
 

C/O Hatch Cottage 
Church Road 
Tadley 
Hampshire RG26 3AX 

 
  14 February 2021 

Katherine Fitzherbert-Green 
Planning Officer 
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
London Road 
Basingstoke RG21 4AH 
 
Dear Ms Fitzherbert-Green, 

Re: Planning Application 20/03403/FUL – Installation of renewable led energy generating 
station, comprising ground-mounted photovoltaic solar arrays, battery-based electricity 
storage containers together with substation, inverter/transformer stations, site accesses, 
internal access tracks, security measures, access gates, other ancillary infrastructure, 
landscaping biodiversity enhancements including a Forest School, associated car parking 
and Nature area – site at Minchens Lane, Bramley, Hampshire 

 
I am writing on behalf of CPRE, the Countryside Charity, to register our strong objection to the above 
application. 
 
Whilst we recognise the benefits of providing energy from renewable sources, the proposal in this 
case is of such a size and scale that it would have an irretrievable detrimental impact on a huge area 
of countryside. No measures could be put in place which would mitigate the permanent adverse 
effect on the local landscape character and rural nature of the proposed site.  This proposal would 
amount to the industrialisation of the countryside on a massive scale. 
 
It is hard to imagine a proposal which would be in greater conflict with the provisions of the 
Basingstoke & Deane Local Plan, in particular Policy EM1 – Landscape which states that 
“Development will be permitted only where it can be demonstrated, through an appropriate 
assessment that the proposals are sympathetic to the character and visual quality or visual amenity 
of the landscape likely to be affected”. The policy goes on to say that “Development proposals must 
also respect the sense of place, sense of tranquillity or remoteness, and the quiet enjoyment of the 
landscape from public rights of way.” This policy alone provides sufficient grounds for refusal. 
 
A development of such scale as that proposed would inevitably have a significantly adverse effect on 
wildlife habitats and biodiversity and would therefore be in conflict with Policy EM4. In terms of the 
impact on biodiversity, high grade agricultural land, the landscape and visual appearance and traffic 
generation, it is difficult to see how this proposal can be compliant with Policy EM8.  EM8 also has a 
presumption in favour of previously developed land as opposed to Greenfield land, which the 
application site is. 
 
Paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires planning policies and 
decisions to “contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment” by “protecting and 



enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils”; by “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” and by “minimising impacts on and providing net gains 
for biodiversity”.  Additionally, NPPF Paragraph 171, 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 higher quality.” Given that the application site includes higher quality 
agricultural land and encroaches on and is adjacent to several woodland Sites of Importance for 
Nature Conservation (SINC), it would not comply with these NPPF policies. 
 
The proposal does not comply with policies in the Bramley Neighbourhood Plan (NP), in particular 
RE3 – Protection and Enhancement of the Natural Environment which states that “Development 
proposals will only be permitted if significant harm to biodiversity and/or geodiversity (including 
important trees, hedgerows and woodland identified in Appendix E to this NP and illustrations 6e (i), 
6e (ii) and 6f can be avoided.” Illustration 6e (i) identifies the application site as “Priority Habitat – 
Woodland”.  
 
Returning to the issue of renewable energy sources, there are many examples of small scale ‘solar 
farms’ in the Borough and elsewhere which are not significantly intrusive in the countryside.  
Providing ‘green’ energy should not and need not be at the cost of the destruction of the 
countryside.  
 
For these reasons, we respectfully request that you refuse this application. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Des O’Donnell 
CPRE Hampshire 
North Hampshire District Group 


