 

the visual appearance.   

 

Site Visit 

I request that the route includes the following: 

• Views towards Stone House and fields 12-14 from PROWs to the SW. There is a small area to 

park cars on Dark Lane where BW1 joins Dark Lane. 

• Views out to the SW from Stone House. 

• The access track through the woods between the two sites 

• Long distance views from around Cuckoo Bush Farm 

 

Conditions 

 

The table below includes conditions I requested in my representation, plus two additional items. (I 

leave the wording to others.) 

 

Item Request/Explanation/Questions 

Any future change in the plan from deer 
fence to security fence would be a 
material amendment requiring further 
consultation 

A condition on this is now included (21) but has the wording 
“and the fencing shall not be altered without prior written 
approval of the Borough Council”. 
In my experience such conditions are dealt with by officers as 
non-material amendments with no further public 
consultation.  If the applicant should decide to replace the 
deer fencing with security fencing (as suggested by the 
police) the visual impact would be so great that further 
consultation would be needed, in my view, so I request 
suitable rewording. 

Mammal gaps in fencing See draft condition 12(j) 
Is this LEMP already submitted? 

Limited use of pesticides See draft condition 12(k)  
Is this LEMP already submitted?  I note in their statement 
that the applicant affirms that they do intend to use 
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pesticides to “control weeds”.  A very strict definition of 
“weeds” would be required – i.e. alien invasive species, 
rather than spraying to remove the diverse native plants that 
live in grassland.   

Controlled use of chemicals for cleaning See draft condition 12(l) – again is this information to be 
supplied later to satisfy the condition or is it already in the 
documentation?  This is unclear to me. 

If mixed solar and agriculture use is 
seen to be a benefit, use of sheep 
should be assured. 

I note draft condition 27.  Why does it take 3 years to move 
the sheep in? What density of sheep will there be?  Is this 
true agricultural sheep farming or light grazing by a roving 
handful of sheep to keep the grass down? 

Archaeological measures re Roman 
Road 

I note that there are archaeological conditions (15 and 16) 
but not that they have specifically considered the roman 
road. 

(new) Sign at the entrance to Stocking 
Lane 

A resident has requested a sign at the bottom of Stocking 
Lane for the duration of the construction period – “No access 
to solar farm construction traffic” or similar.  This seems a 
reasonable precaution and it would help allay concerns if it 
were added to conditions.  

(new) Risk of subsidence events during 
construction period 

Given the known dangers of subsidence in the area and the 
potential of the construction process triggering this, I request 
that risk management measures related to this be added in 
the Construction Management Plan.     

 
 

i Marblaegis Mine, Nottinghamshire. Periodic Review of Mineral Permissions pursuant to Section 96 of Environment Act 
1995.  PLANNING STATEMENT April 2016 
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbG
VuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFO
TklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbW
FnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6M
jg= 
 

https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbGVuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFOTklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbWFnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6Mjg=
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbGVuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFOTklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbWFnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6Mjg=
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbGVuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFOTklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbWFnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6Mjg=
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbGVuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFOTklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbWFnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6Mjg=
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/planningsearch/DisplayImage.aspx?doc=cmV%20jb3JkX251bWJlcj02ODA3JmZpbGVuYW1lPVxcbnMwMS0wMDI5XGZpbGVkYXRhMiRcREIwMy0wMD%20MwXFNoYXJlZEFwcHNcRExHU1xQbGFuc1xQTEFOTklOR1xNUkEtMzUxOFxTdXBwb3J0aW5nIHN0Y%20XRlbWVudCBST01QX0ZJTkFMLnBkZiZpbWFnZV9udW1iZXI9MyZpbWFnZV90eXBlPXBsYW5uaW5n%20Page2of3%20Jmxhc3RfbW9kaWZpZWRfZnJvbV9kaXNrPTAzLzA1LzIwMTYgMTg6MzQ6Mjg=
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