Spoken Representation by Dr Annetta Berry -) at OFHI.

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. i 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.! Tinsley et al. publishing in the Journal of Applied Ecology (2023)?* 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,? 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 2024* also advised that solar

! 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., Zsebdk, 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

4BSG Ecology 11 Jan 2024 ‘Do Solar Farms Affect Foraging & Commuting Bats?’ This was an

opinion piece on the Tinsley research.



https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14474
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14555

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.
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Image: Proposed siting of solar infrastructure on site 3, immediately adjacent to bat
hibernacula.
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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.
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Appeal A Ref: APP/L2630/C/03/1133535
Land off I

The appeal is made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by
the Planning and Compensation Act 1991,

The appeal is made by ||l 2zsinst an enforcement notice issued by South Norfolk
District Council.

The Council's references are SWOTH03/1670/F & CDE 03/0198.

The notice was issuod on 27 Oclober 2003

The breach of planning control as alleged in the notice is without planning permission change of use
of the land shown edged red on the plan attached to the notice from woodland 1o land for the
standing of caravans for residential and ancillary purposes.

The requirements of the notice are:

{1} Cease the use of the land for the standing of resadential caravans.

(1) Remove the caravans from the site.

The period for compliance with the requirements is three months.

The appeal is proceeding on the grounds set out in section 174(2)(a) of the 1990 Act.

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed and the enforcement notice is upheld with

corrections.

Appeal B Ref: APP/L2630/A/03/1133682

Land off Barondale

s  The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against a refusal to
ot et -

*  Theappeal is made by | aginst the decision of South Norfolk District Council.

. mwﬂﬂﬂﬂmummnmm,mmuwwzn

. NMMhhmﬂqﬂMNﬂmhhmdﬁ ily for
residential purposes.

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed.

Procedural Maitlers

The notice alleges an unauthorised material change of use of the land, but at paragraph 4
refers to the breach of planning control having arisen within the last four years. Having
regard to the provisions of section 171B(3) of the 1990 Act as amended, the time limit for
taking enforcement against an unauthorised change of use is ten years. That is the period
which should have been referred to at paragraph 4 of the notice. 1 consider this error can be
corrected without causing injustice to any party. | shall, therefore, exercise my powers and
correct the notice accordingly.
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Introduction

m—-—:ﬁ-uhmuwu nacure of the
managoment of Spring Wood proposed by owner This i a brief cutiine plan
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Ancient woodiand st that was condlerised i the 1960

Current detalled survey isformation i not svallshle at time of writing. No reconds exdst of
Foresiry Commission plunting plans. A survey newds tn be undertalen (o detdl areas of
differing species. and ground conditions through the woodtand in order o Grget
rmanagement. For the purposes of ths maragement phin use has bete rade of skl
photograpiny that bas had some ground truthing.

Although thers appears to be little in the woodiand of mationally sgnifcant wildide vahee
there sre signs of lacent potential.  There are indications that sugpest sucoessiul long term
restoration i possible, providing benefit for local biodieersity, throegh sympathetic
management of the woodlund,  Detrping suitable manspernent will reduce this potercal.

The woodtand & sdpoent oo Hardwick Asrfukd and wa used 21 o bovobs dumg durng Wiorkd
War Il Smoe dee conler planting the woodlund was uled for holday home tyle satic
caravans for 3 tme, and n the [790s travellers. were resident in the wood.

Current site condition
See appended Current Stowe rmap
Woodland
*  There i one surviving anceent woodiand remran on the western side of the wood,
Boundasied by ditches and 3 woodbank. There are fine oak pollurds, standard cala,
barge hornbeam coppice sools and harel. An ancient rack Longaore Lane runs
through the raddie of thes Mamow ST

* There are poor quality conifer trees troughout the nest of the wood,
stands exisr but much of the: planting has fuled. o s

Where plasting has fafled in very wet areas there is 2 dominance of ssllow and birch,
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M-ﬁmummmﬂ“mﬂ

