
MINOR DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

CONSIDERATION SHEET – DELEGATED APPLICATION

Please Contact : Lee Walton
Tel : 01684 862314
e-mail : lee.walton@malvernhills.gov.uk

Cllr D Clarke
Objections have been expressed to this application as detailed below; however, I am minded to 
REFUSE the application under ‘delegated’ powers. Please could you let me know by 1700 hours on 
the 24 January 2023 whether you wish the application to be reported to the Area Development 
Control Committee. If I do not hear from you by this time, the application will be determined.

To view the application, please click here and enter the planning application number.

Before returning your response on this planning application proposal, please consider whether you 
have any personal or prejudicial interest that you need to declare in the same way that you would if an 
application was referred to one of the Area Development Control Committees. If you require any 
specific advice on declarations of interests, please contact the District Council's legal team.

PLANNING SERVICES DELEGATED DECISION REPORT
Planning Ref : 21/01846/FUL

Proposal: Development of a solar farm with ancillary infrastructure, security fence, access, 
landscaping and continued agriculture, to generate power to feed into the local distribution network

Site: Birchall Green Farm, Sinton Green, Hallow, Worcester, WR2 6NT

Applicants name: BRL Solar UK limited

Recommendation: REFUSE

Registration Date: 11 October 2021 Officer Site Visit:

8 week date: 10 January 2022
Extension of Time: 3 February 2023

Site Notice expiry:25 November 2021

Earliest Decision date: 9 November 2022



Consultation Responses:

Grimley Parish Council: Response 11 November 2022 (summarised) – Object. Grimley Parish 
Councillors do not consider that any of the additional application documents address the fundamental 
issues of the impacts of these plans on:
a. site biodiversity, localised soil moisture levels & temperatures (mean & range of) & miscalculations in 

biodiversity net gain.
b. ground & surface water flow to the adjacent SSSI at Monkwood Green Common, 
c. landscape & visual amenity, 
d. highway safety.

There are concerns about: the impacts of additional CCTV & night vision cameras that point directly at 
adjacent homes; underestimation about the amount of hedgerow that will need to be removed during 
construction, &; concerns about the amounts of herbicide required on site to encourage grass types 
incorrectly considered more suitable for sheep grazing (& the affects this will have on the existing 
ecosystem AND the future viability of the land for agriculture).

a) Site biodiversity Soil as an underestimated resource.
The applicant has not sufficiently addressed the existing concern that addressing irreversible catastrophic 
climate change will require rapid reinstatement of the planet’s ecosystems particularly in soils. The 
applicant confirms the landowner’s vision to assist in tackling climate change - but this proposal to locate a 
solar farm on agricultural land, in particular grassland with its critical ability to rapidly sequestrate carbon 
(via photosynthesis) to the planet’s largest terrestrial carbon store/ sink (N.B our soils), is contrary to that 
vision. The two are not compatible & the Vision, whilst well-meaning, cannot be sustained. The 
consequence of disregarding soil as a resource (in terms of biodiversity & as the largest carbon store/ 
sink), is that greenfield sites are vulnerable to inappropriate land use such as solar farms. It is incorrect & 
fundamentally damaging to global long-term ability to tackle climate change to disregard the importance of 
soil when calculating biodiversity net gain (BNG) & this council disputes the claims of BNG made in this 
application, as being meaningless & null & void.  Applicant proposals to include bug hotels & bare mounds 
on site to replace existing natural invertebrate soil habitat are a nonsense. Soil moisture & temperature 
levels will be critically affected by the shading provided by solar panels & soil biodiversity will decrease 
proportionally as a result. Malvern Hills District Council demonstrated its understanding of the importance 
of soil, soil health, soil management & preservation, by the creation of nearby Hallow Meadow - land set 
aside as a species rich flood plain meadow. It would be a backward step to spend money & efforts on the 
Hallow project & yet permit the Birchall Green landscape & soil resources to be degraded via this planning
application

b). Ground and surface water flow to the adjacent SSSI at Monkwood Green Common 
Updated documents state an aim for no significant increase in flood risk within or off the site, & to ensure 
no significant effects on existing drainage. However, no further details are provided how this will be 
managed or what steps will be taken to prevent changes to hydrological flows running direct to Monkwood 
Green Common & SSSI. The applicant continues to ignore the presence of this nearby SSSI & only takes 
account of the woodland SSSI. Both SSSI’s are intricately connected. All comments made in the previous 
parish council submission remain unaddressed.

c) Landscape and visual amenity 
The visual amenity of the site is entirely disregarded & any attractive visual setting or backdrop for the 
enjoyment of activities of the people living, working, recreating, visiting or travelling through an area would 
be compromised & ruined. Parish Councillors consider that none of the concerns regarding landscape & 
visual amenity have been sufficiently resolved by the applicant. For example: “As you travel north out of 
Worcester City, the landscape gets progressively more and more rural & remote & the surroundings less 
& less touched by development. Grimley parish is located well beyond any point where there could be a 
suggestion of urban fringe. This landscape is instead an integral part of the rural countryside & is 
extremely sensitive to change. ‘Landscape Sensitivity’ relates to the “stability of character, the degree to 
which that character is robust enough to continue & to be able to recuperate from loss or damage. A 
landscape with a character of high sensitivity is one that, once lost, would be difficult to restore; a 
character that, is valued, must be afforded care & consideration for it to survive”. “Objection FINAL Birchall 
Green Solar Farm Dec 2021 Grimley PC”, page 7. 

This application does not conserve & enhance the primary characteristics of the site & does not respect 
the level of landscape sensitivity applicable to this site. This application ignores the distinctive 
characteristics of this landscape & would compromise the general wellbeing of local residents, & visitors 



who choose specifically to visit this site for its landscape character & beauty. The applicant states in 
document “Environmental & Community Enhancement Proposals” October 2022 (page 2), that “new 
buffering & screening will be planted throughout” & “where possible & amenity of users maintained”. This 
is an admission that the existing characteristics of this historical landscape cannot be preserved or 
protected & that the site will be wholesale changed. The fencing & buffering will cut visitors & local walkers 
off from the landscape & will provide an extremely intimidating & enclosed experience which will 
effectively remove this route from the list of public rights of way. 

Additional landscape impacts include: 
• A significant, large-scale industrialisation of a rural landscape, much of which will be clearly visible 

from the Malvern Hills and further afield. The visual impact of this new compound has also not been 
properly addressed. This site is located higher up on the side of a hill and will be highly visible from all 
directions from the west and south, including from the public footpaths through the site and from the 
SSSI, regardless of any planting proposed. 

• A new substation bordered by a footpath in Monkwood, including a public footpath that will be 
unavoidably floodlit. 

• New access roads, parking and turning areas on green land. 

• Oakhall Green and Birchall Green residents in full view of the largest section of panels due to the lie of 
the land, being south of those panels, would be subject to glint and glare and unintentional but 
nonetheless intrusive surveillance by CCTV. The statement that “CCTV cameras to provide security 
coverage of the site. These will only monitor the development areas and will not capture images of the 
public rights of way or surrounding land”13 is disputed by the parish council as being incorrect. 

d) Highways, transport and infrastructure 
The Applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated that they have considered the noise, dust & light pollution, 
the impact on traffic & existing infrastructure that the welfare, transport & construction compound will have 
at the proposed location, including impact on residents and road/ public right of way users & visitors. The 
applicant has not properly clarified the exact use & duration of use & timings of use of the compound. The 
errors within the Apex report written on behalf of the applicant: “Transport Note: Further Information for the 
Highway Authority” dated 24 Jan 2022 have not been addressed. This document details the road widths 
incorrectly & state that the road at the southern entrance is 6m wide, but in fact it is 4.3m wide & so not 
sufficient by any estimation for access by lorries that are 4.5m wide & have a minimum internal radius of 
6m & external radius of 13.5m on corners. Consequently, significantly more ancient hedgerow will be 
required to be removed & this is not acceptable. It continues to be the case that the applicant does not 
properly address concerns that the vehicles of this size will struggle to safely traverse the local roads 
without causing damage to the road network infrastructure & surrounding hedges, verges & trees. All data 
associated with the speed survey & traffic monitoring within the parish conducted by Auto Surveys Ltd for 
seven continuous days between Sunday 12th December & Saturday 18th December 2021 are erroneous 
& should be considered void. This is because one of the main roads into & out of the parish at Sinton 
Green was closed for significant Highway drainage works during this time. No additional road traffic 
surveys have been conducted despite the parish council raising this concern in May 2022. 

Finally, the delay in considering this application continues to make necessary the consideration of the 
updated political situation & weekly changes in Government opinions regarding solar farms. The UK is 
now urgently weighing options to reduce reliance on imported gas & other energy supplies. A knee jerk 
reaction towards solar farms because of the situation in world politics is unjustifiable & unwise due to the 
poor productivity of solar, & abysmal MWh per acre in winter. Parish Councillors consider that the full 
weight of any urgency must be balanced with the requirement to preserve the quality of our soils & 
increase food production on good quality land (regardless of the incorrect existing soil quality grading 
system). The use of this site at Birchall Green farm for high quality grazing has never been more 
important. The parish continues to support the use of solar panels in appropriate sites (building roofs) but 
not on quality ancient pasture. The applicant should demonstrate that they have considered other non-
agricultural locations, such as roof tops. Furthermore, the applicant should properly acknowledge the loss 
that these proposals represent to the agricultural & food production system.

Grimley Parish Council: Original response (summarised) - REFUSAL. We have no objection ‘in 
principle’ to use of photovoltaics as a renewable energy source. We have major concerns in terms of 
location, scale, design & visual impact. We feel dismay at the clear & total lack of consideration that the 
applicants have given towards the Common & Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) at Monkwood 
Green.
1. Failure to comply with planning policies SWDP21 Design, SWDP22 Biodiversity, in part on SSSIs, 



SWDP25 Landscape Character, SWDP27 Renewable & Low Carbon Energy. 
2. Failure to follow correct pre-application procedures and consult with impacted local community groups 

– the Commoners’ Association at Monkwood Green. The parish council was not specifically consulted 
as a local landowner (Monkwood Green Common & SSSI) impacted by the plans.

3. Failure to consider any impacts of the project upon the nearby Monkwood Green Common and SSSI. 
a. Construction traffic impacts upon the SSSI, the Common ecosystem & the wildlife/ livestock 

(specifically noise, vibration, animal stress, all of which are untested/ unexplored by the applicant 
or by the relative science in general)

b. Difficulty of aligning frequency of construction traffic with the working practices on the Common & 
the ecosystems of the Common that over the past 500 years have become synergistically aligned 
to those practices. The impact any change in the Natural England endorsed grazing regime would 
have on the SSSI & the wildlife on site has been unrecognised by the applicant & unassessed. 

c. (Further to point ii above) disruption of the Natural England endorsed Management Plan used on 
site, probably to the point where the Management Plan will have to be amended via negotiation 
with Natural England and the Commoners’ Association, to the unavoidable detriment of the SSSI 
and at great expense to the parish council and/or Commoners. The current plan was six years in 
negotiation at a cost of £16,000. 

d. … and disruption of the rights and working practices of the Commoners at Monkwood Green, to 
the point where the current right to graze freely on site (the animals can cross the highway) would 
have to cease for the duration of construction. The Common cannot by law be usefully enclosed 
(fenced off) for the entire length of time of the construction period – the Commoners currently have 
the right in law to allow livestock to roam free on site for much of the year. 

e. The impact that the solar farm may have on water tables/surface and subsoil water patterns, all of 
which form an essential part of the hydrological cycle of the SSSI (mesic ecosystem) at Monkwood 
Green. Applicant states that the project will ‘likely improve’ the water situation on site. Any change 
at all in local water flow patterns would be detrimental to the SSSI. 

f. No assessment has been made by the applicant in any of the above respects under item 5.

4. Loss of resident, community (including schools) and visitor amenity and visual amenity. i.e., 
enjoyment of walking, exercising, learning and exploring the rural landscape. Loss of surroundings 
that create a backdrop to an area. 

5. Landscape cultural & heritage impacts. This ancient landscape is of important local significance & 
is valued by the community, giving a sense of self purpose & identity – similar to that experienced 
by residents in more valued (by policy makers) landscapes, such as the Dorset landscapes of 
Thomas Hardy. 

6. Ecosystem degradation & link global warming mitigation – despite claims of biodiversity 
enhancement. PLUS, EXCLUSION Of soil as a biodiversity factor & the largest carbon store 
available & issues of decreasing carbon sequestration opportunities arising from the shading of the 
panels. 

7. Impact of sub-station noise (60-80 decibels - detrimental effect) and flood light intrusion on the 
SSSI and biodiversity. 

Continued citation of parish council declaration of climate emergency by the applicants – A cynical & insulting 
attempt to undermine the parish council. The parish council objects to the fact that all contact with the 
applicants begins by them with the reminder that the parish council has declared a climate emergency. A 
declaration of a climate emergency is not a get out of jail free card for all applications to be waived through 
without proper consideration. The parish council is fully of the opinion that any application designed to 
allegedly mitigate climate change can nonetheless have equally harmful effects if it is in the wrong place. 

Hallow Parish Council (adjoining) summarised:  
• The SSSI at Monkwood is a valued resource for our villagers.
• The consultation document submitted notes that Hallow Village Community Group has been consulted. 

This is not the Parish Council but is a group that organises village events. This is therefore entirely 
inappropriate. 

• We note villagers raising issues at the online events that are NOT answered, most notably whether an 
impact assessment has been carried out on the volume and weight of traffic passing older properties on 
the route within Hallow. 

• Many parishioners do not have internet access and were therefore disadvantaged in the consultation.
• The failure to comply with: NPPF Pre-application Section. Para 39 & 40 - early engagement with local 

stakeholders.
• We would ask that the visual impact of the site is more thoroughly considered. The security fencing is not 



in compliance with local or national planning policy.
• The ecological impact on the Monkwood SSSI is a concern and we do not think that the weight of 

evidence presented is convincing about mitigations or lack of impact. We support the comprehensive 
views expressed by Grimley Parish Council in this regard and do not repeat them here.

• Hedge removal and replacement- research including that commissioned by DEFRA would argue that 
hedging is of major importance ecologically and to provide much needed green infrastructure. 
Replacement hedges may take up to 40 years to do the same job. We cannot support any hedge removal. 
This is also in contravention of SWDP 25, and 22.

• We believe the proposal fails to comply with planning policies SWDP 21 Design, SWDP 22 Biodiversity, in 
part on SSSIs, SWDP 25 Landscape Character, SWDP 27 Renewable & Low Carbon Energy.

• We are concerned about highway safety, including through Main Road Hallow, it is not clear from the 
traffic management plan what the impact will be, particularly in relation to Hallow School, and we request 
further information on this. Also, much of the lane recommended for use in Hallow is narrow, without 
pedestrian footpaths. The lane appears to have been measured at its widest point only. It is not clear that 
the safety of pedestrians, particularly children has been properly considered. At present two lorries or 
tractors cannot pass without mounting the grass verges. The volume and weight of proposed traffic will 
damage verges and pose a safety issue for residents.

Kenswick and Wichenford Parish Council (adjoining) - Solar has an important contribution to make 
towards our future energy needs, but it should be used in appropriate locations. This location is completely 
inappropriate. The proposed development will lead to the industrialisation of a quiet, beautiful area of 
countryside which borders a Nature Reserve and a SSSI. Both areas providing a habitat for rare wildlife. The 
development will cause significant harm to visual amenity by spoiling the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside contrary to - SWDP21, SWDP25 and SWDP27. 

The enjoyment of the countryside by users of Public Rights of Way across the area is contrary to policies 
SWDP21, SWDP25 and SWDP 27 and contrary to paragraphs 118 and 124 of the NPPF. MHDC have a duty 
to protect ancient woodland and countryside. The proposed fencing around the development is very much 
what one would expect in an industrial situation, and totally unacceptable in a countryside setting. The 
unsightly large solar panels & associated buildings would blight the ancient fields and hedges & footpaths in 
the vicinity. The footpath that bisects the site will have wire fencing on both sides with CCTV. The site is close 
to domestic dwellings, and the claim made by the applicant is that there will be 'light to moderate effect on 
these houses' - the effect will be gigantic. The reasons given by MHDC the refusal in 2015 for a solar farm at 
Bush Farm & Green Farm on the other side of Monk Wood are just as valid for this application – namely, The 
proposed development by virtue of the scale & visual prominence, especially from footpaths. would result in 
an industrialisation of a large area of the countryside resulting in loss & major alteration to key elements and 
features of the landscape, introducing new development that is uncharacteristic of the surrounding landscape 
type that would have a significant adverse impact on the enjoyment of the countryside by users of the public 
right of way & therefore would be contrary to policies SWDP 21, SWDP25 & SWDP27 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan & contrary to paras.118 & 123 of the NPPF. Furthermore, the grounds 
given in Appeal Decision APP/J1860/W/16/3142020 against the proposal for a solar farm at Woodhall, 
Kenswick & Wichenford, the development would cause significant harm to visual amenity, contrary to Policies 
SWDP 21, SWDP 25 and SWDP 27 of the SWDP & the guidance given within the Framework & NPPG which 
recognise the intrinsic character & beauty of the countryside. 

Traffic Management: The one-way route proposed for the construction period of six months will cause 
inconvenience and safety issues for many having to use these narrow lanes with very few passing places. 
Damage to the route will be severe as the lanes were not built to withstand constant heavy traffic.

Traffic will be diverted through Wichenford towards Monk Wood as the road between the Ockeridge cross-
roads towards Sinton Green will become one way. The diversion through Wichenford is inappropriate, as it is 
constantly used by runners, walkers, cyclists & horse riders with no foot paths. All of whom will be risking their 
lives (we have seen this recently when the Hallow Road was closed). The suggested traffic plan is based on 
misleading claims about road width with its claim that the whole of Ockeridge Lane is between 5 & 5.5m wide. 
It is not. The Pinch Points & actual widths along the lane Two cars can just pass in the 4m section if they edge 
into the extreme sides of the road. This means that the road width is not more than 4m wide. In the 3m section 
two cars cannot pass each other. The road narrows for a single vehicle between Rowley farm & the Tenbury 
road A443 Heavy Goods Vehicles totally block the two Pinch Points, & the only safe option would be to install 
a traffic light system on this complete section of Ockeridge Lane. This application should be refused on the 
basis of protecting good farmland, & an inappropriate site, & as being totally unacceptable for the destruction 
of the countryside it would cause.



County Highways – Response 22/02/2022 - No objection subject to conditions. The justification for this 
decision is that the Highway Authority is in receipt of the Transport Note: Further Information for the Highway 
Authority dated 24 January 2022 and produced by Apex Transport Planning Ltd. For the avoidance of doubt, 
the remainder of this response briefly reviews each topic under the headings as used in the Highway 
Authority’s previous response which was issued on 16 November 2021. 

Access Proposals - The traffic data collected by automated count and vehicle speed survey are accepted for 
use in the assessment and for determination of site access visibility splays. Pre-commencement Highway 
condition surveys will be secured by condition. The traffic data shows that the narrower parts of the access 
routes to site are very lightly trafficked, and the applicant proposes a one-way system for construction traffic 
which would remove the need to construct temporary passing places. This is accepted. 

Temporary traffic signage to site and at the site accesses will be provided in accordance with Chapter 8 of the 
Traffic Signs Manual and the submission and approval of details will be a requirement of the Construction 
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). 

