
Appendix 3

Since this application last came to committee a number of of concerns have been dealt 
with.

Portsmouth Water have withdrawn their objection and are content with this application with 
the addition of their conditions.

Hampshire County Council highways are content that with conditions this is reasonable 
application.

I still have concerns. 

This site is in the countryside and is very close to Clanfield Observatory which has 
international recognition - in fact two of the telescopes on site have been given official 
recognition and codes by the International Minor Planet Centre in USA for the positional 
accuracy of observations of Asteroids taken at the observatory. This means the 
observations are of high standard and will be accepted by professional astronomers world-
wide. Any lighting at this site must be low level no more than 1metre and only to be used in 
emergency so that it does not interfere with this observatories important work. This site is 
only just outside the SDNP and should support its Dark Skies policy.

This site is in the countryside. The development planned is not attractive and out of place 
in the countryside if it goes ahead it must be screened with a bund and planting of a 
variety of native mature trees not less than 5 metres tall. The provision of both these 
features will help mitigate any potential noise from this site. Residents do not want to see 
this site, they do not wish it to be an objective that it will not be seen in thirty years they 
want efficient screening as quickly as possible.

This site is in the countryside but it is overlooked by residents and noise is a real problem. 
There is already the infamous ‘Lovedean Hum’ coming from the power station. It can be 
heard as far away as Catherington. Permission for a solar farm in Lovedean was given 
three years ago and the community was very worried about any increase in noise 
particularly from the inverters. They were assured that any noise would be negligible. This 
proved to be not the case and it took a further two years to install the equipment to deal 
with the problem. This must not be allowed to happen again. Councillor Evans has 
suggested

"The acoustic report shall be carried out by suitably qualified and experienced 
persons who are independent of the applicant and of the company who produced 
the noise assessments for the application. EHDC require to vet and approve whoever is 
proposed by the applicant in advance of their appointment. Reason - To ensure public 
confidence in the impartiality of the report.
 
Noise testing must be carried out when the storage facility is operating at its maximum 
energy transfer rate. Reason - Noise is created in proportion to the rate of energy transfer."

This must underlined with a clear and enforceable condition.

This site which is in the countryside holds a grade 3 agricultural classification, it is 
described as medium clay loam and has been used for growing crops for longer than can 
be remembered. It is adjacent to the South Downs National Park. It is a piece of land that 
is visible from a distance and can be seen from as far afield as Portsdown Hill. It is 
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adjacent to a public footpath. This development represents industrial development in the 
countryside.

It is not right to allow this industrial style development to intrude on any important working 
agricultural land in the countryside which we have policies to protect and a duty to do so.

And for these reasons I propose refusal on the following grounds

The site comprises a field in an open and elevated position and in close proximity to a 
public footpath. The proposed energy storage system comprises containers and structures 
that would result in an industrialised appearance to site and would cause harm to the 
visual appearance of the area, particularly for users of the public footpath and the rural 
character of the area. The harm to the landscape outweighs the benefits of the scheme 
and the proposed landscape screening would provide insufficient mitigation. 

The proposal is therefore contrary to policies CP1, CP19 and CP20 of the East Hampshire 
District Joint Core Strategy, policies T4 and UI1 of the East Hampshire District Local Plan: 
Second Review.