There are sl many oak standards
mﬂ*mm nd cxher salf-soaded sapings inchuding

Rides

* Concreted during the 19405 s part of the Hardwick

the concrene has since been Muad and removed Airfield infrastructure: moss of
*  Partly a5 3 resul of the

oncreting the
cnopy is _unﬁduﬁﬂ::::::"-‘“ The tres
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Spring Wood, Herrgeall Green 0 e 2005
Managesnerd. Pl

*  Due o the hewvy clry submtrame snd the compaction resditing from concreting aad
e of heemvy wehictes. the rides are olten under several inches of water. 'z

Ponds
. hhpﬂ-m*whrﬂ-ll-hu“_ilhﬁr E
long periods. L
Bomb shelters P
& There sre 3 dershict souctures, tveo bovel thelers snd & thind unrooled buliding k
Rubbish
e Asa remsk of residentisl use over the last 3040 years there is 3 signiicant amount
of fy-Gpped rubbish o be daposed of.

Objectives of management

- hmﬂ“hﬂ_ﬂnﬁdﬁwﬁd
- Tnﬂ-“m-q—:hﬁum

Management recommendations
Sew apperded mhﬁﬂ*mﬂmdﬂ

Anclent woodland remnant
Whﬂh“hu“d-ﬁmhh‘dﬂhﬁ_m
of the woodiand. wﬂﬁmﬂhnnpﬁﬂm&#dt
e of excinting cver-sood pollerds. hornbeam coppice sEools regquie UG

to ensble them o negenerste onoe coppiced and 30 should probebly be undertaleen
ahong wich the clasrance of the neighbouring comparument.

Ride widening / creation
Sceme inicial ride widening is airesdy in process through the spplication for 3 felling koence.

Further ride widening b proposed to orsate four wide consenaton rides meetng ot 3
coniral glade. These rides would be lept open and mown on &n wwwal or banmal roction
wich all cut rmaterial removed.

A serist of new rides are proposed o enable easler access for the extraction of coppice
'_ . -‘I.h-"m The positioning of these rides has been partial

by the existing tres cover; an efort has been made to compose Compartments
that currendy have similar species composition throughout.

Mangperment compartments have been
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Broadieaf dominated compartments

Miﬂhﬁuhm*-_ﬂﬂl_-.
of these areas will promote the ratural regeneration of the coppice woodiand

hﬁuﬂhwddr-ﬁmﬂhn-ﬂl-ﬁh

Given the right crosmstances. species such a4 harnbearn and hazel will come to dorrinate

wﬁﬂﬂ#ﬂﬂwhmﬂﬂ.ﬂ—ﬂ-mi

Fazed wlll cortanly hedp.

Conifer removal
Dﬂhpﬂduiﬁmqﬁﬂmﬁmiﬂhmﬂ-ﬁ
cce could however take snother 40 years. In those areas of dense coniiars where there
are few sgns of broadiea orees it s Mh_ﬂiﬂh-ﬁﬂﬂ-ﬂ
iﬂnﬂhhhmﬁdhﬂhﬂ.

in sl other aneas chere s & presumpuion that all conifers will be removed as a part of the
M*MW

h_ﬂmpﬂﬂhuﬂnhﬂulﬂ syscem aliowing access rides o be
Mhhmwﬂ_mn-mnﬂhﬂ

Deer control

Dieer numbers are escaliting scross the region. For coppicing to be fessible deer comrol &
A combination of culling and electric fencing (2 used by Norfollc Vil Trust)
shensid allow numbers. 10 be restricied to 3 sustainable level

Bomb shelters

The bomi shelters fiood during high water table levels. These present a hazard to children
and visiors to the wood.

It bt proposed thar these thould be dosed up 1o prevent haman sooess and provide te
necessary measures to aliow use as bat hibernacula.

Clearing rubbish

The srmadl thps chat wre susted in variout
b places through the wood will need to be removed

Other activities
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Hempnall Green Norfolk

* Protected Species Assessment November 2013*

INTRODUCTION
Brief

Mick Finnemore was approached hy-a carry oul a protected
species assessment of the above land prior o submitting an application for 4off

caravan pitches,

An initial site survey was carried out on the 24 November 2012 by [N
assess the potential of bats and great cresied newis ogether with an
assessment of the botanical value of the site and the effect of the proposed

development on them. A funther visit by MF accompanied b}r_wls
carried out on 26 November 2013 to take temperature and humidity readings.