The Applicant has advised that the largest vehicle likely to enter the site will be a 10m rigid HGV & drawings 
C20063-ATP-DR-TP-0017 Rev S2 & C20063-ATP-DR-TP- 0016 Rev S2 demonstrate vehicles of that size 
can enter & leave the site in a forward gear having turned using the proposed internal road. Drawing C20063-
ATP-DR-TP-0015 Rev S2 shows junction radii at the proposed site access which comply with the 
requirements of the Streetscape Design Guide. 

Layout - Drawing C20063-ATP-DR-TP-0017 Rev S2 shows an acceptable Site Compound Layout & Vehicle 
Swept Path Analysis for a 10m Rigid HGV. 

Trip Generation - The Highway Authority is content with the traffic survey data that supports the application. 
Highway Impact The details of the requested temporary traffic management strategy, including sign type and 
locations would be agreed as part of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) and would be 
secured by an appropriately worded planning condition. 

Parking Provision - The site compound details show a level of parking which appears reasonable and 
appropriate for the construction period. However, the CTMP must include a commitment to ensure that 
adequate space is always available. There is adequate land available on site for this. 

Travel Plan - The applicant is not required to produce a Travel Plan. However, measures should be taken to 
ensure shared use of transport to site for construction staff and detail of the arrangements should be included 
in the CTMP.

Public Rights of Way - The Applicant has undertaken to adhere to the provisions outlined in the Highway 
Authority’s November 2021 response and to set the details out clearly in the CTMP. 

Construction Traffic Management Plan - The applicant should prepare, submit, and secure written approval of 
the details a CTMP prior to commencement of works. A draft condition is proposed which includes a listing of 
the required contents. 

Conclusion - The Highway Authority has undertaken a robust assessment of the planning application and 
recommends no objection subject to conditions as appended to this advice.

County Highways response 16 November 2021 - recommends deferral. 

Forestry Commission of England (summarised\) - Ancient woodlands are irreplaceable. They have great 
value because they have a long history of woodland cover, with many features remaining undisturbed. This 
applies equally to Ancient Semi Natural Woodland (ASNW) and Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites 
(PAWS). It is Government policy to refuse development that will result in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats including ancient woodland, unless “there are wholly exceptional reasons, and a 
suitable compensation strategy exists” (National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 180c). We also 
particularly refer you to further technical information set out in Natural England and Forestry Commission’s 
Standing Advice on Ancient Woodland – plus supporting Assessment Guide and Case Decisions. As a Non-
Ministerial Government Department, we provide no opinion supporting or objecting to an application. 

We also assume that as part of the planning process, the local authority has given a screening opinion as to 
whether an Environmental Impact Assessment is needed under the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. If not, it is worth advising the applicant to approach 



the Forestry Commission to provide an opinion as to whether an Environmental Impact Assessment is needed 
under the Environmental Impact Assessment (Forestry) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999, as amended.

MHDC Landscape Officer – Response 28 November 2022 (summarised) - I have looked at the additional 
material. The overview document relating to the meeting between UBU & myself is a reasonable summary of 
that meeting. However, my comments of the 14 February remain unchanged. 

Below are conditions that I suggest would be appropriate were permission considered appropriate, or if this 
application were refused & subsequently appealed. My making these suggestions should not be 
misunderstood as support for this application.

1. If at some stage, planning permission were to be considered acceptable, I suggest that it should be 
subject to a condition expressly stating that no construction works should take place until an onsite 
meeting has taken place between the site manager (who would be overseeing construction works, the 
council’s landscape officer & the developer’s appointed arboriculturalist. This is to ensure that the 
requirements of the approved tree protection plan & arboricultural method statement are clearly 
understood by those actually implementing the development.

2. As per my previous comments if planning permission were considered acceptable, I suggest that it should 
be subject to the submission & once approved, implementation of an acceptable arboricultural method 
statement. This should be a pre-commencement condition.

3. I would suggest the submission & once approved, implementation of an acceptable landscaping scheme. 
This should take from, & make specific reference to the submitted Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation 
and Management Plan and Ecological Constraints and Opportunities Plan.

4. I would suggest that it should be subject to the submission & once approved, implementation of an 
acceptable landscape planting specification. This should take from, and make specific reference to the 
submitted Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan.

5. I would suggest that it should be subject to the submission & once approved, implementation of an 
acceptable maintenance schedule, covering the first 15 years of the site’s life. This should include a clear 
description as to how all new planting will be irrigated during the first critical 3 years of its life. Watering 
frequency, volume and source of water. This should take from, and make specific reference to the 
submitted Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan.

6. I would suggest that it should be subject to a condition requiring that a register is kept of all landscape 
aftercare/maintenance visits/site attendance for the first five years following the implementation of the 
approved landscaping scheme. This can then be requested by the local planning authority (LPA) 
periodically and required to be provided to the LPA within 1 month of that request. This is to ensure that 
the “public” spaces continue to be maintained to the approved standards.

7. I would suggest that it should be subject to a condition requiring that, prior to any planting occurring, a 
meeting must take place between the construction site manager, the council’s landscape officer and the 
landscape company employed to implement the approved landscaping scheme. This is to ensure that all 
those employed to implement the landscaping scheme, planting specification and maintenance schedule 
are fully conversant with their contents and that they will be appropriately implemented.

8. A detailed specification for the construction of the security fencing should be submitted. This should make 
clear the proposed gap under the fencing (for wildlife) & the need for phytotoxic barriers around the bases 
of fence posts to prevent leaching of substances (concrete) harmful to trees in proximity to the fencing 
(see section 5.6.4 or the arboricultural impact assessment). Details should be supplied as to fencing 
generally, including any new stock fencing proposed to protect newly planted trees/ hedges from (sheep) 
grazing damage.

MHDC Landscape Officer: Response 14/02/2022 (summarised) - In response to applicant’s comments made 
January 2022, based on the Landscape Officer’s original response:  

1. Comments made about GLIVA noted and acknowledged that sensitivity may be affected by the nature 
of development proposed. Some comments of mine not addressed: Reference is made to the height of 
the solar panels. It is not clear why, as this relates to potential visual impacts, rather than land use 
change. It also suggests that the ability of a proposal for solar panels to fit within field boundaries 
should also distinguish it from one for a residential development, for example. However, a residential 
development could also just as easily be accommodated in the same fashion. There would be no 
difference. Although the comments relating to the development being “fields containing solar panels 
whereas developments, such as residential will be viewed as fields lost forever regardless of any 



hedges being retained” are acknowledged.
2. It cannot be denied that the proposed solar panels will impact negatively on the landscape of the area. 

While it is noted (their comments) that paragraph 5.13 concerns adopted policy, landscape and the 
potential for negative effects on landscape is embedded in planning policy: SWDP1 Overarching 
Sustainable Development Principles - iv. Safeguarding and enhancing landscape character SWDP2 
Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy - iii. Safeguard and (wherever possible) enhance the 
open countryside. SWDP25 Landscape Character - ii. They are clearly appropriate to and integrate 
with the character of the landscape setting; It is noted that the proposed layout has sought to minimise 
impacts on particular landscape features (trees, woodland, hedgerow), but none the less, as is 
demonstrated in the LVIA, the development is not without negative effect and could I would suggest, 
be considered contrary to the above polices.

My comments stand, namely: 
8. Three public rights of way (PRoW) (footpaths) cross the site, reference numbers 524(C), 525(C) and 

526(C). The proximity of the PRoWs to settlements and the well-frequented and locally publicised 
Monk Wood, is likely to increase the frequency of their use.

My comments stand, namely;
9. There are clear views of the proposed solar panel locations from these PRoWs. Solar panels, the 

proposed 2.2 metre boundary fencing, and pole mounted (2.5 metres) close circuit television (59 
across the whole site) would be visible along most of the length of these PRoWs i.e., present for an 
extended duration. The presence of solar panels would significantly degrade the quality of the user’s 
experience.

10. While the visualisations may have been created using “industry standard software”, such software 
does not take account of the realities of ensuring the successful establishment of new planting. 
Experience has shown that the hope for the (screening) benefits provided by new planting seldom 
materialise. Their comments acknowledge that views of the panels will be “softened and partially 
screened as time allows the hedges to mature” i.e. even if they do mature, they will not be entirely 
screened from view. Coupled with the uncertainties of them becoming successfully established at all, 
this means that the panels will be visible in perpetuity, and probably considerably more visible than the 
photomontages

MHDC Landscape Officer: Original response -
1. The proposed site neighbours Monk Wood. The wood and the smaller neighbouring linked coppice are 

classified as ancient and semi-natural woodland. The woodland is classified as a site of special scientific 
interest, and neighbouring coppices are designated as local wildlife sites. 

2. The site’s landscape type, as defined in the Worcestershire County Council landscape character 
assessment is “wooded estate lands”. A wooded agricultural landscape with rolling topography, containing 
large discrete blocks of irregularly shaped woodland. 

3. This is a high quality and characterful landscape due to the presence of well-established hedgerows, 
veteran trees, and woodland blocks. The absence, or limited extent of houses/buildings and small narrow 
roads adds to its unspoilt and tranquil feel. 

4. The proposed presence of solar panels would significantly degrade the quality of the landscape. 
5. Section 5.1 of the submitted landscape and visual impact assessment identifies that the landscape in 

which the development proposal sits is highly sensitive to change. However, it goes on to suggest that, as 
the development proposal is for solar panels rather than residential development that the sensitivity of the 
landscape would be less. I would disagree with this suggestion. The sensitivity level relates to the 
landscape only and is independent of what that change might actually be proposed. Reference is made to 
the height of the solar panels. It is not clear why, as this relates to potential visual impacts, rather than 
land use change. It also suggests that the ability of a proposal for solar panels to fit within field boundaries 
should also distinguish it from one for a residential development, for example. However, a residential 
development could also just as easily be accommodated in the same fashion. There would be no 
difference. All this affects the results of the assessment of landscape impacts. 

6. Section 5.13 of the submitted landscape and visual impact assessment suggest that “The proposals 
forming this planning application will not have a significant detrimental impact to the rural character of the 
landscape within South Worcestershire”. It is difficult to see how this could be so. The presence of several 
fields of solar panels in this location would very much change its character. 

7. Views of the site are limited to short, or at most medium range views. Longer range views are generally 
restricted due to topography and vegetation, predominantly woodland. 

8. Three public rights of way (PRoW) (footpaths) cross the site, reference numbers 524(C), 525(C) and 
526(C). The proximity of the PRoWs to settlements and the well-frequented and locally publicised Monk 



Wood, is likely to increase the frequency of their use. 
9. There are clear views of the proposed solar panel locations from these PRoWs. Solar panels, the 

proposed 2.2 metre boundary fencing, and pole mounted (2.5 metres) close circuit television (59 across 
the whole site) would be visible along most of the length of these PRoWs i.e., present for an extended 
duration. The presence of solar panels would significantly degrade the quality of the user’s experience. 

10. Although new boundary hedgerows are proposed to “screen” views of the solar installation from the 
PRoWs, these would be unlikely to make any appreciable difference it terms of hiding the panels from 
view from the perspective of the PRoWs that run through the site. The submitted visualisations are, I 
would suggest, somewhat optimistic. The hedges, according to the submitted Ecological Enhancement, 
Mitigation and Management Plan, hedges are proposed to be “maintained at 150 cm high”. Bearing in 
mind that the proposed solar panels would be 2.8 metres tall, they would be clearly visible. 

11. It is difficult to understand why the sensitivity of PRoW users has only been set at “medium high”. PRoW 
users are at leisure with the express purpose of enjoying the countryside. Their focus is on the landscape 
through which they pass. I would suggest that the sensitivity should be set as high. This then affects the 
results shown in table 9. 

12. Section 2.2 of the submitted arboricultural impact assessment report explains that there were many trees 
on the site that were not plotted as part of the topographical survey. It states that that although these trees 
appear on the proposed tree protection plan, their positions are not accurate and cannot be guaranteed. It 
is possible therefore that the tree protection plan, as illustrated may not be able to be fully implemented. I 
would suggest that were this application to be approved, then it would need to be subject to the 
submission of an accurate tree protection plan, based on a full topographical survey. 

13. The proposed approach to protecting trees during construction works, if approved, as detailed in the 
submitted arboricultural impact assessment, would be considered acceptable. 

Natural England (Summary) – No objection, subject to appropriate mitigation being secured. We 
consider that without appropriate mitigation the application would: damage or destroy the interest 
features for which Monk Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest has been notified. To mitigate these 
adverse effects and make the development acceptable, the following mitigation measures are required/ 
or the following mitigation options should be secured: Construction Environmental Management Plan. We 
advise that an appropriate planning condition or obligation is attached to any planning permission to 
secure these measures. 

MHDC Ecologist: Response 8 December 2022 (summarised) – I have reviewed the additional submitted 
information comprising an Ecological Constraints and Opportunities Plan, and updated Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal (PEA), Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) report and excel spreadsheet and Ecological 
Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan (EEMMP). Overall, the additional information has 
addressed most of the concerns raised in my previous consultation response. There are several areas 
which need clarification and further detail that can be secured by carefully worded conditions. 

A major concern is the levels of noise generated by various solar equipment and the impact on wildlife. A 
Noise Impact Assessment has been carried with contour diagrams showing decibel levels. The various 
noise generation equipment has been relocated within the site to reduce effects on trees along the edge 
of Monk Wood that have roosts features bats may use during the daytime. It is stated the equipment will 
be switched off at night, so will generate no/negligible sound and should not impact foraging bats. 

In repositioning the sound generating equipment, it has brought some of the equipment closer to the two 
areas of woodland (Monk Wood complex Local Wildlife Sites) and they are now in the higher ranges of 
35-40 decibels generated by the equipment. Given the likely wildlife values of these two areas, and the 
importance of connectivity with Monk Wood itself it would be helpful to understand what the decibel 
sound levels equate to, noting that that levels of 25 decibels also extend outside the site boundary. It 
would be useful to have a more detailed explanation. However, I have sought expert advice and it seems 
that the decibel levels indicated are very quiet and unlikely to impact wildlife.

The EEMMP is still rather generic and should be more detailed and more prescriptive given the value 
and sensitivity of the site. In particular, it includes references to using clearance, cultivation and use of 
herbicides to create enhanced grasslands. I suggest this is not suitable in the context of neighbouring a 
SSSI, LWS and Grassland Inventory Site located within the proposed development. A LEMP is required 
that provides detailed management plan for individual land parcels and provides confidence that BNG 
can be delivered, but this could be secured by condition.

I note changes have been made as suggested to incorporate the strategic multipliers and remove the 
inclusion of arable which should improve the accuracy of the BNG calculation. I note the Wildlife Trust 



comments regarding their lack of confidence in the BNG calculation, but we need to be mindful that 
under current legislation it is only required to demonstrate a ‘gain’ rather than the 10% which will not 
become mandatory until next year. Given the current calculation results in a gain of 24.6% in habitat units 
and 60.5% in hedgerow units the BNG calculation could be difficult to challenge. A refreshed and 
detailed BNG calculation and a BNG plan that is tied into the LEMP could be secured through condition.

There are other areas of concern, also brought up by Worcestershire Wildlife Trust, including the design 
of the crossing point over Grimley Brook tributary crossing in the south of the site, but it’s likely that 
further details/and or changes can be addressed and secured through carefully worded conditions, and 
so might not be a reason for refusal.

Should permission be granted I recommend conditions to include: Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP biodiversity), Ecological Design Strategy (EDS), statement of compliance, and 
a landscape, ecological management plan (LEMP) and a “lighting design strategy for biodiversity”.

MHDC Ecologist: Response 19 May 2022 (summarised) - I have reviewed the additional submitted 
information comprising an Ecological Constraints and Opportunities Plan, and updated Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal (PEA), Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) report and excel spreadsheet and Ecological 
Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan (EEMMP). My initial thoughts are: 

Overall, the additional information has addressed most of the concerns raised in my previous response. 
There are several areas which need clarification & further detail, but it’s possible theses could be secured 
by conditions. However, there is one outstanding matter which does need addressing up front & in detail 
to fully understand the potential impacts to protected species & understand if impacts can be successfully 
mitigated. The lack of this information might be considered a reason for refusal.

Specific concerns that remain outstanding:
The refreshed PEA reports states in section 5.65 that ‘It is understood that a 15m buffer is incorporated 
into the proposed layout and agreed by the Woodland Trust for this project’. I note there is a letter dated 
24th January 2022 from Greenwood Surveys asking the woodland Trust whether installation of fencing of 
a particular design within 15m of the woodland edge would be acceptable. I cannot see a response from 
the Woodland Trust. It is not clear why this fencing is required and why it needs to be within the buffer 
zone, further information is required to consider whether this would be acceptable. 

Further details are required to confirm whether solar panels, access roads or any construction activities 
will be carried out within the buffer zones. I strongly recommend that the site design incorporates at least 
the minimum recommended standoff as described in Natural England’s standing advice.

I remain concerned that the submitted ecology information does not cover all areas to be impacted by the 
development: 
- The most recent PEA still states that no hedgerow and trees will be impacted, whereas the updated

AIA report clearly references removal of trees and hedgerows and also pruning work to facilitate 
construction of access tracks (sections 5.3.4 and 5.4). 

- The impacts of creating visibility splays, damage to roadside verges and impacts to the watercourse 
where an access track crosses between solar panel blocks 2 and 3 are still not considered within the 
refreshed PEA. These impacts need ecological assessment and are likely to require additional survey 
work. 

If trees and hedgerows are to be lost, a dormouse survey will be required and possibly additional bat 
surveys (see points 10 and 13 of my previous response). Dormice are present in Monk Wood and 
therefore the impacts of any hedgerow removal must be fully assessed.

The MHDC mapping system shows two ponds on the southern boundary of the site which are not shown 
on the maps within the great crested newt report and were not surveyed. Confirmation was required to 
determine whether these ponds exist and establish the likelihood of them supporting great crested newts. 
The ecologist provided a response in an email dated 25th April 2022 as follows: Applicant response –
with reference to the in the response map provided by Malvern Hills District Council, no ponds were 
identified in these locations during the initial PEA and was therefore ruled out for future GCN surveys. 

The Worcestershire Wildlife Trust Reserves Officer responsible for Monk Wood verbally confirmed the 
presence of the southernmost-of the two ponds. It appears the pond might dry up in some summer 
months and as such it may not be ideal for great crested newts and other amphibians. However, because 
of its position on the boundary of the site it should have been included in the survey and subjected to a 



Habitat Suitability Index assessment to establish any requirement for further survey or mitigation. It is not 
known if the more northerly pond is present. It is therefore recommended that both pond sites are visited 
and subjected to an appropriate level of assessment.

The exact extent of artificial lighting both during and post-construction has not been confirmed. Section 
4.12 of the updated bat survey report refers to new lighting associated with the extension and garage. I 
assume this reference this is a cut and paste error? Given the sensitive nature of the site, I recommend 
further assessment of likely impacts of lighting to wildlife is undertaken and that a detailed specification 
for lighting (including lux contour plans for any permanent lighting) is submitted for consideration prior to 
determination. 

It is stated within the refreshed badger report that no work will take place within 30m of the sett and that 
fencing in the final landscaping scheme will be permeable to badgers. The EEMMP report mentions 
badger gates but does not set out how many and where they will be required. However, this detail could 
be secured through condition. 

