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Good afternoon. My name is Annetta Berry. I am speaking today in my personal capacity as a 
local resident. 

I object to East Pye Solar in its entirety. Like Norfolk Wildlife Trust, I believe it seeks to 
reshape our ‘nature dense’ landscape and poses a risk to the nationally important ecological 
network of South Norfolk. I am particularly concerned about bats.  

I live near Spring Wood, adjoining Site 3. Spring Wood is an area of ancient replanted 
woodland and occupies part of the former Second World War airfield at RAF and USAAF 
Hardwick. 

The northern edge of Spring Wood, which directly adjoins Site 3, was the location of the 
former heavy bomb dump. A number of underground wartime bunkers survive within this 
area. Approximately thirty years ago, those bunkers were deliberately converted by  

 of the Norfolk Bat Group for use as bat hibernacula.  has given me all of his 
records relating to the site in an effort to protect this habitat. 

Spring Wood is bat habitat which has been deliberately protected and enhanced over decades 
for the benefit of rare bats, within a wider landscape of ancient woodland, historic 
hedgerows, dark skies and feeding habitat. It is also home to Barbastelles. 

The Spring Wood hibernacula support Daubenton’s and Natterer’s bats, both members of the 
Myotis genus.1 Tinsley et al. publishing in the Journal of Applied Ecology (2023)2 found 
statistically significantly lower activity of Myotis bats along field boundaries at solar PV sites 
than at matched control sites. A further study by Barré et al., published in the same journal in 
2024,3 found reduced feeding-habitat quality and altered flight and feeding behaviour at solar 
farms, and specifically concluded that the mitigation hierarchy should begin by avoiding such 
sites. A subsequent BSG Ecology review in January 20244 also advised that solar 

 
1 Norfolk Biodiversity information Service also records soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle at site 3. 
2 Findings: The activity of six of eight species/species groups analysed was negatively affected by solar PV panels, 
suggesting that loss and/or fragmentation of foraging/commuting habitat is caused by ground-mounted solar PV 
panels. Activity of Myotis and serotine was reduced at boundaries. Activity of Plecotus and soprano pipistrelle 
was reduced in field centres. Activity of Nyctalus and common pipistrelle was reduced at both landscape locations. 
Mean activity for these species at solar sites vs control sites was up to 7.3 x lower (common pipistrelle in open 
habitats).  Tinsley, E.,  Froidevaux, J. S. P.,  Zsebők, S.,  Szabadi, K. L., &  Jones, G. (2023).  ‘Renewable 
energies and biodiversity: Impact of ground-mounted solar photovoltaic sites on bat activity’. Journal of Applied 
Ecology,  60,  1752–1762. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14474.. E. Tinsley PhD University of Bristol, 2024 
Abstract quote: ‘Abstract Summary:  There needs to be a nationally coordinated approach to avoid siting solar 
farms in areas which are ecologically sensitive’. 
3 Barré, K.,  Baudouin, A.,  Froidevaux, J. S. P.,  Chartendrault, V., &  Kerbiriou, C. (2024).  ‘Insectivorous bats 
alter their flight and feeding behaviour at ground-mounted solar farms.’ Journal of Applied Ecology,  61,  328–
339. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14555 
4 BSG Ecology 11 Jan 2024 ‘Do Solar Farms Affect Foraging & Commuting Bats?’ This was an 
opinion piece on the Tinsley research.  
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infrastructure should be sensitively located away from valuable bat foraging habitat and 
known roosts.  

The Applicant’s own surveys identify the wider East Pye landscape as of national importance 
for bats, with Annex II European Protected Species, barbastelles the third most prevalent 
species and found at every survey site. Surveys by the Norfolk Barbastelle Study Group 
reveal multiple maternity colonies of barbastelles across this same landscape with core 
sustenance zones overlapping the entire scheme footprint.  

It is unclear how favourable conservation status for bats can be maintained in the face of the 
landscape-wide threat of this scheme. Norfolk Wildlife Trust has already recommended 
removal of Site 3 from the development both at statutory consultation and in its relevant 
representation. The Applicant has not accepted that recommendation; it continues to rely 
instead upon buffers, and later detailed design. It contradicts itself in describing the current 
habitat as ‘sub-optimal’ yet also admits it is of national importance for bats. 