Section 5.35 of the PEA states that ‘The noise level is inaudible at 50m and ‘normal conversation' at 10m 
distance which is unlikely to impact majority of nearby species within the nearby trees and hedges’. In 
addition, it is noted there is a submission of a projected Noise Pattern plan (drawing number 
P001.312.01 submitted 13/2/22). However, no evidence or methodology has been provided to show that 
this is a formal/technical assessment. The ultrasonic component would also need to be considered. I 
recommend further technical information is required. 

It is noted the BNG calculation has rerun using the recommended strategic significance multipliers. This 
has resulted in a significant reduction in BNG (11.6% gain in habitat units and 33% gain in hedgerow 
units). This this estimate is above the soon to be mandatory 10%. However, I consider the new 
calculation may still be over-estimating the projected BNG. Any trees and hedgerows removed to create 
access tracks have not been included in the calculation, and the loss of hedgerows and verges on the 
lanes has not been considered. There are also concerns that that field G3 has been incorrectly classified 
as arable. All these factors are likely to result in a reduced BNG. 

Additionally, the original excel spreadsheet has not been provided as previously requested and there is 
no commentary to justify or set out the condition assessments. 

Therefore, it is recommended the BNG calculation is re-run taking the above into account and the full 
workings submitted for consideration. This is required prior to determination to assess whether a net gain 
can be achieved. 

The revised EEMMP does not contain sufficient detail to be confident the Ecological Management Plan 
will be deliverable in the long-term. 

The EEMP still does not address the decommissioning and removal of the development which is likely to 
require update surveys prior to decommissioning and appropriate mitigation measures. 

I reiterate my previous comments, that should permission is granted for this development it should be 
contingent on appropriate and deliverable ecological mitigation, enhancement and long-term 
management that can be secured through appropriately worded and enforceable conditions. These 
should include BRITISH STANDARD BS 42020:2013 for a CEMP, an EDS and /or LEMP, and a lighting 
strategy for biodiversity.

MHDC Ecologist: Response dated 22/12/2021 (summarised) – The site is located within the Impact Risk 
Zone for Monk wood Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which lies along the western boundary of 
the proposed solar farm. Monk Wood is designated in Natural England's Ancient Woodland Inventory. 
There are several veteran trees listed in the Ancient Tree Inventory on the Monk Wood boundary. 

Grimley Brook Local Wildlife site runs along the north-western boundary of the site and Boatley Wood, 
one of the two woodland blocks that comprise Monk Wood Complex Local Wildlife site, is located within 
the site boundary. Boatley Wood is also designated in Natural England's Ancient Woodland Inventory. 
The site boundary wraps around 3 sides of a second block of un-named woodland comprising the LWS. 

1. Natural England's Standing Advice states that there should be a buffer zone of at least 15m to protect 
ancient woodland & avoid root damage, & a buffer zone around an ancient or veteran tree at least 15 
times larger than the diameter of the tree. If the woodlands have been mapped correctly, it appears 



from measurements on the proposed layout plan (P001.301.14 1:2500 @A1 28.04.2021) that there 
will be works & structures within 15m of the ancient woodlands. E.g., the fence around solar panel 
block 4 is in places as close as c.5m from Monk Wood edge, & the panels themselves less than 12m. 
In several places the fences, new access tracks & solar panels for blocks 1, 2 & 3 appear to be less 
than 15m away from Boatley Wood.

2. I consider there should be no development within these recommended buffer zones and that 
proposals/ plans should be amended. 

3. If it is not possible to relocate development outside of the recommended buffer area, further 
information is required including: construction methods for the fences, tracks and panels and close 
consideration of the impacts within a refreshed/ updated ecological report. 

Ecological Constraints - Habitats - The site comprises mainly pasture fields separated by hedgerows & 
lines of trees, some of which are mature & veteran trees. Fields within the proposed solar farm were 
classified as semi-improved grassland, most of which at the time of survey were heavily grazed by 
sheep. The western boundary of the site is formed by Monk Wood, & Boatley Wood lies within the site. 
There is a pond on site & two smaller ponds on the south-eastern boundary. A watercourse runs through 
the site just to the east of Boatley Wood & Grimley Brook runs along the north-western site boundary. 

4. I am concerned that the PEA & other surveys did not cover all areas likely to be impacted & that full 
level of impact have not been accurately assessed - The route of the northern access track is not 
included within the PEA.

5.
- It is stated within the various ecological reports that hedgerows and trees will be retained. 

However, other documents (the AIA & TAS) state that sections of hedgerows & trees will be 
removed for internal site access and construction of the substation. 

-

- The application boundary appears to include visibility splays for the proposed access tracks. 
These are likely to require hedgerow removal. The Landscape & Visual Review prepared by Carly 
Tinkler estimates this could be considerable and may include mature and veteran trees. 

-

- The Highway Authority has commented that delivery vehicles visiting the site during the 
construction are likely to damage the grass verges & roadside ditches on the narrow rural lanes & 
recommends creation of passing bays. These areas are unlikely to have been considered in the 
ecological assessment. 

-
6. I recommend additional surveys are required to cover the areas to be affected by the development 

that were not included in the submitted survey reports. The revised survey reports should include an 
impact assessment and mitigation and enhancement measures as appropriate. 

Habitats on site have potential to support great crested newts, reptiles, breeding birds, bats, badgers, 
dormice, and otters. Specific surveys were carried out for bats, badgers, skylark and great crested newts 
and their presence was confirmed on site 

Surveys of 5 ponds confirmed the presence of great crested newts in 3 & included the onsite pond. 
Although it is intended to retain the on-site pond, in the absence of mitigation great crested newts could 
be harmed during the construction phase & terrestrial habitats impacted in the short-term. Development 
can only proceed under licence from Natural England. It must be noted that to apply for a Natural 
England European protected species licence (great crested newts), full planning permission must be in 
place and all relevant conditions discharged. This licence may only be granted subject to satisfying the 
three derogation tests. 

7. With respect to the third test: Subject to delivery of appropriate mitigation and enhancement 
measures the proposed development is unlikely to impact great crested newts at the population level 
and can make provision to ensure the favourable conservation status will also be maintained at the 
site level. It is likely that once the proposed enhancement measures are established the conservation 
status of great crested newts will be improved. The proposed enhancements include improvements 
to the onsite pond and creation of more diverse terrestrial habitats which will create stronger 
connectivity to surrounding ponds including those where breeding great crested newts are also 
present. 

8.

9. The surveys covered five ponds. MHDC mapping system shows two further ponds on the southern 



boundary of the site. These ponds are not shown on the maps in the great crested newt report, and 
they were not surveyed. Confirmation is required to determine whether these ponds exist and 
establish the likelihood of them supporting great crested newts. The mitigation strategy may 
consequently require amendment. 

10.

11. The mitigation details contained great crested newt survey report produced by Phlorum are a little 
generic & do not contain a great deal of detail concerning location of fencing & protected areas, 
timing of works etc. necessary to protect newts using or moving between the onsite pond, ponds on 
the boundaries & ponds within 250m of the site. A greater level of detail could be secured through a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) in an appropriately worded condition. 
However, if the survey report needs to be updated and amended with respect to the two potential 
ponds on the southern boundary, there is an opportunity to provide more detailed information at an 
earlier stage. 

The bat survey report concluded that that overall, there was a low level of bat activity recorded at the site. 
Common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, brown long-eared bat and barbastelle were recorded foraging 
and commuting on site. Two trees were identified to have roost potential one on site and one just off-site 
to the south. 

12. I do not consider one night’s survey effort will have fully revealed the extent of roosting, foraging and 
commuting on site. The full number of surveys as recommended in Bat Conservation Trust 
Guidelines (2016) for either transect surveys to identify commuting routes and foraging areas, or 
emergence surveys to characterise the tree roost on site have not been completed. For example, it is 
not known if the onsite roost tree was assessed to have low, moderate or high potential as a bat 
roost. One survey is only sufficient for a tree with low potential. 

13. The survey effort to date is only sufficient contingent on trees and hedgerows being retained and 
protected through construction. However, as described above, further clarity is required regarding the 
extent of tree and hedge removal. Dependent of the number and type of trees to be removed and the 
extent of hedgerow removal, further survey effort in line with best practice may be required. 

14. If hedge lines and trees are to be retained, overall, bat foraging and commuting habitats should be 
improved though the proposed biodiversity enhancements on site. Some species of bats may benefit 
from feeding on invertebrates associated with sheep dung and this might be impacted if sheep 
grazing on site is reduced or the sheep removed. However, this loss is likely to compensated for and 
enhanced by creation of more diverse habitats likely to benefit insects (e.g., species rich grasslands) 
and increase in edge foraging habitats though planting of additional hedgerows, tree and buffers.

15. Several bat species are light sensitive. It is stated that lighting may be required for emergency 
maintenance, temporary lighting of site access routes through construction and a floodlighting column 
is proposed in the substation area. The impacts of this lighting on bats and other nocturnal wildlife 
have not been fully considered. Additional information is required to confirm any impacts and 
associated mitigation – this may require further bat survey work and should involve consultation with 
lighting engineers. 

Dormice- Hedgerows on site have potential to support dormice. No dormice surveys were carried out 
because it was assumed hedgerows and trees were to be retained. This needs to be reassessed if 
substantive amount of hedgerow is removed. 

Badgers- The ecology report states that the proposed development will be greater than 30m from a 
badger sett. It is difficult to ascertain from the layout plan (plan (P001.301.14 1:2500 @A1 28.04.2021) 
whether the fence and solar panels are located more than 30m from the sett – they appear to be closer. 
If significant works or structures will occur within 30m of the sett, the potential impacts need to be 
considered a badger licence may be required. Additional Information regarding design and construction 
of any structures within 30m should be provided and the likely impacts considered within the badger 
report. 

16. Fencing around the solar panel plots should be permeable to badger movement either through 
general design (preferred) or by installation of badger gates. This is not considered in the badger 
report. Further information of the type of fencing and its permeability to badgers is required. 

Summary - Whilst a development of this type can provide an opportunity to link, extend and enhance 
existing valuable habitats and benefit protected species, unfortunately I consider at present there is 



insufficient ecological information to reach determination. 

Taken collectively the points raised above show that the level of additional ecological information 
required to understand the full impacts of the development is substantive and includes the necessity for 
further survey work. Therefore, this information needs to be provided prior to determination. 

To allow a more accurate ecological assessment of the site, it is recommended a new PEA report (and if 
appropriate associated reports) is submitted that is updated with the extra information and additional 
surveys. The BNG report and the outline EEMMP will also need to be updated to reflect new findings. 

If additional ecological information cannot be brought forward prior to determination, it’s lack might be 
considered a reason for refusal. 

Reason - To ensure the development contributes to the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity 
within the site and the wider area in accordance with policy SWDP22 of the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan and to ensure compliance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).

Worcestershire Wildlife Trust: Response 30 November 2022 (summarised): We note the contents of the 
associated documents & in particular the findings & commentary set out in the refreshed Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal (PEA), Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) & Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation & 
Management Plan (EEMMP) reports, the very welcome Ecological Constraints & Opportunities Plan & the 
various associated species surveys, all by Phlorum. Taken together these documents & the amended 
planning statement help to answer a number of the concerns previously raised by the Trust. Unfortunately, 
two matters remain outstanding & so we wish to maintain our objection to the application. The outstanding 
issues are as follows.

1. We are pleased to see that additional information has been put forward in connection with the potential 
impacts of noise. This remains a key concern for the Trust & so we welcome the amendments made to the 
site layout to move noisier items further from Monk Wood SSSI. However, we are not able to comment on 
whether the proposed noise levels are now acceptable in relation to bats (though we suspect they may not be) 
& so we recommend that you seek expert advice in this area. Notwithstanding this, we note that Drawing 4 of 
the revised PEA demonstrates high levels of noise inside the Monk Wood LWS, which we do not think is 
acceptable. A major consideration in this case is the landscape connectivity provided by the woods & 
hedgerows connected to Monk Wood SSSI & so it seems unfortunately to alter the deign to benefit bats in one 
area only to render another unsuitable.

2. We note the amended BNG calculations & the submitted EEMMP. We continue to have reservations about 
both & although we accept that net gains for biodiversity can be achieved we do not believe that the EEMMP 
provides enough detail or clarity to ensure that they are forthcoming, or that a particular level of BNG will be 
secured. Accordingly, we continue to believe that should the council progress the application more information 
will be needed before works commence on site. 

Aside from these substantive issues we draw the Council’s attention to continuing discrepancies in the 
documents. For example, there are repeated, welcome, comments regarding the 15m buffer we have 
requested alongside Monk Wood SSSI but para 5.74 of the refreshed PEA suggests just 5m from the edge of 
the canopy. It may be that this is a typo but in any case a minimum buffer of 15m from the edge of the wood is 
required. Similarly, the EEMMP continues to offer a menu of options for grassland restoration, including what 
appears to be the widespread use of herbicides & cultivation. We would once again suggest that a more 
nuanced approach should be taken & that any restoration & management plan for the site should seek the 
most sensitive solution to species enrichment possible. In addition, we note the designs for the Grimley Brook 
tributary crossing in the south of the site & we have significant reservations about the headwall designs 
submitted. These do not appear to be wildlife friendly & would act as a barrier to movement along the ditch 
watercourse. We recommend an open span crossing of any ditch or watercourse wherever possible. These 
matters may of course be dealt with by appropriate conditions, & we refer you to our earlier submission for our 
recommendations in this regard. 

If, having considered the comments set out above, you are minded to approve the application we would 
respectfully request that you offer us a further opportunity to respond. In addition, given the potential for some 
of the matters raised above to affect Monk Wood SSSI, we strongly recommend that you also re-consult 
Natural England on any amended plans or documents, in line with legal requirements. 

Worcestershire Wildlife Trust: Response 12/05/2022 (summarised) - Thank you for sending us the 



additional information for this application. We note the contents of the various associated documents, 
including the refreshed survey evidence & PEA by Phlorum, the refreshed AIA by Greenwood Surveys & the 
revised BNG calculations by Third Revolution Projects. Unfortunately, taken together these documents do not 
answer the serious concerns raised by the Trust & others in relation to the ecological impacts of the proposed 
development & we wish to maintain our objection to the application at this time. For ease of comparison the 
following comments are set out using the same order as in our previous response (dated December 2021).

1. The ecological survey still does not appear to reflect the full impact of the proposals. The refreshed PEA 
repeatedly suggests that no hedgerows or trees will need to be removed & yet recommends a watching 
brief for any removals required for access (see para. 5.8 of the PEA). The AIA specifically references tree 
& hedge removal for internal tracks (see AIA para. 5.3.4) & other effects (see AIA para 5.6.4) but does not 
respond to highways visibility issues that we & others have raised previously. These shortcomings remain 
relevant to your decision because additional habitat losses will have an impact on required ecological 
mitigation & the biodiversity net-gain assessment & may trigger a need for further protected species 
survey work. There may be direct impacts on Monk Wood SSSI as a result of more significant severance 
from nearby features. These are important issues that need clarification prior to determination.

2. In connection with the access requirements, highways advice suggested that there may be a need for 
additional lighting during the construction period, which has still not been taken in to account so far as we 
can ascertain. Indeed, the refreshed PEA & bat survey information continue to assert that no artificial light 
will be needed. Additional lighting of the site may have an effect on the range of wildlife, including bats, & 
so additional work is still required in order to confirm any impacts and associated mitigation.

3. It appears that some elements of the solar farm fencing are closer to the Monk Wood SSSI boundary than 
Natural England’s standing advice recommends. Noting that the applicant has discussed this with the 
Woodland Trust (see para. 5.65 of the PEA) we do not concur that a smaller stand-off is appropriate. The 
site design must be amended to reflect at least the minimum recommended standoff with sufficient space 
for management of the woodland boundary secured where needed. Appropriate standoffs and protection 
will also be needed for all mature trees and hedgerows as per guidance in BS5837. 

4. The exact scale & location of storage & construction compounds required for the development still needs 
to be clarified. These may have only temporary effects, but they could nonetheless be significant. Any 
impacts on Monk Wood SSSI, trees & hedges will be especially relevant from an ecological perspective 
but other concerns, including drainage, may be apparent as well. Again, additional information to clarify 
this element of the scheme was requested but has not been developed beyond very limited commentary
in the refreshed documents (see PEA para. 5.67). 

5. We note that the southern site access requires a crossing or linear culverting of a small tributary of the 
Grimley Brook Local Wildlife Site. This may have ecological ramifications, which are still not covered 
adequately in the submitted ecological information. Indeed para. 5.70 of the PEA suggests that there will 
be no effect on watercourses but gives no indication that this matter has been properly considered here. 
Further work will be required to confirm impacts and any necessary mitigation, including in relation to the 
nearby SSSI and downstream LWS. 

6. We continue to believe that you require significantly more information in relation to noise impacts on 
wildlife. The only additional commentary submitted can be found in para. 5.35 of the PEA, but this is rather 
weak & doesn’t relate to the substation element of the application. There is no evidence presented to 
support the assumptions made in the PEA & we do not consider that potential impacts have been robustly 
considered. This may be particularly important in relation to the proximity of the substation to the SSSI, 
which continues to be overlooked in the application documents.

7.

8. The Biodiversity Net Gain calculation updates demonstrate an exceptional variation from the previous 
iteration. Noting the issues raised above regarding potential for additional habitat losses, & the fact that 
field G3 continues to be misidentified as arable, we have very limited confidence in the assessment made. 
Accordingly, while it may be the case that the site can deliver measurable net gain, we do not think this 
has been properly demonstrated & we are concerned that net gains may not be achieved to an acceptable 
degree. Our concern is exacerbated by the continued shortcomings in the EEMP, which has not resolved 
matters we raised earlier in the process. We continue to believe that robust conditions covering habitat 
enhancement & long-term management would be needed in the event that the council permit the 
application & we do not consider that the EEMP represents a firm basis on which to proceed. 

As we made clear in our previous comments, these issues mean that substantial additional ecological 
information is required prior to determination, in line with planning guidance & your legal obligations. The 
findings may make a considerable difference to the ecological impact of this proposal and so we recommend 



that detailed responses to our concerns be submitted. Additional evidence must be available to the council 
prior to determination & the lack of it may be considered a reason for refusal. I’m afraid we must continue to 
object on the grounds of lack of robust ecological evidence. 

If, having considered the comments set out above, you are minded to approve the application, we request that 
you offer us a further opportunity to respond. In addition, given the potential for some of the matters raised 
above to affect Monk Wood SSSI, we strongly recommend that you re-consult Natural England on any 
amended plans or documents, in line with legal requirements.

Worcestershire Wildlife Trust: Response 22/12/2022 (summarised) - We have reviewed comments 
provided by the Grimley Solar Farm Action Group, WCC’s Transport Planning & Development Management 
Team & others, and discuss various elements of the application with the council’s in-house ecologist. We 
were also present at an extra-ordinary meeting of Grimley Parish Council where we heard directly from the 
applicant’s agents and a number of other parties. Based on the additional evidence and comments, some 
assumptions made in the Phlorum PEA & associated ecological evidence supporting the application are 
incorrect, or at least require clarification prior to determination. Accordingly, we lodge a holding objection to 
the application until the following issues are clarified. 
1. The submitted ecological survey information does not appear to reflect the full area needed for the 

proposed solar farm. This is most notably the case in relation to the access points, where highways 
considerations indicate that substantial tree and hedgerow removal may be required (including in locations 
needed for off-site passing places), but is also relevant to the northern access track, the route for which 
falls outside the previously surveyed area. In addition, there are inconsistencies between the Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment findings and the PEA which suggest that impacts on mature and even veteran trees, 
and hedgerows, may be more significant than anticipated. These shortcomings are relevant to your 
decision because the submitted ecological reports suggested that all hedgerows and trees would be 
retained, and this does not seem to be the case. Additional habitat losses will almost certainly have an 
impact on required ecological mitigation and the biodiversity net-gain assessment and may trigger a need 
for further protected species survey work (particularly for bats but potentially for other species too). There 
may also be direct impacts on Monk Wood SSSI as a result of more significant severance from nearby 
features. It is obviously the case that all parts of the application site and associated working areas must be 
subject to appropriate survey prior to determination and so additional work is required.

2. In connection with the access requirements, highways advice suggests that there may be a need for 
additional lighting during the construction period, which has not been taken into account so far. Additional 
lighting of the site may have an effect on a range of wildlife, including bats, and so additional work will be 
required in order to confirm any impacts, and associated mitigation.

3. It appears that some elements of the solar farm fencing (and in some places even panels) are closer to 
the Monk Wood SSSI boundary than Natural England’s standing advice recommends. The site design 
must be amended to reflect at least the minimum recommended standoff, with sufficient space for 
management of the woodland boundary secured where needed. Appropriate standoffs and protection will 
also be needed for all mature trees and hedgerows as per guidance in BS5837. 

4. The exact scale and location of storage and construction compounds required for construction needs to be 
clarified. These may have only temporary effects, but they could nonetheless be significant. Any effects on 
Monk Wood SSSI, trees and hedges will be especially relevant from an ecological perspective but other 
concerns, including drainage, may be apparent as well. Again, additional information to clarify this element 
of the scheme is required. 

5. We note that the southern site access requires a crossing or linear culverting of a small tributary of the
Grimley Brook Local Wildlife Site. This may have ecological ramifications, which are not as yet dealt with 
in the submitted ecological information. Further work will be required to confirm impacts and any 
necessary mitigation, including in relation to the nearby SSSI and downstream LWS. 

6. Having investigated the subject further, we recommend that you seek additional information in relation to 
transformer / substation noise, specifically in relation to noise impacts on wildlife. This may be important 
given the close proximity of the substation to the SSSI. This is largely overlooked in the application 
documents and clarification should be sought regarding level and duration of noise, along with any 
mitigation proposals.

7. Biodiversity Net Gain calculation updates will be required, both to take account of additional habitat 
losses, and to reflect the shortcomings in the previous metric run noted by the council’s in-house 
ecologist. 

Taken together these issues mean that substantial additional ecological information is required prior to 
determination, in line with planning guidance and your legal obligations. The findings may make a 
considerable difference to the ecological impact of this proposal and so we recommend that a refreshed PEA 



and any additional protected species work be submitted, rather than just a limited addendum. Drawing 
together the additional evidence into a full EcIA (as recommended by other commentators) may be helpful in 
light of the many issues raised here and by others through the consultation process and would offer a clear 
and more accurate ecological assessment of the site. Additional evidence must be available to the council 
prior to determination and the lack of it may be considered a reason for refusal. We would be pleased to 
discuss any of the issues raised here with the council and applicants if that would be helpful. We will of course 
also wish to comment on any additional evidence submitted in support of the application but in the meantime 
I’m afraid we must object on the grounds of lack of robust ecological evidence. 

If, having considered the comments set out above, you are minded to approve the application we would 
respectfully request that you offer us a further opportunity to respond. In addition, given the potential for some 
of the matters raised above to affect Monk Wood SSSI, we strongly recommend that you also re-consult 
Natural England on any amended plans or documents, in line with legal requirements.

WCC Lead Local Flood Authority – The LLFA has reviewed this application regarding the surface water 
management, only. Evidence is available that solar farms with vegetation underneath have a limited impact on 
surface run off, & as such the LLFA has no objections to this application. However, the applicant should note 
that where the informal ditches & wet areas are, that these should be embraced & enhanced in undertaking 
habitat planting & creation as this benefits biodiversity as well as maintaining the current drainage of the site.

S.W. Land Drainage Partnership - The Applicant has stated existing watercourses, on the application form 
and in the accompanying FRA, as the proposed means of disposal for surface water run-off. A minimum 8.0m 
buffer margin along both banks of all watercourses is required (SWDP 29). Reference to a soils map reveals 
that ground conditions at this location are unlikely to readily infiltrate and disperse surface water run-off from 
the PV panels and it is not stated in the accompanying FRA whether there is any existing subsoil land 
drainage system present and how this will be affected by these proposals. 

The PV panels will be set at an angle and aligned with the ground contours. Run-off is likely to fall in a column 
from the lowest corner of each panel and form rivulets in the ground surface through the shadow of the next 
row of panels below without dispersal across the available area. In such event, run-off will likely therefore 
increase. The area likely to be unused for dispersal is a function of the ground slope. Some means of 
providing adequate spread and dispersal of run-off at the ground surface is recommended.

Soil condition is referred to in the FRA but should provide measures to mitigate soil compaction during the 
construction phase and include a soil management plan to keep the soil in good condition through the lifetime 
of this proposed development and for de-commissioning at the end of its lifetime. 

Silt traps and bunds should be provided along the bottom of slopes to watercourses to protect them from silt 
and debris during the construction phase. The Applicant should follow a sustainable approach to surface 
water management (SuDS), where the ultimate discharge of surface water will be into existing watercourses, 
to control additional surface water generated by rows of PV panels, so that the proposed total rate and volume 
of run-off from the site will be no greater than present greenfield run-off rates and volume. 

Refer to the former EA Surface Water Management Advice Note for Worcestershire and the latest EA advice 
on climate change allowances. I have no objections to these proposals in principle, nor requirement for 
surface water drainage conditions to be applied to any planning permission granted for this application. 

MHDC Historic Conservation Officer: The applicant seeks permission for a solar farm with associated 
infrastructure at Birchall Green Farm in Sinton Green. Various areas of open green space are proposed in a 
historically rural and agricultural setting. As shown in the supporting documentation submitted with the 
application, the proposed areas of solar panels are within the settings of a number of heritage assets, both 
designated and non-designated. The character of the area currently enjoyed by these buildings is open, rural 
agricultural land, largely unchanged for centuries. It is the potential impact on this setting that is the main 
heritage consideration.

The relevant heritage policies for the proposal are contained within section 16 of the NPPF (2021), which 
require the local planning authority to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance. 
Local Plan policies SWDP6 & SWDP24 also require development to conserve and enhance heritage assets. 

Whilst there is no objection to renewable energy, locations should be carefully chosen to have as little adverse 
impact as possible. It is considered that the scale of this proposal will lead to a loss of the rural nature in this 
area and the setting of heritage assets will consequently be adversely impacted. 



Along with the panels themselves, the associated infrastructure such as fencing, lighting, substations and 
CCTV will act to industrialise the area, inherently altering the character of the wider setting of numerous 
heritage assets. The preference from a heritage perspective would be to see smaller areas of panels that are 
well hidden/disguised with planting and broken up with larger sections of green space between. This would 
lessen any detrimental affect they may have. 

That said, if the planning officer is minded to approve this application, a condition should be added ensuring 
that the further mitigation planting proposed is implemented at the earliest opportunity and a plan is put in 
place to maintain and manage that planting moving forward.

WCC Public Rights of Way - Grimley parish footpaths GM-524, GM-525 & GM-526 are potentially affected 
by this development. We welcome the consideration given to the Public Rights of Way and measures detailed 
in the ‘Mitigation Plan’, ‘Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ and ‘Planning Statement’.

Nevertheless, as the site encompasses the footpaths there is a danger that public access may be hindered 
during the construction phase. This includes the establishment of new hedgerow adjacent to GM-524.

Where possible, the definitive line of public rights of way should be kept open and available for use 
throughout. However, if Public Safety demands a temporary closure, an application should be made at least 8 
weeks in advance to: The Public Rights of Way Mapping Team at countryside@worcestershire.gov.uk.

It should also be noted that, under section 34 of the Road Traffic Act 1988, any person who, without lawful 
authority, drives a motor vehicle on a public right of way commits an offence. The applicant should make 
themselves satisfied that they, and anyone else who may use public rights of way for private vehicular access 
in connection with the development, has a right to do so. They may wish to seek legal advice on the matter. 

We have no objection to the proposals provided that the applicant notes the above and observes the following 
general obligations to Public Rights of Way:
• The Public safety of those using the right of way must be ensured at all times.
• There must be no diminution in the width of the rights of way available for use by the public.
• Building materials must not be stored on the rights of way.
• Vehicle movements and parking are to be arranged so as not to unreasonably interfere with the public’s 

use of the rights of way.
• No additional barriers are to be placed across the rights of way. No stile, gate, fence or other structure 

should be created on, or across, a public right of way without written consent of the Highway Authority.

The applicant should be aware of National Planning Policy Framework, last updated 20 July 2021 by the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, particularly paragraph 100, ‘…planning policies and 
decisions should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking opportunities to 
provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks including 
National Trails’.

Equally, the Department of Environment Circular 1/09 (part 7) explains that the effect of development on a 
public right of way is a material consideration in the determination of applications for planning permission and 
that the grant of planning consent does not entitle developers to obstruct a public right of way. WCC would 
recommend that Public Rights of Way (PROWs), potentially affected by planned works, are clearly designated 
on all associated planning maps, diagrams or schematics as a matter of course.

Ramblers Association (Worcestershire Area) - PROWs Grimley GM-524(C), GM-525(C) & GM-526(C) 
either pass through the site or very close to it. However, none of the proposed solar panels are planned to 
physically obstruct the PROWs and generally they will be separated from the PROW by existing or to-be-
planted hedges. 

Although not objecting to this proposal, we do have concerns about the significant change in visual character 
caused by this very large site from one of rural open-ness to the containment of the PROW in corridors 
between thousands of man-made metal structures, at least until the proposed mitigation of hedges have 
matured. It will have a major impact on the attractiveness and enjoyment of the routes. We note from para 
5.10 of the LVIA that it is forecast that it will take about 10 years for the hedges to mature, and we understand 
that the planned life of such solar farms is only 20 to 25 years. From Table 9 of the LVIA we note that the post 
construction impact on the PROWs of the proposals ranges from Substantial to Moderate while the hedges 
are maturing and is Moderate for their remaining life. The three PROW are a little over a mile long (or 
approximately 30 minutes walking time) and one must wonder if the short term benefits the solar panels will 
bring are worth the loss of open place in which to exercise and relax.



Worcestershire Regulatory Services – Nuisance: Noise. Response 25 October 2022: The submitted noise 
assessment predicts that noise from the operation of the solar farm should not adversely impact the nearest 
noise sensitive receptors. Therefore, I have no objection to the application in terms of noise.

Worcestershire Regulatory Services – Nuisance: Noise. Original response: No objection to the application 
in terms of noise/ nuisance during the operational phase.

Woodland Trust – Response 14/02/2022 – Responding to ‘Letter to the Woodland Trust’ Jan. 2022. I can 
confirm that the Trust has no further comments to make on this application with respect to the ancient woods 
& trees on site, as the points raised within our consultation response (25th Nov. 2021) have been addressed. 

Woodland Trust - Response 25/11/ 2021 (summarised) - We would appreciate clarification on a number of 
queries. Whilst we note that a buffer zone has been afforded to Monk Wood SSSI and Boatley Wood - two 
areas of ancient woodland designated on Natural England's Ancient Woodland Inventory - we would 
appreciate confirmation that the buffer zone has been designed in line with Natural England's Standing Advice 
of at least 15 metres. We also wish to highlight the presence of four veteran alder trees recorded on the 
Ancient Tree Inventory which are located along Monk Wood's boundary (ATI numbers: 34615, 34614, 34613 
and 34617). The aforementioned veteran trees have been included as part of W45 (Tree Protection Plan), so 
it is difficult to determine if they have been afforded veteran buffer zones in line with Natural England's 
Standing Advice of 15 times the stem diameter, or five metres beyond the crown (if that's greater). Finally, we 
note that T68 has been afforded a 15x root protection area (RPA) of 24.5m as per the Standing Advice, but 
the area of the RPA has been capped at 707m2. Could the applicants please confirm that the Tree Protection 
Plan denotes a veteran buffer zone for T68?

MHDC Archaeology – The proposed development area (PDA) is within land known to retain an 
archaeological potential related to the Prehistoric, Romano-British and Medieval periods. The applicants 
geophysical survey has highlighted some features of potential but it must be understood that geophysical 
survey does not always identify archaeology due to ground and sometimes weather conditions. 

Given the scale of the development, and the anticipated archaeological potential, the likely impact on the 
historic environment caused by this development may be offset by the implementation of a conditional 
programme of archaeological works. 

This will comprise an initial programme of trial trenching to determine the presence or absence, extent, date, 
character, condition and significance of any remains and the likely impact of the development upon them. If 
archaeological remains are identified that would be damaged or destroyed by the development and they 
cannot be preserved in-situ then the evaluation would be followed by a defined programme of archaeological 
excavation and/ or a watching brief to record the remains prior to their loss. 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) Worcestershire (summarised) - The CPRE recognise 
that solar energy has an important part to play in meeting future energy needs. CPRE believes that the most 
suitable location for solar technologies is on industrial and other buildings with major roof surfaces. 

This application, if approved, would be harmful. The application would significantly harm the landscape 
character and quality. The site is surrounded by narrow and wooded country lanes, much used by cyclists and 
walkers and for horse-riding. The site is on a sloping site intersected by footpaths which are publicly 
accessible rights-of-way. It would be surrounded by high fences and include one or more transformer stations. 
The proposal would conflict with the requirement in the Supplementary Planning Document that “All proposals 
should aim to complement the character of the local landscape... To avoid the systems becoming a dominant 
feature within the local landscape and having an adverse visual impact, they should be sited on relatively level 
ground to reduce their visual profile” (p29). 

The application would reduce biodiversity. The Skylark Survey Report enclosed with the application identified 
a remarkable diversity of over 40 different species of birds on the site each day, including four designated by 
Natural England as being on the red list of birds of conservation concern. A further report identified 
populations on the site of great-crested newts and smooth newts. Such biodiversity is to be expected given
the proximity of the site to Monkwood SSSI and woodland reserve. It is probable that wildlife would be 
severely disrupted by the site-clearance and sustained construction work required to erect a large solar power 
installation, and subsequently by the loss of open grassland under the photovoltaic panels and transformer 
stations. The application therefore conflicts with the overarching sustainable development principles set out in 
policy SWDP1 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan. 



The application would result in the loss of agricultural land. The site comprises 38ha of pasture ranging 
between grades 3a and 3b. The loss of any agricultural land is a matter of concern given the impending 
climate crisis and associated food shortages. An alternative strategy for poorer-quality agricultural land has 
been set out in the National Food Strategy which proposed: “creating environmentally friendly landscapes, 
ranging from species-rich wood pasture grazed by rare-breed cows, all the way to new biodiverse forests and 
re-wetted peat bogs... The nation needs the carbon storage and natural habitats that their land – around 20% 
of English farmland – is exceptionally suited to provide” (p227). CPRE Worcestershire believes this would 
provide a more sustainable use for this site than converting an expanse of tranquil English countryside into an 
industrial installation.

MHDC Carbon Reduction Project Officer - The Destination Zero plan was adopted in January 2020 and 
represents the all-important first stage in our commitment to reducing carbon emissions within the district area 
to net-zero. 

The overall vision of the plan is: “To lead Malvern Hills District to become carbon neutral as quickly as 
possible and by 2050 at the latest, with at least a 50% reduction in the district’s carbon footprint by 2030.” In 
addition, the council aims for its own operations to be net-zero by 2030. 

To achieve this the plan identifies 8 priority areas for action covering the Malvern Hills District Council’s 
(MHDC) own emissions, energy efficiency of homes and businesses, low carbon transport, reducing waste 
and carbon sequestration through habitat restoration. Each priority area contains a range of individual actions 
that will contribute to meeting them. 

To monitor our progress the plan identifies five measures of success:
1. Reduction to zero of the council’s own greenhouse gas emissions 
2. Reduction as far as possible towards net zero of district-wide greenhouse gas emissions (under scope of 

 influence of local authorities) 
3. Growth in size of the low carbon economy (to be defined) 
4. Increased amount of renewable energy generation across the district 
5. Increase in the amount of carbon captured through council action 

The plan commits to an annual progress review and this report provides an update against each of the five 
success measures as well as the latest update on key projects that have been progressed during the year.

Third Party Comments:
Responses have been received from various organisations, including responses from the Grimley Solar Farm 
Action Group. There have been 480 responses, of which 290 represent objections. A petition was also 
submitted, electronically signed by 233 individuals and 7 responses offer ‘comment’, while 183 responses 
offer their Support. 

Full details of letters of representation can be found on the Council’s website www.malvernhills.gov.uk.

Support: 
Of the 183 in support of the proposal there are a very large number that are completed using a printed form 
that was widely circulated offering the following reasons to support:

• The solar farm will be capable of generating up to 25MW of clean, green power: helping Malvern Hills 
and the UK meet renewable energy and carbon saving targets

• It will significantly improve biodiversity on the site, with a 100% increase in wildlife habitats and a 39% 
increase in hedgerows

• Sheep grazing will continue on the land
• The solar farm is completely reversible at the end of its life, all equipment can be removed
• Construction jobs and new long term maintenance jobs will be created. 

Of the individual letters of support their reasons given include: 
• I fully support this proposal.... I just wish we had solar arrays on the fields where I live. 
• Green energy is such a no brainer,
• I fully support green energy wherever practicable. This location seems suitable.
• The farm will still be farmed and the land outside of the lease arrangement will benefit, affording further 

wildlife.
• The benefits of this project for the many far outweigh the misled fears of the few. 
• This is an exceptionally well thought out project 
• NFU supports the proposal. We do not comment on the site-specific aspects of this proposal, we are 



supportive of farmers who invest in new infrastructure to produce a sustainable source of energy.
• Green energy is a positive step for the community and environment at large.
• The proposal allows sheep to graze the rows of solar panels to assist in the maintenance of the site. 
• Farmers have always produced industrial crops as well as food - for example fibres, biomass fuels, 

oilseed rape for biodiesel and poppies for pharmaceutical morphine. 
• With the clear solar panels that let through the light needed by vegetation we should encourage this type 

of low impact developments.
• I am in favour of the application.
• I fail to see how anyone could object to a solar farm. We need to rid ourselves of our dependence on fossil 

fuels.
• Paragraph 84b of the Framework supports the development and diversification of agricultural and other 

land-based rural businesses. Paragraph 158a states: "When determining planning applications for 
renewable and low carbon development, local planning authorities should not require applicants to 
demonstrate the overall need for renewable or low carbon energy and recognise that even small-scale 
projects provide a valuable contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions."

• We are generally comfortable with the use of agricultural land for solar panels on poor quality land, 
especially as the use is temporary, provides biodiversity benefits and long-term soil condition 
improvements, and does not preclude the subsequent return of the land to agricultural production.

• The solar farm will be capable of generating up to 25MW of clean, green power: helping Malvern Hills and 
the UK meet renewable energy and carbon saving targets

• It will significantly improve biodiversity on the site, with almost a 20% increase in wildlife habitats including 
new hedgerows

• The site has traditionally been used for grazing and this will continue as part of traditional meadow 
management which is designed to benefit both food production and biodiversity. The solar farm will 
therefore not have a negative impact on food security.