I therefore respectfully ask the Examining Authority to require the Applicant to explain why 
solar-generating infrastructure remains proposed immediately beside a long-established bat 
hibernation site, within a wider landscape already recognised as of national importance for 
bats, when the majority of peer-reviewed research suggests this will be detrimental to bats. 

It is my submission that East Pye Solar in its entirely should be rejected. However, if the 
wider East Pye Solar Scheme were otherwise to proceed, I respectfully submit that Site 3 
should be secured as a coherent area of permanent bat habitat protection, restoration and 
enhancement. 

I would also ask the Examining Authority to seek Natural England’s express view on that 
approach and to require a proper assessment of the functional role of Spring Wood, the 
hibernacula and Site 3 within the wider bat population before any conclusion is reached that 
development here can safely be mitigated. 

This is a location where habitat has already been protected deliberately for decades. In my 
submission, the appropriate response is not to disturb that habitat and then attempt to 
compensate for the consequences. It is to avoid the harm in the first place. 

Thank you. 

 

Photos and maps on following pages. 



 

Image: WWII Bunker at Spring Wood converted to a bat hibernaculum by Norfolk Bat 
Group. Image Copyright Tony Tilson.  



  

Hardwick Airfield 16 April 1946 showing bomb loading locations (associated bunkers 
beneath) along the north-western edge of Spring Wood. 



 

Image: Proposed siting of solar infrastructure on site 3, immediately adjacent to bat 
hibernacula. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service public information about Springwood (25/09/2026) 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CONFIDENTIAL Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service restricted information about 
Springwood (25/09/2026). REDACT THIS PAGE BEFORE PUBLICATION ONLINE 

 



Records from , formerly of Norfolk Bat Group, who did the Springwood bat 
hibernaculum conversions in the 1980s and subsequently monitored them. 

 













 



























 











































 

Result: The caravans were retained but the four traveller pitches were withdrawn. 
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beneath) along the north-western edge of Spring Wood. 
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From:
To: East Pye Solar; info@eastpyesolar.co.uk
Cc:
Subject: Schipol Airport Glint and Glare
Date: 17 September 2026 17:52:00

Dear East Pye Solar,

Following on from my reference in the hearing this afternoon about glint and glare and
Schipol/Amsterdam Airport, I attach the below summary. 

I am surprised you were unaware of this example as I also discussed it in my response to
Statutory Consultation over a year ago. Here it is again.

I also copy in the ExA to this email so they have access to the same information. 
 (GAAC) and I discussed the Schipol case at the time, but I am copying her in here

as well so she is also aware you have been sent this same evidence yet again.

Best wishes,
Annetta Berry.

The Schiphol Case: Summary of the Enforcement
In early 2025, Schiphol Airport identified significant glare incidents originating from
the De Groene Energie Corridor (DGEC) solar park, located adjacent to the airport’s
operational flight paths. The facility, comprising nearly 230,000 solar panels, was designed
to deliver sustainable energy to local infrastructure but had not been adequately assessed
for aviation glint and glare risks.
Glare from the panels was reported by pilots and air traffic controllers during morning and
afternoon hours, with particular issues affecting operations on the Polderbaan and
Zwanenburgbaan runways. In March 2025, Schiphol was forced to close the Polderbaan
runway daily between 10 a.m. and 12 p.m. due to the visibility hazard. The airport
subsequently warned that continued glare could jeopardise operations from late August
2025 onward, potentially incurring over €300 million in economic losses.
Following legal proceedings, a Dutch court ordered the removal of 78,000 panels in two
phases - half by 1 September and the remainder by 15 October 2025. Despite the operators
proposing mitigation measures, including the application of anti-reflective film, Schiphol
and the court determined that removal was the only viable solution to eliminate the risk to
aviation safety.
The enforcement underscores the need for comprehensive glint and glare assessments prior
to approval and installation of solar energy developments in the vicinity of airports.

mailto:info@eastpyesolar.co.uk
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnltimes.nl%2F2025%2F08%2F04%2Fsolar-firm-warns-bankruptcy-risk-schiphol-enforces-panel-removal-flight-safety&data=05%7C02%7Ceastpyesolar%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7Cb0384671f7d046b58e2808df14dbfb33%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C0%7C0%7C639252607198230439%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hYylMo5cFkN8IB%2BrnSfonRNAag0RDh6fXgVdBW0T9m0%3D&reserved=0
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