• The solar farm is completely reversible at the end of its life, with all equipment removed
• Construction jobs and new long term maintenance jobs will be created

 Objections
• The surrounding area comprises unspoilt countryside, woodland, & areas of Special Scientific Interest. 
• The applicant has accepted that character of the area is currently rural (para.1.8 of the Preliminary 

Ecological Appraisal (PEA); the installation would cause this rural area to be industrialised.
• Effectively industrial development, not in-keeping in terms of scale & character with the surroundings. 
• To allow this solar farm will only spoil the beautiful countryside in this remote village. 
• The visual impact on the countryside will be huge with acres of Solar panels and substation.
• It does not comply with development in the countryside which says that developments must not have an 

adverse effect on the appearance or character of the landscape.
• Page 14 of the LVIA says the development will be visible by walkers in both directions; ‘the magnitude of 

change will be large leading to substantial significance of effects.’ Also, during the development stage the 
substation will be very visible. 

• The solar farm will be a blot on the landscape. How can it be visually compared to what currently exists; it 
will be a largescale industrial development in the middle of rural Worcestershire. 

• Deciduous hedge? What's the point? With the best will in the world there is no disguising the panels.
• Areas like this are immensely important to people’s health both physically and emotionally and that will be 

taken away by creating an industrial setting. 
• I cycle pass this farm every other day. it is beautiful countryside & won't be the same if allowed. 
• The location of a solar farm will change the landscape for generations 
• I want to continue enjoying this countryside as it has been for many years 
• The area is very popular for walking.
• It would appear difficult/ impossible for 46,000 glass panels, fencing, CCTV cameras, buildings, roadways, 

splays, compounds, security lights and non-natural noise to “integrate with the character of the landscape 
setting” (SWDP 25)? 

• The footpath through the proposed development is a popular circular walk  
• The proposal boasts that a generous corridor though the site will be maintained for walkers, but who in 

their right mind is going to go for a pleasant country walk through a corridor flanked by 3 metres high deer 
fencing whilst being monitored by CCTV cameras.

• The proposed development by virtue of its scale & visual prominence, especially from footpaths (bounding 
& accessing the site) would result in an industrialisation of the countryside, resulting in loss & major 
alteration to key elements & features of the landscape, introducing new development, uncharacteristic of 



the surrounding landscape type that would have a significant adverse impact on the enjoyment of the 
countryside by users of the public right of way. 

• This whole area is crossed by footpaths, enjoyed by many and containing an abundance of wildlife and 
will be extremely visible as well as being very noisy. 

• We should be protecting our rural areas & these solar panels should be located on brownfield sites. 
• A popular footpath runs along the eastern boundary of Monkwood from the lane between Sinton Green 

and Monkwood Green to the northern tip of Monkwood - a distance of 1km. The chief attraction is the 
darkness of the dense wood on one side of the path & the openness of views into pasture on the other. 
For the length of that walk, those bucolic aspects would be obliterated by rows of industrial panels. The 
setting and charm of Monkwood would be destroyed for at least two generations. 

• As a young woman, having the built-in tunnels and lack of visibility that the solar panels would cause, 
poses a threat to safety when walking alone. 

• The footpaths would be caged between industrial constructions and would provide limited enjoyment to 
those walking them.

• The proposed development would change the footpaths from open rights of way to enclosed spaces.
• The tunnel effect (of being corralled into an area enclosed on either side by fencing) would feel more akin 

to a prison entrance, but apparently go unnoticed, and not detract from the walker’s experience. 
• The panels are 3m high at their highest point and will be an eye soar over the 35.7 hectares. How can this 

be in keeping with the beautiful rolling greenery of the area adjacent to Monkwood. 
• This is a high quality and characterful landscape due to the presence of well-established hedgerows, 

veteran trees, and woodland blocks. The absence, or limited extent of houses/ buildings & small narrow 
roads adds to its unspoilt and tranquil feel. The proposed presence of solar panels would significantly 
degrade the quality of the landscape.

• We need to preserve our nature and look for more appropriate sites for the much needed renewable 
energies such as motorway or rail corridors, brown field sites, old power stations or industrial sites.

• Once the site has been built on there is a significant danger that the site could be considered brownfield in 
the future. 

• I run a manufacturing company and we are in the process of installing panels onto our factory roof. There 
are the sides of motorways which are already industrialised. There are installations on people’s homes -
could this not be part of the planning process itself? 

• Proximity to Monkwood. Monkwood is a nature reserve and a SSSI site. It's beauty and wildlife draw many 
people to the area. Covering its boarders with man-made structures will blight the visual appearance of 
the area.

• Visiting quite frequently it is totally inappropriate to construct a large solar farm on the boarders of an 
important nature reserve.

• Monk Wood is ancient pastureland, known to be extremely beneficial in carbon storage. It is ironic that the 
destruction of such an irretrievable benefit should be considered in the interests of greener energy. 

• This area is a sanctuary for wildlife and an area that due to its character gives so much enjoyment to 
locals, to walkers and horse riders – a place to enjoy country life and take in the peace and beauty of the 
unspoilt countryside.

• The wildlife is only here because of the peace and quiet of the countryside. 
• The developers report claims that the project will eventually increase habitats for the abundance of rare & 

protected creatures that currently thrive in the area. The developers have omitted the detail about the 
destruction of habitat and loss of these creatures whilst building this “paradise of glass and metal”.

• This area is a tranquil, ancient woodland and a Site of Special Scientific Interest.
• Roads all around Sinton Green are comparably very narrow. Even meeting the bus on the roads involves 

getting close into hedges.
• Small narrow lanes within a quiet village environment with views and beautiful countryside is not a suitable 

location and alternatives sites (such as on existing buildings) where the visual impact is less damaging 
should be encouraged. 

• I am concerned about the danger on the narrow country lanes will cause to walkers, cyclists and horse 
riders when passing HGVs. There is nowhere for anyone to get out of the way from these vehicles 

• The road infrastructure cannot support this sort of development. 
• Totally inadequate access for construction traffic. 
• I ride my horse almost every day along the single-track lanes. I am concerned about the impact increased 

traffic would have, especially during the construction stage. This proposed development will make it very 
dangerous to ride along the narrow lanes or along the bridle paths, one of which is well used by riders and 
walkers and runs directly through Monkwood which is very close to this proposed development. The lanes 
are very quiet and there is very little traffic making it safe for children and adults alike to ride their pony's, 



cycle and walk.
• Health and safety of residents with such narrow roads. 
• I regularly use the roads and the footpaths in the area for walking and running. 
• The traffic would have an impact on the safety of the roads and whether people feel safe to walk or not. 
• During this phase my child will have to walk down a single-track lane to get his bus to and from school 

along the way he will be meeting HGV and large plant vehicles this with no footpaths and limited passing 
places. No consideration has been given to how these diversions will affect the school bus routes in this 
rural community.

• Horse riders, cyclists and walkers use the lanes in the area as much as cars. My family own a pony, is my 
daughter going to be expected divert for miles to go for a leisurely hack in the woods or will she just have 
to run the risk of having a head on with a HGV on a narrow single track road. The access to this site is just 
not viable.

• The construction traffic during the six month build period would render the narrow, unlit roads (which do 
not have adjoining pavement footpaths) unsafe for such use. 

• The local lanes are not wide enough for lorries to safely pass even the smallest of ponies. These animals 
need tending to twice a day. 

• Even now it can be very dangerous walking there as there are no footpaths anywhere at all. 
• The lanes around Sinton Green, Monkwood Green, Wichenford and Holt are not designed to cope with the 

size, weight and volume of construction traffic –
• The lanes around the site, and suggested to become a one-way system for the site by the developers, are 

very narrow, they have high hedges in many places and very few passing places, Caution is always 
needed when travelling along the local lanes due to lots of walkers, cyclists and horse riders 

• My daughters cycle and ride their horses up and down that lane. It will not be safe to do this.  
• There are a range of people who you see regularly using the roads, bridle paths and footpaths (including 

school children walking to school buses, and more senior members of the community walking). 
• There is a strong equestrian community and local routes are well used and valued. The increased traffic in 

the area for the 6 month construction phase will limit their safe access to the bridleways and byways, 
accentuated by the fact that the proposed development will also include Saturdays. The narrow lanes 
would struggle to accommodate both horses and HGV’s.

• The only place for these riders to exercise their horses is by accessing bridal paths via the lanes. 
• I understand that there is a proposed "weak " one way system which will be totally inadequate. How are 

people supposed to walk these lanes without any footpaths (some with children in buggies etc) around 
these lanes. Not to mention horse riders, cyclists, ramblers, children etc. It will be impossible to transverse 
these routes without putting ourselves in danger.

• With regards to the traffic management plan detailed within the proposal. The existing single lane access 
roads are too narrow for HGV traffic and the health and safety impacts and hazards that this will create 
cannot be ignored! 

• Each school day many children make their commute to and from school via the single lanes and this 
proposal will increase the daily hazards they face on the already narrow roads.

• Oakall Green residents will be in full view of the largest section of the panels due to the lie of the land and 
being south of the panels these residents will be subjected to glint and glare from the panels. 

• Currently there is no sound whatsoever, and even the slightest noise travels long distances. I have no 
confidence that this noise will be contained within the site boundaries and what recourse will there be if we 
can hear it after the construction. 

• Our grade 2 listed property is next to the proposed solar development and will be seen from our land. 
• Flooding; the ground underneath the solar panels will not be able to absorb water and hence there will be 

additional run off. 
• We know there can be wind noise around the metal supports for the panels 
• The land upon which the solar farm would be built is grade 3a or 3b agricultural land.
• The plans have been proceeded with however in the hope that its “green” credentials in a time where 

climate change is a hot topic will be enough to detract from the reality that the site is wholly inappropriate
• There is clearly a heightened degree of tension between the moral imperative to ‘act now’ (as argued at 

COP 26) and the equally valid need to carefully consider the rationale and consequences of our actions. 
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/renewable-and-low-carbon-energy) (b) "[solar] must work for local communities, 
with sensible, sustainable design of new projects. And for larger deployments, brownfield land should always 
be preferred... In other parts of the country, solar has been installed on disused airfields, degraded soil and 
former industrial sites. This is the model for future solar projects... ..."We need to be careful that we do not 
over incentivise large-scale ground-mounted projects in inappropriate places - I am thinking of greenfield 
agricultural land - that could generate strong opposition to our community energy agenda"" 



(https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/gregory-barker-speech-to-the-largescale-solar-conference) If 
regard is to be given to this guidance, the application must be rejected. 
• This is not innovative technology that’s being offered, but trailing edge, and if approved, it is likely that we 

would look back in ten years’ time and wonder why such a decision was taken.
• Solar farms are hugely inefficient.
• The Government’s recently published Ten Point Plan, mentions solar power only once in thirty-eight pages 

but has a whole chapter (Chapter 9) devoted to ‘Protecting Our Natural Environment’. 
• I concur with the sentiment as stated in the Government National Planning practice guidance 'that the 

need for renewable energy does not automatically override environmental protections and the views of 
local communities'.

• I am in favour of solar energy but not if it means destroying green field sites.
• It is contradictory to claim assembling solar farms in rural locations is for the good of the environment. 
• 'The Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution' - ‘1. Offshore wind 2.Hydrogen. 3.Nuclear power. 

4.Zero-emission vehicles. 5.Green public transport, cycling & walking. 6.'Jet zero' and green ships. 
7.Greener buildings. 8.Carbon capture & storage 9. Nature & trees 10.Green finance.’ No mention of 
solar, not even in the Greener Buildings section- and from point 9 Nature & Trees - "We are acting now to 
protect our precious landscapes and create nature restoration jobs". In this 10,307 words document 'Solar' 
is mentioned, ONCE! 

• An article published in Solar & Power Management in January this year had the headline. "Analysis Of UK 
Commercial Roof Space Shows Solar PV Film Can Achieve Net Zero Without Greenfield Sites". 

• ‘Meeting our energy goals should not be used to justify the wrong development in the wrong location’ 

Site Constraints:
Surface Water: 1 in 30 extent. - Distance: 0
Surface Water: 1 in 100 extent. - Distance: 0
Surface Water: 1 in 1000 extent - Distance: 0
Public Right of Way: Type- Footpath. Path No- GM-524 C - Distance: 0
Site of Special Scientific Interest within 500m - Distance: 0
Ancient Woodland within 100m - Distance: 0
Local Wildlife Site within 100m: Monk Wood Complex - Distance: 0
Local Wildlife Site within 100m: Grimley Brook - Distance: 0
Water Supply - Distance: 0
Roadside Nature Reserve - Distance: 0
SWDP 5: Protect and Enhance - Distance: 0
SWDP 22: Sites of Regional or Local Wildlife Importance - Distance: 0
SWDP 22: Site of Special Scientific Interest - Distance: 0

Planning Site History:
C/13/00393/SCR Proposed Solar PV Development. Birchall Green Farm, Sinton Green, WR2 6NT
ADV 09 Jan 2014 

20/01027/PA Installation and operation of a ground mounted solar farm. Various Sites Around Hallow off 
Main Road, ADV 10 Nov 2020 

20/01872/SCR EIA Screening Opinion for a proposed solar photovoltaic (PV) farm development. Land At (OS 
8036 6145), Sinton Green, ADV 22 Dec 2020 

21/01039/SCR EIA Screening opinion. Birchall Green (Grimley) solar farm. Land At (OS 8036 6145) Sinton 
Green, ADV 21 Jun 2021 

Policies relevant to Decision:
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), and Paragraphs 2, 11, 12, and 14 of the 
NPPF states that applications are to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes a general duty on local 
planning authorities when determining planning applications as respect listed buildings: ‘in considering 
whether to grant planning permission, or permission in principle, for development which affects a listed 
building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any feature of special architectural 
or historic interest which it possesses.’



For the purposes of determining current applications the Local Planning Authority considers that the adopted 
development plan comprises the policies of the South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP):

SWDP 1 – Overarching Sustainable Development Principles
SWDP 2 – Development Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy
SWDP 4 – Moving Around South Worcestershire
SWDP 6 – Historic Environment
SWDP 7 – Infrastructure
SWDP 21 - Design
SWDP 22 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity
SWDP 24 - Management of the Historic Environment
SWDP 25 - Landscape Character
SWDP 27 - Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
SWDP 28 - Management of Flood Risk
SWDP 29 - Sustainable Drainage Systems
SWDP 30 - Water Resources, Efficiency and Treatment
SWDP 33 - Waste

Neighbourhood Plans and Supplementary Planning Guidance
South Worcestershire Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (March 2018)
Worcestershire County Council Landscape Character Assessment
Water Management and Flooding SPD July 2018
Renewable and Low carbon Energy SPD July 2018
MHDC Destination Zero report (Jan. 2020) & Annual Update 2021/22

National Guidance and Policy related material considerations (not inclusive)
National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework)
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
Bre. Planning guidance for the development of large-scale ground mounted solar PV systems (2013)
National Planning Statement for Energy (EN-1- Jul. 2011) 
National Planning Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3- Jul. 2011)

Pre-application Engagement:
The applicant sought pre-application for 4 separate locations of which the current application site relates to 
the Area 1 nearest Monk Wood. The council’s pre-application response considered that there would be a 
notable localised landscape impact resulting from the proposals and that some of the suggested sites were 
more visually exposed or sensitive to change than others due to topography of the land and the various visual 
receptors. This continued: ‘it should be noted that Area 1, around the Monkwood Nature Reserve, is well used 
by walkers and is of particularly high landscape quality. All the areas proposed are crossed by a number of 
public footpaths and bridleways & as a result will be in full view of public users who would be the most 
receptive and affected by visual impacts of these proposed new developments.’  

Public Consultation: 
The applicant’s Community Consultation Report explains that the consultation process involved contact with 
elected representatives & community groups to offer a meeting to discuss plans in more detail; invited to the 
public consultation events & offered either one to one meeting or further information. 235 properties around 
the site were mailed 18 May 2021. Two online Q&A events were held on Wednesday 26 May at 1pm, & 
Thursday 27 May at 7pm. There were 57 questions at the online Q&A events, & there were 5 responses to the 
online feedback form on the website (as of 3 June 2021). 2 left written comments. 6 residents emailed the 
dedicated email address. 

It should be noted that the Parish Councils of Grimley and Hallow have said that community councils rather 
than themselves were initially notified, and they have raised concerns regarding the pre-application public 
consultation that was carried out by the applicant. 

Officer Report

Site Description and Proposal 
The application is made for full planning permission that seeks ‘Development of a solar farm with ancillary 
infrastructure, security fence, access, landscaping & continued agriculture, to generate power to feed into the 
local distribution network’, The site is in the countryside, being removed from any nearby settlement boundary, 
with the hamlet of Oakhall Green situated on higher ground to the application site’s south-east that generally 



overlooks the area, with Monk Wood SSSI adjacent to the site’s west and south-west boundary, and Local 
Wildlife Site that abuts the site’s south-western edge, with Ockeridge Wood to the site’s north-west. 

The settlement at Sinton Green (1.2Km to the south) is without a development boundary, with Hallow, that has 
a development boundary, 3.2km to the south. The application site is approached from the A443 at Hallow - a 
distance of between 3 and 3.6kms across unclassified roads that are often narrow and in approaching the site 
predominantly single track. The site extends to approximately 36 hectares, of which 21 hectares would be 
covered by the solar array and associated infrastructure.

The land typically falls from west to east. The site comprises 3 to 4 fields with public footpaths accessing the 
location. Of these, Grimley parish footpath GM-524(C), enters from the south-west corner from the direction of 
Monk Wood whereat the footpath connects to other public rights of way. GM-524(C) moves west-east passing 
through three different gates/ styles separating the fields before joining outside the application site with GM-
525(C) that comes from the south and GM-526 (C) that travels out from Oakhall Green in the east.

The site lies within Flood Zone 1. Listed buildings include Boatley Cottage and Lovely Cottage, both Grade II 
that stand near one another that lay north and north-west of the application site. 

The application site is undeveloped agricultural land, currently used for grazing sheep. A large pond occupies 
an area with trees that sits between Monk Wood & a further parcel of woodland that lays centrally on site & 
acts to separate the proposed solar array areas: 1, 2 and 3. A further woodland area is situated south-east of 
the aforementioned woodland on the eastern side of the area 3 and south of area 2 solar array enclosures.    

In detail the proposal involves the separation of the array to form 4(no.) distinct areas: Area 1 – 7.42ha, Area 
2 – 7.88ha, Area 3 – 2.68ha, and Area 4 – 3.14ha. separately enclosed by post (2.2m high) and wire deer 
fencing (2m high) with individual gated access points and each area location monitored by CCTV placed 
around the fenced enclosures. Across the enclosures would see the installation of 46,170 panels mounted to 
a supporting frame, approximately 2-3m in height, set into the ground by either direct or screw piling laid out in 
east-west rows. Each panel would be tilted southwards. The lowest edge of the panels would be raised 0.96 
metres above the ground, permitting grazing of sheep around the frames. The solar arrays are proposed to be 
distributed with a 3.7m spacing between allocated rows.  

A proposed DVO substation comprising several structures measuring up to 3.5m within an enclosed area 
adjacent the electricity pylon within the southern part of the site. 5(no.) structures are shown located 
immediately west of the location, including the private substation measuring 3.5m high with a footprint of 7.7m 
by 5m, 2(no.) storage containers standing 2.59m high & measuring 6.03m by 2.43m, & a communications 
cabinet - 2.57 high by 2.7 by 2.4m. The finishes for much of the accommodation would be coloured ‘holly 
green’. 5(no.) Inverter/ Transformer cabins standing 2.59m high with a footprint measuring 6.08m by 2.40m 
would be individually located across the site associated with the different enclosure locations, with 2(no.) 
located within area 2. The whole would be served via access tracks from the north and south of the site. A 
temporary construction compound is shown to the west of Birch Green Farm that would be removed once 
construction works have taken place. This makes use of the developer’s Permitted Development Rights. 

There are 3 access points proposed for the site from the north (x2) and the south (x1). These will form the 
only access & egress points for the site during the construction & operation periods. Attendance would be 
required to maintain panels and where ‘emergencies’ would require a site visit at short notice during which 
time re-course is said would be had to temporary lighting. 

The proposals seek to generate power of around 25MW to feed into the national & local distribution grids. The 
application advises that this would generate sufficient power to support more than 7,000 homes. 

The application form refers to 24 employees, although this would represent the construction workers, while 
thereafter from time-to-time regular attendance at site would involve limited numbers of employees sent to site 
to maintain the panels and keep them clean and in good repair.

The lifespan of the proposed development is given would be for 40 years. The development would be 
reversible, being dismantled and the site restored to its current condition. This can be controlled through the 
use of a planning condition. 

The application is supported by the following:
• Statement of Community Involvement – June 2021
• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment – June 2021
• Preliminary Ecological Appraisal – June 2020



• Great Crested Newt Report – June 2021
• Bat Survey Report – June 2021 (confidential due to sensitive nature of badger sett locations).
• Badger Survey Report – June 2021
• Skylark Survey Report – June 2020
• Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan – June 2021
• Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment – June 2021
• Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy – May 2021
• Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment – June 2021
• Agricultural Land Classification Survey – May 2021
• Site Search – August 2021
• Transport and Access Statement, Construction Traffic Management Plan – June 2021
• Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment – June 2021

Additional Information: 
• Transport Note: Further Information for the Highway Authority (Jan. 2022)
• Various responses made to the comments received following the public consultation. 
• Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment (April & Oct 2022)
• Ecological Enhancement, Mitigation and Management Plan (April & Oct 2022)
• Arboricultural Impact Assessment (March & Oct 2022)
• Badger Survey Report (April 2022)
• Bat Survey Report (April & Oct 2022)
• Preminary Ecological Appraisal (March 2022)
• Noise Impact Assessment (2 Oct 2022)
• Planning Statement Addendum (Oct 2022)
• Great Crested Newt Report Addendum (Oct 2022)
• Policy Compliance note (Dec. 2022) 

Officer Assessment:

The main considerations include:
• Principle of Development
• Whether a Suitable Location
• Character and Appearance
• Highway Safety and Access
• Biodiversity
• Effect on Heritage Assets
• Neighbour Amenity
• Flood risk and Drainage
• Loss of agricultural land

Principle of Development:
Strategic Policies SWDP1 & SWDP2 of the adopted Development Plan seek to direct development to
locations most appropriate to the form & scale of development proposed. Policy SWDP1 sets out the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development contained within the Framework (2021) and explains that planning applications that 
accord with policies in the SWDP will be approved unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

The site lies outside a development boundary & lies in the open countryside as defined under SWDP2. Policy 
SWDP2 seeks to focus most development on the urban areas.

Part C of SWDP2 states: The open countryside is defined as land beyond any development boundary. In the 
open countryside, development will be strictly controlled and will be limited to dwellings for rural workers (see 
policy SWDP19), employment development in rural areas (see SWDP12), rural exception sites (see 
SWDP16), buildings for agriculture & forestry, replacement dwellings (see SWDP18), house extensions, 
replacement buildings & renewable energy projects (see policy SWDP27) & development specifically 
permitted by other SWDP policies.

The Framework also sets out expectation to achieve sustainable development. Paragraph 152 of the 
Framework states that the planning system should support transition to a low carbon future in a changing 
climate and should support renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.



In this case Policy SWDP27 (Renewable & Low Carbon Energy) that is cited above is relevant. Part C of 
SWDP27 states: With exception of wind turbines, proposals for stand-alone renewable and other low carbon 
energy schemes are welcomed and will be considered favourably having regard to the provisions of other 
relevant policies in the Plan.

Part E of SWDP27 refers to the advice and guidance given in the Renewable & Low Carbon Energy 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (July 2018).

The supporting text given within justification 16 in support of SWDP27 says: Whilst it is important that 
renewable and low carbon energy development is encouraged, it is also important that it is appropriately 
located and designed. The integration of large-scale renewable and low carbon energy proposals into south 
Worcestershire’s varied landscapes requires careful consideration. 

Section 5 of the Renewable & Low Carbon Energy SPD (2018) considers Solar Power. Section 5.8 considers 
‘Whilst solar power systems have many environmental, social and economic benefits, they can also have 
negative impacts on the landscape if they are not sited appropriately, particularly largescale solar farms.’  

Section 5.9 advises proposals should aim to complement the character of the local landscape. To avoid the 
systems becoming a dominant feature within the local landscape and having an adverse visual impact they 
should be located on relatively level ground and, where possible, be screened from view by existing 
landscape or by planted hedges or mature vegetation. Where required, the fencing should be screened & the 
height minimised and a suitable material used to avoid an unacceptable landscape and visual impact.

Section 5.10 considers sites with statutory protection that include Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 
which are statutory sites of national conservation value. Solar power schemes can have a significant impact 
on the setting of these designations, including Local Sites of Wildlife Importance. 

Section 5.11 in considering agricultural land accepts that solar farms often cover large areas of land and are 
therefore developed in rural locations. When selecting suitable locations, preference should be given to 
previously developed non-agricultural land or land which is of lower agricultural quality to safeguard the long-
term potential of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where possible, the proposal should allow for 
the continued agricultural use of the land.

Section 5.12 considers Ecology. To minimise the ecological impact, hedges should be retained & any fencing 
to secure the site must allow species such as badgers to continue to access the site. Security lighting can also 
have an impact on species such as bats. It is advised that lighting is not used unless absolutely necessary. If 
it is necessary, it must be minimised & directed away from hedges & woodland.

Section 5.13 Flood risk - The development of a solar farm does not usually increase flood risk & surface water 
run-off should not be any greater. However, a change in the composition of the ground surface can affect the 
way the surface water is channelled.

Section 5.14 Light reflection – Photovoltaic panels are designed to absorb light & not reflect it, & only reflect a 
small amount of the sunlight that falls on them. These reflections are significantly less than direct sunlight. 
Glint may be produced as a direct reflection of the sun in the surface of the solar panel. Glare is a continuous 
source of brightness & is not a direct reflection of the sun, but rather a reflection of the bright sky around the 
sun. Glint & glare may be more of an issue if tracking panels are proposed, which follow the daily movement 
of the sun. It encourages an assessment of glint & glare.

The Framework (2021) says that the purpose of the planning system is to achieve sustainable development. 
The Framework also says the planning system has a key role in supporting renewable facilities & reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. Paragraph 158 of the Framework states: When determining applications local 
authorities should:
a) not require applicants to demonstrate the overall need for renewable or low carbon energy, & recognise 

that even small-scale projects provide a valuable contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions and. 
b) approve the application if its impacts are or can be made acceptable (unless other material circumstances 

indicate otherwise).

The Framework & PPG provide generic & specific policy & guidance on development in general & renewable 
energy developments. 

While SWDP27 is broadly supportive of stand-alone renewable and other low carbon energy schemes, it 
highlights that these must be appropriately located and designed, and that careful consideration needs to be 



given to their visual impact. To this end Policy SWDP25 indicates that proposals must ensure that they are 
appropriate to, and integrate with, the character of the landscape setting.

It is clear the need for renewable or low carbon energy does not automatically override environmental 
protections, while protecting local amenity is an important consideration which should be given proper weight 
in planning decisions. Notwithstanding the above and having regard to the scale of the proposals, significant 
weight should be given to the contribution the proposal would make to national renewable energy targets (and 
the consequent reduction in greenhouse gases). 

It remains necessary to consider the development plan ‘as a whole’ and any material circumstances that are 
engaged by the proposals.  

Whether a Suitable Location: 

Locational Challenges
The site location is physically removed and arguably the more remote location. The limited infrastructure 
clutter suggests a less developed countryside that while this countryside might not have a specific national 
designation status the location remains predominantly rural open countryside accessed from more tranquil 
rural lanes and the area as is noted is largely devoid of the more intrusive presence of modern living into 
which the proposed development otherwise would be seen more easily to sit. Avoiding the smaller roads and 
lanes and keeping nearer to the larger more serviceable road network provides for fewer complications, while 
the nature and character of the rural road network engaged in arriving at the site location act to distinguish this 
site from the many other rural locations that might be more accepting.

Accessibility
In this case the access roads, once away from the A443, involve routing larger vehicles during the 
construction phase via unclassified roads that for long stretches are narrow, becoming narrower still, and that 
in places have high verges and embankments making it difficult for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders to 
step aside and leave the highway surface, especially in dealing with the larger construction vehicles. 
Objectors have drawn attention to the access difficulties on leaving Hallow, which the developer acknowledge 
in point 2.2.7 of their transport plan: ‘once vehicles are on to the A443, all routes are considered appropriate 
for accommodating HGV traffic.’

The narrow rural lanes within the locality are an historical presence since at least the enclosure of this 
countryside, although some stretches of roadway suggest a much earlier origin, as per the sunken lane on 
leaving Sinton Green in travelling towards the application site. The applicant’s case includes them as 
associated infrastructure, but none present the technical engineered presence of the larger wider highways of 
which the A443 would be an example. 

It is noticeable in travelling out from Hallow that the road moves through the countryside, leaving behind the 
A443 & Hallow, passing along Moseley Road & the wayside grouping of houses at Worlds End & continuing 
onwards to the smaller settlement at Sinton Green that clusters about its triangular central green space. Up to 
now the road would permit two-way traffic & for larger vehicles an element of negotiation & pulling over to 
permit onward travel, however, in passing Sinton Green the highway narrows & before reaching the site 
narrows still more. The roadside character also changes entering sunken & enclosed/ embanked lanes that 
lead on to the application site. The application site is thus visually & physically removed & the sequence of 
travel tends to draw the eye, such that the countryside in approaching the site’s location is that much more 
unspoilt, undeveloped and offers a more tranquil countryside. 

The loosening of an urban presence is apparent having arrived at Oakhall, where three lanes depart the 
diminutive triangular green– all effectively single track narrow lanes on which passing places inevitably 
become field entrances & the private drives of the individual households. The access route taken from the 
A443 noticeably descends the road network hierarchy with the site’s accessibility a significant local concern. 
The location is visually as well as physically far removed from the vicinity of the A443.  

The site’s general accessibility noted by the descent through the local road network hierarchy distinguishes & 
makes the site location the more remote in contrast to the other rural locations where larger roads ply their 
way through the countryside, offering an ease of access that the current proposal does not. 

The applicant’s LVIA also notes that there is no infrastructure of merit dispersed in the area. Other than the 
minor changes that are apparent, noticeably the limited effect of the electricity pylon and the overhead cables 
(some would observe this to be a temporary presence) that sit where there are few dwellings.



Grid Connection
The Site Selection (Aug.2021) analysis submitted sets out the reasons for why the site was chosen, based on 
the clear need for solar farms to be located where there is capacity to connect to the electricity grid on the 
Bishops Wood to Hereford circuit. Para.3.3 continues: ‘the identified overhead circuit needs to pass through or 
close to the site or landholding to ensure a viable connection can be made’. The proposed site is therefore 
considered to be currently deliverable.

The applicant’s Planning Statement addendum refers to paragraph 83 (Building a strong, competitive 
economy) of the NPPF (2021) that states: ‘Planning policies and decisions should recognise & address the 
specific locational requirements of different sectors.’ The PPG also says that ‘in considering locations, LPAs’ 
will need to ensure they take in to account the requirements of the technology…’ as well as impacts on the 
environment (Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 5-005-20150618) and “Examples of the considerations for 
particular renewable energy technologies that can affect their siting include proximity of grid connection 
infrastructure.” (Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 5-006-20140306).

Objectors have also referred to the site’s connection to the electricity grid and drawn attention to solar farm 
dismissed appeals from Cambridgeshire (2014) refs: APP/W0530/W/15/3012014 & /3013863 that found a 
connection to the electricity grid, although an essential site requirement, and the availability of a connection in 
a part of the network with capacity to accept the output is of assistance to the appellant, this does not bring a 
public benefit and adds no weight to the planning case for the proposals. The Secretary of State in 
considering the matter in their decision, dated 15 June 2016, in paragraph 19 states: The Secretary of State 
agrees with the Inspector that no weight attaches to the assertion that a connection to the national grid is an 
essential site requirement (IR76). 

Proximity to a grid connection would be a commercial consideration rather than a technical or planning matter. 
The need for renewable or low carbon energy does not automatically override environmental protections. 

Character and Appearance and Visual Appearance:
Policy SWDP21 seeks to permit development where the layout, scale, massing, density, materials and design 
of the proposed development respects the character and quality of the area. The issue of design is addressed 
in Section 12 of the Framework (2021). Paragraph 126 sets out that the creation of high-quality buildings and 
places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve. Further to this, 
paragraph 130 advises that decisions should ensure that developments are sympathetic to local character 
and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate innovation or change.

Paragraph 185 of the Framework states: decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate 
for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living 
conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to 
impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they should: (b) identify and protect tranquil areas 
which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value 
for this reason. 

SWDP Green Infrastructure maps show that this area falls into a ‘protect & enhance’ area and states that we 
should be ‘safeguarding and enhancing landscape characteristics’ (rather than risking damage for no 
measurable gain to the area). SWDP5 Green Infrastructure Section C states that ‘development proposals that 
have a detrimental impact on GI areas identified as ‘protect & enhance’ or ‘protect & restore’ will not be 
permitted.’

Further, policy SWDP25 relates to consideration of landscape character. In particular this requires proposals 
to demonstrate that they are appropriate to and integrate with the character of the landscape setting. 

Worcestershire Landscape Character Assessment Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) identifies the 
location as predominantly part of the landscape type: Wooded Estatelands. This applies to the site’s western 
area, with the eastern landscape type: Principal Timbered Farmlands.

Wooded Estatelands are representative of a large-scale, wooded agricultural landscape of isolated brick
farmsteads, clusters of wayside dwellings and occasional small estate villages. Key visual elements in this 
landscape are the many large, irregularly shaped ancient woodlands, often prominently situated on low crests. 
It is a landscape that can appear rather functional, due to its scale; it can lack intimacy and warmth.

Key characteristics include, large discrete blocks of irregularly shaped woodland & mixed farming land use, of 



rolling topography with occasional steep-sided hills & low escarpments, semi-regular pattern of large, hedged 
fields, woodland of ancient character, discrete settlement clusters often in the form of small estate villages, 
medium distance framed views and large country houses set in parkland and ornamental grounds. 

This is a largescale landscape of farmed land and woodland. It relies heavily upon its woodland component as 
the critical element in defining its character. The hedgerow pattern is also important in defining the scale and 
providing the structure to the landscape. This is a landscape where farmed land is the dominant land use, with 
woodland comprising about 30-40% of the land cover. 

Principal Timbered Farmlands are A small to medium scale wooded, agricultural landscape characterised by 
filtered views through densely scattered hedgerow trees. This is a complex, in places intimate, landscape of 
irregularly shaped woodlands, winding lanes & frequent wayside dwellings & farmsteads. It is a landscape of 
great interest and exception, yet also one of balance.

The key characteristics include hedgerow boundaries to fields, ancient wooded character, notable pattern of 
hedgerow trees, and predominantly oak, with organic enclosure pattern, small-scale landscape, hedgerow 
trees creating filtered views, & brick & timber building style of old properties, involving mixed farming land use 
& a dispersed settlement pattern. 

The Principal Timbered Farmlands are characterised by a mosaic of agricultural land cleared directly from 
woodland, on a piecemeal basis, together with land enclosed from former localised areas of open fields, 
resulting in the dispersed pattern of farmsteads and wayside cottages and lack of strong settlement nuclei. 
The key element of these landscapes is the strong unifying presence of tree cover in the guise of woodlands, 
hedgerow trees, and linear tree cover associated with streams & watercourses, the combined presence of 
these tree cover components providing the essential sense of scale & enclosure & creating the filtered views 
that are distinctive in this landscape. The resulting woodland character is essentially that of mixed native 
broadleaves, with oak the dominant species, lines of mature oak being a particular feature of the hedgerows 
as befits a landscape with strong links to its woodland origins. The scale & shape of the woodlands is also 
important, the woodlands ranging in size from small field corner copse to those of a size exceeding that of the 
surrounding fields.

The application site might not be recognised for its importance or value through any landscape relevant 
designation, although it is clearly locally valued and beyond this the Framework does not define what 
constitutes a valued landscape. However, given that all landscapes are valued by someone at some time, the 
term, valued landscape must mean a landscape that is of value because of demonstrable attributes that takes 
it to a level of more than just mere open countryside. In this case, while the location might be said by its 
detractors to represent ‘ordinary’ or ‘commonplace’, this doesn’t justify lesser weight being given to the 
landscape protection. 

In considering the locally valued landscape, this is seen to be removed from the larger settlement locations, 
having travelled via the highway hierarchy, the site location is reached along long stretches of roadway 
involving narrow single lanes, whose character is addressed elsewhere in the Officer Report that acts to 
distinguish this rural countryside location from the many others. Further the site is also closely associated with 
the adjacent Monk Wood that is a local attraction as well as being designated as a site of special scientific 
interest  

In terms of the wider landscape character impact the applicant’s LVIA contends that the proposed solar farm 
would be perceived nestled with the proposed development and would be contained, although this continues: 
there are more open views across the immediate area; generally, this is an intimate landscape that is 
emphasised by the network of local roads that are narrow and enclosed by hedges, with small hamlets, 
scattered farms and individual dwellings. 

Current views across the immediate site are largely open with some wider views, although the wooded 
presence closes views on the site’s western side. 

The proposed development seeks to accommodate the solar array within the site such that from afar the 
landscape might not be dominated by the presence of the solar panels. While the landscape character, as is 
currently viewed, would be changed; the additional planting would be representative of the typical landscape 
character into which the site sits, although not necessarily following the historic hedgerow pattern within the 
site. The landowner can, of course, plant hedgerows and trees that would arguably enhance the landscape 
type in this location. The proposed hedgerow response although driven by the needs of the proposed solar 
layout would be largely characteristic of the wider field pattern in the area.



The proposals would also define the course of the public rights of way providing for the most part broad 
enclosure defined by the existing and newly planted hedging that seeks to soften, in time, the secured areas 
of solar array that would be present. Within such areas wildflower planting is proposed and around them the 
opportunity for permissive access to be given.  

The deer fencing would stand 2m above ground. Its presence is much removed from the industrial type of 
secured fencing seen elsewhere, and in combination with well managed hedgerows, once fully established, 
the hedgerow generally would be maintained at a similar height. Supporting documentation suggest lower 
hedging, although up to 3m high hedging has been referenced by the applicant to better screen the solar 
array, but a height related to the proposed deer fencing would appear to be preferred.

Increased hedge height would soften rather than necessarily prevent views of the semi-industrial presence 
that sit beyond, inside the fenced enclosure. The deciduous nature of the planting would evidently expose the 
sites further, during the long winter months, while the overall height of the solar array suggests, despite the 
summer greenery, that views of the array would be visible in walking the public rights of way.

It is inevitable that the users of the public rights of way would be aware of the solar array in walking the 
footpaths. The addition of the solar array act to dominate the localised landscape where the serial progress of 
walkers across the site - the response by the Ramblers’ Association suggests a prolonged engagement in 
walking the footpaths and is considered by the council’s Landscape Officer to impact negatively on the 
landscape of the area. The council’s Landscape officer’s initial response is given in full above within the 
consultations section of the Officer Report & their subsequent response(s) summarised. Their concern relates 
to the visual impact in terms of the medium and short distances. The associated solar array and its semi-
industrial presence in the location would degrade the quality of the public rights of way user’s experience.

Monk Wood is a local attraction, and one that attracts visitors in search of the natural environment and the 
adjacent land acts as a buffer and notwithstanding suggestion from the landowner that the rights of way are 
poorly used their presence longer term suggest their greater use with local demand for recreational & leisure 
purposes. In this regard it should be noted that the owners of Monk Wood are the Worcestershire Wildlife 
Trust who have recently bought Green Farm that adjoins their land, so increasing their holding locally and 
reinforcing the location’s attraction for visitors to the area, brought here for the countryside experience. 

The Landscape Officer considers, as do many other Neighbour responses that the wider location represents a 
high quality and characterful landscape due to the presence of well-established hedgerows, veteran trees, 
and woodland blocks. The absence, or limited extent of houses/ buildings, as well as the narrow lanes in the 
locality add to the location’s unspoilt, undeveloped and tranquil feel. The Monk Wood & the smaller 
neighbouring centrally positioned coppice that separates the solar array enclosures are classified as ancient 
and semi-natural woodland. The woodland is classified as a site of special scientific interest, and neighbouring 
coppices are designated as local wildlife sites. 

The Landscape officer notes:

Landscape Impact
The landscape officer observes that in section 5.1 of the submitted LVIA, this suggests that the landscape 
type, despite being classified as having a high sensitivity to change, should be downgraded to a medium high 
sensitivity because the development proposed is not residential. They justify this by suggesting the associated 
guidance document is concerned with residential development rather than development generally. I can find 
no suggestion in the guidance document that this is the case, therefore the sensitivity should still be 
considered high sensitivity. The magnitude of change, I would suggest, would be medium (see table 3). So, 
according to the matrix (table 4), the landscape effect in terms of the landscape type, would be major, not 
“moderate minor” as has been suggested (see table 8).

In terms of the “site features and setting of the site” (see 5.5 and table 8), the majority of the land affected falls 
within the wooded estate lands landscape type. One of the primary key characteristics is its “mixed farming 
land use”. We have already established that the landscape is highly sensitive. A change in land use from 
mixed farming to a considerably more industrial solar farm would be considered a medium magnitude of 
change according to table 3. This gives a landscape effect of major significance (see tables 4 and 8).

I terms of landscape policies (see 5.2 & table 8), I do not agree that the proposals will not impact on 
landscape character, as suggested, and the proposal will therefore be contrary to SWDP25 (landscape 
character). Using the two above assessments as to what degree the proposals would affect landscape 
character and therefore the policy, the proposed development would a landscape effect of major significance.



Visual impact
Table 9 provides an overview of the visual impact assessment. In terms of receptor sensitivity from the 
perspective of PRoWs, using their table 5, I would suggest that it should be high. They are suggesting that it 
should be medium high. 

For path 524(C), I would agree that the magnitude of change would be large. This would be of substantial 
significance (see tables 7 & 9). For PRoW 526(C), the sensitivity would be high, the magnitude of change 
would be large. Development would therefore be of substantial significance (see tables 7 & 9), rather than the 
major suggested. 

For 525 (C), the sensitivity would be high. The magnitude of change would be at least medium, combined 
meaning the development would be of major significance, rather than the moderate suggested (see table 7 & 
9). 

In terms of residential amenity, the sensitivity is described as high, but the magnitude of visual impact they 
puzzlingly describe as small. I would suggest instead that it should be described as large (see table 6) “Partial 
loss or alteration to one or more key elements, features or characteristics of the view. The introduction of 
prominent elements of a scale, form and colour distinct from the surrounding landscape”. It is difficult to see 
how solar panels could be anything other than “of a scale, form and colour distinct from the surrounding 
landscape” in these surroundings. This would mean a visual effect of substantial significance, rather than one 
of moderate significance than is suggested in the LVIA (see tables 7 and 9).

Continuing - As a working agricultural area, landscape character and use over the centuries will have been 
change through the amalgamation of fields & the introduction of some modern farm buildings, but the majority 
of the change has been arable & pastoral rather than relating to major structures & infrastructure works. While 
there is the electricity pylon & associated cables, this has a diminutive scale & involves relatively minor 
change to what generally is appreciated as an unspoilt rural setting. Further, the pylon presence is considered 
capable at some point of being removed & therefore itself a possible temporary presence. The applicant’s 
LVIA determined that the tranquillity of the rural location is a prominent factor contributing towards the overall 
value as being high. They, however, give weight to the existing pylons and cables as a negative detractor, 
although for the reasons given above, given the site’s rural context, having suffered very limited modern 
intrusions, the pylons should be afforded little if any weight in favour of the proposed development. 

Given the local rural character and the circumstances engaged by the proposal in this location, the proposal 
sits in a landscape that is highly sensitive to change. This is not a landscape of more variable character that is 
subject to substantial alteration, degradation, or erosion of features, resulting in generally negative character 
with ample scope for improvement or where features detract from landscape character such as obtrusive 
manmade artefacts; the immediate area is viewed as more rural that is given emphasis by the very nature and 
character of the local roads that arrive at and pass-by the site. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the 
site of the proposed development is a more tranquil stretch of traditional English countryside, being 
surrounded by narrow and wooded country lanes, frequented by cyclists, walkers and horse-riders.  

While it would be possible to minimise the impact of the scheme by allowing for supplemented hedging given 
the nature of the topography, the rural character of the area and the near proximity of the receptors accessing 
the location and the sustained serial views gained in walking the site, the proposals would continue to loom, 
impose and result in an incongruous impact on the enjoyment of the countryside, notwithstanding the pockets 
of development the applicant’s approach seeks to minimise the impact on the character of the area. The 
proposed installation would add significant man-made intrusion and result in a substantial loss to the 
appearance, experience and enjoyment of the countryside. 

It is also relevant to note that the new planting would be unlikely to achieve the desired level of mitigation in 
anything less than a period of 10 years. 

Although the site is not widely visible in the landscape, it is apparent from the foregoing that the proposals 
would, in isolation, result in adverse effects on the appearance of the countryside, and such sustained 
engagement - adverse effects on the character and appearance of the landscape. 

The presence of several fields of solar panels would present as a starkly semi-industrial mass of metal at 
odds with their location. As such, the development would be an incongruous and alien intrusion. The solar 
development would start to become a more characteristic feature cumulatively consolidating and extending 
development in the area. 

Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment in 



accordance with The Framework’s paragraph 174b that among others says, by recognising the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside. Policy SWDP21 and SWDP25 seek to ensure that development is 
appropriate to the setting of the site and the surrounding landscape character. All development would need to
integrate effectively with its surroundings, in terms of form and function. The Framework states at paragraphs 
126 and 130 that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning 
and should contribute positively to making places better for people.

Effect on the PROW
Paragraph 100 of The Framework says: ‘…planning policies and decisions should protect and enhance public 
rights of way and access, including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by 
adding links to existing rights of way networks including National Trails’. The effect of development on a public 
right of way is a material consideration in the determination of applications for planning permission.

The proposals generally seek to provide for an appropriate response in terms of the broader areas of 
enclosure within the land on which the public rights of way are aligned. 

Three public rights of way (PRoW) (footpaths) have access to the site (524(C), 525(C) and 526(C)). Monk 
Wood is well used and a local attraction. There is some dispute whether the affected footpaths are as well 
used as the objectors claim, although as footpaths they represent a long-term resource for the wider 
community in accessing the countryside and there is no reason to dispute that their presence would have the 
ability to attract walkers given the proximity associated with the attraction of Monk Wood. 

The associated plant screening that is envisaged would leave the presence of the solar array felt at close 
quarter in walking the footpaths that involves a sustained and serial progression in accessing the location. The 
three PROW are a little over a mile long (or approximately 30 minutes walking time). 

In seeking to address concerns the proposed design seeks to minimise views of the development. The 
proposals include the introduction of hedgerows in seeking to restrict the wider views currently to be had, 
although the presence of the solar equipment and such semi-industrial presence that this introduces, given 
the nature of the walkers/ visitors to the immediate locality, would act to draw the eye. For the right sites the 
approach that is taken by widening the footpath corridor through the site would be welcomed.

However, the visual amenity of the rights of way would suffer significant harm, by the closer presence of the 
proposed development, and through the material diminution of views. 

As is said above, elsewhere within the Officer report, users of the footpaths would be at leisure and recreation 
and specifically there to enjoy the more naturalised open countryside location. 

Highway Safety and Access:
Policy SWDP21 states that vehicular traffic from development should be able to access the highway safely & 
the road network should have the capacity to accommodate the type & volume of traffic from the 
development. Furthermore, Policy SWDP4 states that proposals must demonstrate road safety. Finally, 
paragraph 110 of the Framework states that decisions should take account of whether safe & suitable access 
for all people can be achieved.

Two site access points are proposed at the north side, from Ockeridge Road and one from Moseley Road 
(Grimley Road) from the south. The site access points are situated on narrow rural lanes, while their access is 
of primary concern during the construction phase. The southern access would appear to have already had the 
hedgerow removed at the time of the application being submitted.

All three road access points would accommodate a 10m HGV that the developer is said would be used. 
Objectors have questioned whether larger vehicles are not going to be used given experience from other 
sites. In response to the Parish Council’s observation regarding the traffic survey undertaken by the applicant 
between the 12th and 18th December 2021 County Highways was approach regarding whether the road 
closure at that time would have affected the results. No further response has been received from them.  

Across the lifetime of the site’s use regular attendance would be required to maintain the solar panels, keep 
them clean, or else involve an emergency site visit that is likely to generate limited vehicular movement.  

County Highways was consulted as part of the application’s consideration. Their response is given in full 
within the consultation section of the Officer Report. This does not object to the proposal in terms of technical 
highway safety. This observes that the site can be accessed by four routes which connect with A443. The 
applicant proposes an informal one-way routing for construction traffic in seeking to reduce vehicle conflict on 



the narrower sections of the approach roads, although this does not involve a more formal regulatory 
arrangement. Notwithstanding the use made of banksman, mobile phones and off-site waiting areas before 
construction vehicles proceed on the final approach to the site. However, the adjacent lanes lack footways -
indeed for long stretches the roadway acts as pinch points, and being narrow shared surfaces used by 
pedestrians, including the infirm, children, runners etc, cyclists and horse riders in situations where there is an 
inability to easily move aside for an on-coming HGV, such situations are inevitable given the locational 
difficulties.   

Neighbour objectors refer to the applicant’s Transport & Access Statement where this acknowledges the quiet 
nature and narrow width of the road network in the locality. Given that horses locally may have encountered 
few HGV’s the British Horse Society response suggests that the significant presence of HGV during the 
construction phase would significantly impact on equestrians in the area. The sustained 6 months construction 
period would limit safe access, accentuated by the use made of Saturday mornings for site access. A time 
when the narrow lanes would struggle to accommodate both horses and HGV’s. The British Horse Society 
also advocate passing horses at 15mph maximum and allowing at least a car’s width between vehicles & 
horse. Clearly, this is impossible to achieve and certainly once the A445 is left passing becomes increasing 
more difficult nearer to the site. Horse riders in the locality are vulnerable road users and there are few places 
on the approach roads where horse and rider would be able to leave the road surface. 

It can be argued that the same lanes are accessed by local tractors, possibly other larger vehicles attending 
agricultural yards, anon., although by the same token such movements are an inevitable part of the rural 
countryside, although the construction traffic would significantly add to this, although this would involve a 
temporary but also intensive and significant time period of interruption & inconvenience for the affected local 
communities. Saturday mornings are likely busier times to visit the locality and Monk Wood, as well as 
witnessing the greater access sought by local horse riders needing to access the same narrow lanes. Such 
local worries as are engaged by the proposal, notwithstanding that this is associated with the construction 
phase, should in this instance attract very great weight.

Biodiversity:
Policy SWDP22 seeks to protect wider biodiversity. Where a proposed development is likely to affect species 
protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulation 
1994, or the Badgers Act 1992, an up-to-date protected Species Survey and Assessment should be submitted 
with the application. In addition, paragraph 180 of the Framework sets out measures for protecting and 
enhancing the natural environment.

The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 requires that “Every public authority must, in 
exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity.”  Further, The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2018 
(Habitats Regulations 2018), Regulation 9(5) provides that “a competent authority, in exercising any of their 
functions, must have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive so far as they may be affected by 
the exercise of those functions”. 

A Local Planning Authority is a competent authority for the purpose of these regulations and is exercising a 
function in deciding whether to grant a planning permission. Policy SWDP22 sets out the need to consider the 
impact of new development on biodiversity including European protected species.

There are no statutory or non-statutory designations covering the development site, although the site lays 
adjacent to the Monkwood SSSI and local wildlife sites. 

The existing ecological value of the agricultural land would be considered as low since the nature of such 
farming practice diminishes the ecological value of the site and surrounding hedgerows and trees. Agricultural 
use such as grazing would continue across the operation of the solar farm, although inevitably less intensive 
where areas are left free of farm animals, thereby permitting the land to regenerate and for the site to be 
managed for its ecological value. 

Local objectors observe that a sizeable portion of land would be shaded by solar panels and therefore species 
diversity would be lower under the arrays. Concerns about meadow maintenance, is also shared although 
such worries can be addressed in terms of the site’s management and planning conditions. Statistically the 
applicant claims a Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment that habitats would increase by over 100% & hedgerows 
by around 39%. 

Although it is intended to retain the on-site pond, in the absence of mitigation great crested newts could be 



harmed during the construction phase & terrestrial habitats impacted in the short-term. Development can only 
proceed under licence from Natural England. It must be noted that to apply for a Natural England European 
protected species licence (great crested newts), full planning permission must be in place and all relevant 
conditions discharged. This licence may only be granted subject to satisfying the three derogation tests. 

When considering a planning application where protected species have been identified there is a need for 
planning authorities to take specific account of the Habitats Regulations & the 3 tests for European Protected 
Species. If these tests cannot be met the Local Planning Authority should refuse an application, or risk any 
permission being considered unlawful.

The 3 tests are as follows:
(1) Regulation 53(2)(e) states that licences may be granted to "preserve public health, or public safety or 

other imperative reason of overriding public interest including those of a social or economic nature, 
and beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment".

(2) Regulation 53(9) (a) states that a licence may not be granted unless the licensing authority is satisfied 
that "there is no satisfactory alternative".

(3) Regulation 53(9) (b) states that a licence cannot be issued unless the licensing authority (DEFRA in 
England) is satisfied that the action proposed ‘will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the 
population of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range.’

The weight given to these tests should be proportionate. The Council’s Ecologist has commented on the 
application and has confirmed that the conservation status of the great crested newt population level can be 
safeguarded and the conservation status improved. 

With regards Regulation 53(2) (e) and the need for the development, it is considered that there is an 
overriding public interest having widespread beneficial consequences from the proposed development in 
terms of the application site’s contribution towards national energy generation that is of importance in social 
and economic terms and the public interest.

In relation to Regulation 53(9) (a), it is reasonable that for the landowner that there are no other satisfactory 
alternatives that would be available. 

With regards to the third test, Regulation 59(9) b, subject to delivery of appropriate mitigation & enhancement 
measures the proposed development is unlikely to impact great crested newts at the population level and can 
make provision to ensure the favourable conservation status would be maintained. It is also likely that once 
the proposed enhancement measures are established the conservation status of great crested newts would 
improve. 

Effect on Heritage Assets:
Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes a duty as in respect 
of listed buildings in exercise of planning functions. Subsection (1) provides: ‘In considering whether to grant 
planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority 
shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses’.

Paragraph 190 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires local planning authorities, when 
determining applications, to take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 
heritage assets. 

Paragraph 199 of the Framework (2021) states: When considering the impact of a proposed development on 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (& 
the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential 
harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. 

Paragraph 200 says: Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its 
alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear & convincing justification. 
Furthermore, paragraph 202 continues: Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm 
to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of 
the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use.

Policies SWDP 6 and SWDP 24 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan take on board the above 
requirement by stating that development must ‘conserve and enhance’ the historic environment’.  



The Conservation Officer’s response is given in full, above, within the consultation section of the officer report. 
This notes that the proposed areas of solar panel development lay within the settings of a number of heritage 
assets, both designated and non-designated. The character of the area currently enjoyed by these buildings is 
open, rural agricultural land, largely unchanged for centuries. It is the potential impact on this setting that is 
the main heritage consideration.

The nearest listed buildings to the application site are those given below. Both can be seen in walking the 
application site from different places. The former sits this side of the lane, and the latter sits the other side 
from the application site. The proposal would affect their respective settings.  

Boatley Cottage is Grade II and was included in the statutory list on the 15 Oct 1984. This is described as C17 
with C19 alterations and additions. Timber-framed, painted brick infill, painted brick refacing and replacement 
walling, external brick stack at right gable end with offsets. Two framed bays; single storey & attic with dormer. 
Large square panels, 3 from sill to wall-plate, short straight braces in top corners. Elevation facing road has a 
single ground floor casement. Main entrance & eyebrow dormer at eaves level to rear. C19 out shut to rear 
side of stack.

Lovely Cottage is Grade II and was likewise first listed on 15 Oct 1984. The list description offers c1600, C19 
alterations and C20 additions. Timber-framed, painted brick infill, painted brick refacing, thatched, external 
gable end brick chimneys, the right end stack having bread oven and paired diagonal shafts. Two framed 
bays. Single storey and attic with dormers. Square panels, 3 from sill to wall-plate, queen strut truss exposed 
in left gable end. Front elevation: 3 ground floor casements with cambered heads, 2 eyebrow dormers cut into 
thatch with casements, thatched porch on timber uprights to left bay with a planked door. Interior has 
intermediate queen strut truss, single, trenched purlins; main beams are stop-chamfered. C19 single storey 
extensions enclose the stacks at both gable ends, also large C20 rear extension.

Regarding the Listed Buildings there would be no direct physical impact, rather the potential for harm would 
be indirect.

The Conservation Officer considers that the scale of the proposal that introduces associated infrastructure of 
fencing, lighting, sub-stations, and CCTV acts to industrialise the area, inherently altering the character of the 
wider setting of heritage assets. It would lead to a loss of the rural nature in this area & the setting of heritage 
assets would consequently be adversely impacted. 

While the proposal seeks to address its overall impact by separating the different areas of solar array within 
their respective enclosures and softened by the wooded presence within the wider site and the additional new 
hedgerow planting, the informed opinion of the conservation officer would prefer to see still smaller areas of 
panels better hidden and disguised that would see larger sections of green space between. 

The applicant’s position is that the overall heritage conclusion is that local topography and existing vegetation 
already provide effective screening of the proposed development areas from most of the designated assets in 
the surrounding area. That the additional planting would reduce the overall effect of the proposals on the 
Grade II Listed Buildings: Boatley Cottage and Lovely Cottage. The applicant concludes that the additional 
screening can be accommodated within the site and with the plan put in place to maintain and manage the 
planting in moving forward, after mitigation there is unlikely to be residual effect on these assets. The council’s 
Conservation Officer however considers that the planting is needed soonest and that the period in which 
planting becomes established on site (this being approximately 10 years) remains harmful. Elsewhere within 
the Officer Report the council’s Landscape Officer, in their response, is sceptical about the best intentions of 
seeing the proposed planting achieving the desired results within the time frame proposed. 

The Wichenford Local Heritage Group in their response has given a detailed account of the local landscape & 
its historic background to support their view that the land that surrounds Monkwood (on all sides) should be 
considered in terms of its historic importance with a rich documentary record that they suggest represents a 
rare example of an almost untouched ancient landscape, with records going back to both Anglo-Saxon & 
Norman times. However, the subject landscape does not have a specific designated status, excepting specific 
designations, such as the listed buildings, anon. For the purposes of planning, it is evident that part of the 
surrounding landscape supports the setting of the nearby listed buildings, and there is also the Monk Wood 
SSSI, apart from the relatively limited changes to the landscape from more intrusive modern infrastructure that 
is considered elsewhere within the Officer report. 

In considering impact on heritage assets and the effect the proposal can have on them. There would be a 
degree of intervisibility between the locations and a sustained period of time at the beginning when the 



intervisibility would be greatest and given the presence of deciduous species it is inevitable that the presence 
of the solar array would be visually more dominant during the long winter months. Notwithstanding the 
intervening field that would be kept free of development, setting back the solar array from the listed buildings, 
given the general undeveloped nature of the identified rural location the proposal is considered would cause 
harm, although ‘less substantial harm’. The less than substantial harm would be harmful to the setting of the 
vernacular listed buildings in this location. That harm should be weighed against the public interest in arriving 
at the planning balance.

Flood Risk and Drainage:
Policy SWDP29 requires all development proposals to demonstrate that site drainage and run-off will be 
managed in a sustainable and co-ordinated way. Development should wherever possible, incorporate 
sustainable drainage systems to help retain water at or near its source, helping to prevent flooding, recharging 
groundwater resources, treating water pollution and enhancing the environment. 

Due to the size of the site a Flood Risk Assessment accompanies the application. This identifies that the site 
is within Flood Zone 1. Several areas along Grimley Brook would be at risk of fluvial or surface water flooding. 
Mitigation measures are proposed to address the potential fluvial and surface water flood risks that include 
among others that: All proposed more ‘flood risk vulnerable’ infrastructure (i.e. inverter cabinets and the grid 
connection hub) are located outside areas demonstrated to be at risk of fluvial and surface water flooding. The 
proposal to retain grass cover, along with gravel surfacing of access tracks and similar, would maintain the 
existing hydrological regime, without resulting in increased volume or intensity of run-off; alteration of 
catchment drainage patterns; or unintentional creation of preferential flow paths.

Objectors consider that the shading offered by the solar array would leave the ground in places less 
permeable and the runoff from the panels would inevitably lead to water courses being generated that at times 
of significant precipitation might result in localised flooding. The concerns are noted although a planning 
condition(s) can seek to secure relevant drainage details to help address any potential threat identified. 

Neighbour Amenity:
Policy SWDP21 is relevant in that it requires that development has no significant adverse effect on the 
amenities of neighbouring properties. The impact of new development upon neighbouring amenity is set out in 
paragraph 130 of the Framework which sets out that planning should always seek to secure high quality 
design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.

Policy SWDP31 – Pollution and Land instability states: Development proposals must be designed in order to 
avoid any significant adverse impacts from pollution, including cumulative ones and makes specific reference 
to Human health and wellbeing.

The applicant’s submission in terms of potential noise impact says that the transformer units generate some 
low-level noise during operation (ie. daylight hours) in warmer weather. During the design process, these units 
were positioned so that they are a long way from residential properties: the closest in Area 1 is around 280m 
from Boatley Cottage; the closest in Area 2 is approximately 220m from Birchall Green Farm and 300m from 
the closest property in Oakhall Green; those in Area 4 are well over 400m from the nearest property. They 
have also been positioned away from the footpaths.

While local objectors have referenced the possible noise generation and resulting disturbance, including the 
wind passing through and round the array infrastructure. They observe that the local countryside that is 
removed from main roads and more distinctively rural presents a quiet rural landscape, where at times only 
the wind might be heard; that even small levels of noise have the ability to be heard over long distance. They 
also observe that noise from a transformer is caused by mechanical movement of the lamination of the core 
under magnetisation and that the pulsation produces not only air disturbances but also vibration of the core 
structure and everything attached to it at similar frequencies. Vibration is ground borne and can travel 
hundreds of meters at such low frequencies, possibly affecting the sleep of nearby residents. It is noted that 
the applicant also refers to the possible level of noise and that this would take place during the daylight hours 
dependent on warmer weather. 

In considering the application the Worcestershire Regulatory Services have responded in terms of noise. 
Notwithstanding the local concerns WRS has not objected to the proposals. 

Similar concerns have been raised regarding possible glint and glare. The renewable and Low Carbon SPD 
notes that solar panels are designed to absorb light and not reflect it, and only reflect a small amount of the 
sunlight that falls on them, meaning reflections are significantly less than direct sunlight. The Building 
Research Establishment’s (BRE) “Planning Guidance for the Development of Large Scale Ground Mounted 



Solar PV Systems” similarly notes that “Glint may be produced as a direct reflection of the sun in the surface 
of the solar PV panel. It may be the source of the visual issues regarding viewer distraction. Glare is a 
continuous source of brightness, relative to diffused lighting. This is not a direct reflection of the sun, but 
rather a reflection of the bright sky around the sun.” The incidence and degree of glare would be highest 
where receptors are to the east and west of the development. This is agreed would significantly limit the likely 
effects, in particular for residential occupants of properties, while nearer the site the general planting and 
overall heights involved is considered would mitigate against any glint and glare impacts. 

Agricultural Land: 
The Framework (2021) seeks to enable ‘the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-
based rural businesses’ (para. 84b), and for decisions to recognise “the wider benefits from natural capital and 
ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural 
land”. Footnote 53 states that ‘Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be 
necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher quality.’

The Framework Annex 2 Glossary says that the best and most versatile agricultural land includes grades 1, 2 
& 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification. The Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), paragraph: 001 
Reference ID: 8-001-20190721 Revision date: 21 07 2019 says: The best and most versatile land is defined 
as Grades 1, 2 & 3a. 

The NPPG provides supplementary advice. The PPG includes specific advice on large scale ground-mounted 
solar photovoltaic farms. In terms of the location of such proposals, the PPG advocates the effective use of 
land by focusing large scale solar farms on previously developed and non-agricultural land. Where a proposal 
involves greenfield land paragraph: 013 ref. ID: 5-013-20150327 advises local planning authorities should 
consider the following factors: 
• The proposed use of any agricultural land is necessary. 
• That poorer quality land has been used in preference to higher quality land. 
• That the proposal allows for continued agricultural use and/ or encourages biodiversity improvements 

around arrays. 

Paragraph 174 of the Framework states: Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment by (b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and 
the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of 
the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland. 

The Agricultural Land Classification Report submitted with the application states that 60% of the land is 
classified as grade 3b. This represents land capable of producing moderate yields of a narrow range of crops 
principally cereals & grass or lower yields of a wide range of crops or high yields of grass which can be grazed 
or harvested over most of the year. 

The use of the land for renewable energy production is not P considered to conflict with the NPPF. However, 
a not inconsiderable 39% of the land is 3a, with 1% of the land is classified as other land. . 

Policy SWDP13 refers to the effective use of land stating that Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land 
is a strategic asset and that where development would result in the loss of more than two hectares of BMV 
land, it must be demonstrated that the development cannot be sited on non-BMV land. 

Despite local concerns that the solar array would result in the loss of agricultural land the applicant would 
argue that the sheep grazing retains a continued agricultural presence on the land that is a reasonable claim.

The submitted Environmental and Community Enhancement Proposals summarise the landowner’s vision and 
explains why they have proposed a solar farm on their land in seeking to secure a viable future for the farm. 
The solar farm with provision to continue grazing sheep means that there would be negligible impact on food 
security. From the farmer’s viewpoint the secure enclosures better protect the sheep that from time to time 
have been attached by dogs let loose within the public rights of way.

Parish Council response:
The Parish Council responses are noted and are considered within the relevant sub-headings of the officer 
report. While revised detail has been received in considering the individual consultee responses there has 
been no change made to the overall site’s layout or red outline. The works’ construction compound would 
involve Permitted Development that flows from the planning permission, in the event that this was 
forthcoming, and the compound would need to be removed once the construction phase was completed.



Other Matters: 
Climate Emergency: The ‘climate emergency’ declared by the Government, Malvern Hills District & Grimley 
Parish Council identifies what all new developments need to do to meet the challenge of Climate Change. 
Grimley Parish Council takes the applicant to task in terms of the council’s commitment in declaring a climate 
emergency. Clearly this involves a variety of measures & responses, including focusing on existing 
capabilities of carbon capture - the regeneration & rebuilding of natural ecosystems, contributing to drawing 
down carbon from the air into carbon stores in our soils, rather than the adoption of technologies not always 
suited to the landscape. This involves safeguarding the open countryside for its own sake & recognising the 
positive challenges that there are to the physical & mental well-being that is gained from accessing unspoilt 
countryside.

In February 2019, the Worcestershire Energy Strategy was published by Worcestershire Local Enterprise 
Partnership. The strategy includes targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions across the county by 50% -
against a 2005 baseline - by 2030, with an ambition to be net zero by 2040. Tripling renewable energy 
generation and doubling the low carbon economy are also key measures in the plan.

In July 2019, Malvern Hills District supported a motion for the Council to declare a Climate Emergency and 
prepare an action plan by way of response. The resulting plan - Destination Zero: Creating a greener and 
more sustainable Malvern Hills District represents the first stage in the council’s commitment to reduce carbon 
emissions within the district area to net zero.

The Council’s Destination Zero Annual Update 2021/22 states: Progress is measured against the amount of 
renewable energy generated in the district. This has been increasing steadily since the data became available 
in 2014 and, for the latest available data in 2020, the total capacity amounted to 13.6MW, an 125% increase 
in total. Almost 95% of this is generated from solar photovoltaics.

The SWDP contains policies to support the response to the climate emergency including requiring 40% green 
infrastructure (trees etc) on developments over a hectare and 20% under a hectare, that homes must be built 
to BREEAM environmental sustainability standards & that developers must use the most efficient gas boilers.
Planning Policy Guidance Climate Change, paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 6-001-20140306 refers to 
supporting the delivery of appropriately sited green energy, effective spatial planning is an important part of a 
successful response to climate change as it can influence the emission of greenhouse gases. In doing so, 
local planning authorities should ensure that protecting the local environment is properly considered alongside 
the broader issues of protecting the global environment. Planning can also help increase resilience to climate 
change impact through the location, mix and design of development.

The provision of solar farms is a significant resource. The National Planning Policy Framework emphasises 
that responding to climate change is central to the economic, social & environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development. 

Objectors have queried the number of homes that would be provided for. They question the applicant’s 
estimate for approximately 7000 homes that could be powered from the 25MW generated & that Government 
estimates suggest that 25 acres of solar panels would power around 1500 homes. The 80 acres site is 
therefore more likely to power around 4,800 homes. The Planning Officer notes other appeal decisions 
including a recent decision PP/B3030/W/21/3279533 where 49.9Mw was said could provide for approximately 
12,000 homes and APP/R3325/A/13/2209502 where approximately 3mw of electricity would be generated, 
enough to power 840 homes. Regardless of the precise figure and such vagaries as the British weather it is 
sufficient to acknowledge that the proposal supports Government objectives to source green energy sources 
and paragraph 158 of the Framework where this says: that even small-scale projects provide a valuable 
contribution to cutting greenhouse gas emissions.

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2011 
(EIA Regs) & The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Amendment) Regulations 
2017. The proposed development falls under point 3(a) of Schedule 2, which relates to industrial installations 
for the production of electricity, steam & hot water (unless included in Schedule 1). A Screening Opinion (ref: 
21/01039/SCR) as given by the council that an Environmental Statement was not required. 

Conclusion and Planning Balance: 
Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires that the LPA have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of the Listed Buildings. 

Notwithstanding the additional plant screening used in seeking to reduce the intervisibility between locations 
and mitigate for the ‘less than substantial’ harm that would be caused to the setting of the listed buildings; this 



would not remove the intervisibility, especially across the year, given the deciduous nature of the native 
species planting, and it is inevitable that the presence of the solar array would be visually more dominant 
during the long winter months and during the long period when seeking to establish the plant screening, when 
the relationship would be all the worse: this being emphasised by the location’s undeveloped rural setting. 

The ‘less than substantial’ harm to the special interest or setting of the identified heritage assets should be 
viewed in the order of low to mid-level harm, although the proposed development would be an alien and 
discordant feature within the pastoral setting of the Listed Buildings. As such, the fact that the overall scheme 
would be harmful to the setting of the heritage assets and would not therefore accord with the SWDP or 
national policy weights significantly against the proposal.  

The Framework sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development, and renewable energy 
development is central to achieving a sustainable future. The proposal would make a valuable contribution to 
cutting greenhouse gas emissions. The proposal seeks to generate power of approximately 25MW per annum 
that the applicant advises would generate sufficient power to support approximately 7,000 homes. In light of 
the guidance in the Framework, that even small-scale projects can provide a valuable contribution to cutting 
greenhouse gas emissions, significant weight attaches to this aspect of the proposal. It would contribute to the 
district council’s commitment towards national carbon neutral targets as set out in the Climate Change 
Declaration.

The scheme would generally maintain the site’s agricultural use in supporting farm diversification and seek to 
secure investment in biodiversity, notwithstanding that planning decisions should favour the effective use of 
Previously Developed Land and land of poorer agricultural quality in preference to that of a higher quality.

Biodiversity proposed habitat interventions and structural opportunities as part of the development could 
better link Monkwood SSSI to its hinterland that might be secured for the lifetime of the development, secured 
through appropriate conditions. The proposed ecological management regime reflects common practice in the 
development of solar farms. Set against that is the impact of construction noise, severance from tracks, the 
loss of existing established hedgerow and other factors detracting and the direct effect of the panels and 
ancillary equipment. Therefore, any beneficial impact of the proposed solar farm to the adjacent SSSI 
woodland would be at best minor to moderate over time. As such, limited to moderate weight might be given 
to the benefit arising through the additional planting of hedgerows and a wildflower meadow. 

The proposal is supported by the County Highway Authority although it is not clear that the approach roads 
being narrow for long stretches offers local users of the shared surfaces the security for horse riders to access 
the local lanes and bridlepaths during the construction phase for which the applicant relies on a one way 
system for their own use – but this would not remove the conflict with in particular the pedestrians and horse-
riders who necessarily have to make use of the rural lanes over a prolonged period during the construction 
phase. Local motorists may make use of the suggested one-way system despite the inconvenience that the 
re-direction engages, but it is reasonable to conclude that the horse rider cannot be passed for relatively long 
stretches, lacking the opportunity to step aside, where the physical roadside conditions do not permit this to 
enable the larger works vehicles to pass. There are potential highways impacts to which limited weight against 
the proposal attaches. 

Socio-economic benefits include employment during the relatively short construction phase and thereafter in 
the management and maintenance of the site. Limited weight attaches to this aspect of the proposal. 

The availability of a nearby grid connection in the site search and selection process is not a factor of any 
particular weight in the determination of the overall planning balance. The promotion of the site was founded 
on, among others, its easy access to the grid, as well as its lower visual impact. That might lead to the 
conclusion that there is no better site in the immediate locality, although it remains incumbent to consider the
site on merit in light of the main issues identified. 

The need for renewable or low carbon energy does not automatically override environmental protections. In 
this case, the harm caused to landscape character and visual amenity would be decisive. Although the site 
does not carry any form of landscape designation, the Framework identifies a need to recognise the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside in general. There is nothing to suggest that promoting a site outside 
an area with a higher status of protection attracts any material weight. 

The site engages localised harm, but significantly the site is also associated with the popular Monk Wood 
destination within a much less developed and thereby more sensitive countryside location, such that the 
proposal would result in a negative harm on the receptors of the footpaths and visitors to the area, whose 
perception and experience of the landscape tranquillity would be appreciative of the undeveloped character in 



Please see attached Draft Decision Notice

Member Involvement/ Consultation: Yes. In response to the ‘Neighbour’ support received, in accordance 
with the Council’s Scheme of Delegation, the Officer Report was sent to the Ward Member for their 
consideration. The Ward Member response was: ‘Despite being very in favour of solar generation I have to 
agree with your view that this site would on balance provide more harm than benefit and I would thus 
support your recommendation not to approve it.’

CIL Liable?: No 

Case Officer Initials: 

Date: 19 January 2022

this deeply rural location. The overall level of harm - the degree to which the proposal would have an adverse 
impact on the character and appearance of countryside merits significant weight.

The adverse impacts cannot be addressed satisfactorily on the site given the scale of development and the 
undeveloped character of the locality. The suggested planting mitigation measures would not be out of 
keeping, rather the associated semi-industrial presence would not be adequately addressed. Objectors might 
observe that the panels could simply be replaced after 40 years but that is difficult to predict. However, the 
scheme would have a marked impact on the locality over a considerable number of years and as such, the 
temporary nature of the development should not merit any material weight being given in its favour in the 
overall balance.

Policy SWDP27 acknowledges that the protection of important landscapes can conflict with the benefits of 
developing renewable energy schemes; and that renewable energy schemes will be tested on a case-by-case 
basis considering the diverse objectives of developing renewable energy schemes in the countryside and 
protecting and enhancing landscape character. On this basis local policies are considered closely aligned with 
the balance reflected through the Framework, when read as a whole, and to which significant weight should 
be attached.

At the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development which has three 
interdependent dimensions – economic, social and environmental. The proposal would not represent 
sustainable development in light of the harmful environmental impacts identified. 

When taken together and in considering the leisured, recreational use made of the surroundings by the 
receptors, the identified adverse impacts of the development would, on balance, outweigh the benefits of the 
scheme. It cannot be said to be sustainable development when assessed against the Framework as a whole.

As such, the proposal would be contrary to Policies SWDP2, SWDP6, SWDP21, SWDP25, SWDP24, 
SWDP27, and the guidance given in the Framework 

Recommendation: REFUSE



Response Deadline Date: 1700 Hours on - (Type Date Here)

RESPONSE FORM

21/01846/FUL

Proposal: Development of a solar farm with ancillary infrastructure, security fence, access, 
landscaping and continued agriculture, to generate power to feed into the local 
distribution network

Site: Birchall Green Farm, Sinton Green, Hallow, Worcester, WR2 6NT

Applicant: BRL Solar UK limited Town/Parish: Grimley CP

Ward: Hallow Ward

Councillor ____________________ responded on the (INSERT DATE on all copies).

I do not wish this application to be reported to committee and I am content for it to be dealt with under 
delegated powers as recommended.

Signed  ……………………………………………………

Dated    ……………………………………………………

I wish the application to be reported to .  The following planning issues are of concern:-

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….…...................

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….………….……

and I consider that this application should be debated in public.  In making this request I have not pre-
determined the matter and will consider very carefully the merits of all arguments and representations 
submitted in relation to the development proposal before making my decision.

Signed  ……………………………………………………

Dated    ……………………………………………………

Leon Carroll

Date:25 January 2023