Site Location
I s locatcd approximately 5.5km directly east of Long Stratton in
south Norfolk on the southem edige of the hamlet of Hempnall Green and can be

accessed off Spring Lane at grid ref [l See Fig 1 Appendix 1y

Site Description
The proposed development site | s por of o [EEEEEEEEEEE
county wildiife sit [ Ellland consists of approximatelyl 6ha (39acre) of
regencrating ash'hombeam woodland, soft wood plantations, grassy rides and
concrete hard standing along with 2 former 1l World War underground concrete
bunkers associated with USAAF and headquarters for 20th Combat Bombardment
Wing of the 2d Bomb Division,

The 1946 black and uﬁiwam':;phowpaph shows the site criss-crossed with
AUMETOUs concrete runways and taxiways with approximately 6 ‘pan handle’
milhwd::'iprh; Wood was used mainly for bomb and ammunition
storage. From the mid 1945 onward when the USAAF ceased operational use

present owner who is involved in aetively managin a the woodlond for herdwoods
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Building No 2 Former Wartime Bunker
A small 2nd World War concrete
underground bunker constructed between
1941 and 1942 situated to the west of the
main concrete track near the road entrance -
¢l 10m from the charcoal elamps (ENE
direction). (See lower right and left)

It iz of similar size to building Mo 1 (e ¢2m
wide x 2.5m high x | 2m long) although it
differs in having roof vent sealed by a
latticed concrete slab, this feature and the

dog-legged doorway ensured complete
darkness at the end furthest from the door,

A light meter gave a reading of 0 lumens
approximately Im m from the doorway.

The floor which was accessed via a set of
steps was relatively clear of artefacts and
covered with approximately 30mm of water
ihoughi iv have onginated via ground waic
percolating through cracks in the concrete
floor which promoted the vital damp
internal conditions. Numerous Herald Moths Peacock butterflies and midges were
evident on the walls and ceiling.

At approximately 3m from the far end were
two hibenating Daubentons, roosting on
opposite sides of the bunker on a lip of
concree on the wall. (a product of seepage via
the timber shuttering) (See lower right)

Two further bats a third Daubentons and a
Matterers were recorded roosting in the laice
work of the concrele slab, (See right page 7)
On some concreie slabs below were
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approximately 30 old droppings
perhaps from a night roost.

The temperature inside the
bunker on the second visil was
7.8% (120" extemal) with a
relative humidity of 75%.

{See Figure 3 Appendix I11) -
High probability of bat interest.

i3 Hibernation Checks
Two of the bats (most likely all)
. had been present from at least 6
November 2013 when they were observed during a site visit,

It is planned to conduct 273 further
{monthly) surveys throughout the
winler.

34  Great Crested Newts (GCN)
Two ponds (Ponds A and B) were
recorded within 200m of the proposed
developinent with a funther pond at
c400m. (See Appendix 11 - Figure 2)

Whalst the Habitat Suitability Index
(H51) for great crested newts is
primarily for use in the summer months
it can be used outside this penod o
roughly assess ponds whilst some accuracy problems will be encountered an
indication as to the need for

further surveys can be gain.
{See Table | Appendix V)

341  Aquatic habitats
Pond A — a small shallow
(e300mm deep) figure of
eight pond recently
excavated by the current
owner in 2006 , some
vegetation and Toad spawn
was introduced shortly afier
e PpErp ey frrin = I“E'?'
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RESULTS (Bats)

Building No 1 - Former
Wartime Bunker

A small 2nd World War
conerete underground bunker
constructed between 1941 and
1942 and situated
approximately 150mm south-
west of the proposed
development site (Sec right
and centre left)

It was initially built above
" ground with the sumounding soil being
partly heaped-up around the structure and
measures ¢ 12m Jong with the intemal
dimensions of ¢2m wide x €2.5m high.
intemnally the bunker was relatively clean
and the walls were quite smooth and it
appearcd to be dry although according to
Mr Hollis the bunker had contained a
sinall amount of surfece water in the past.

Apart from a south facing doorway a
further opening cG0mm square was
present in the roofline at the opposite end

of the bunker - together, both openings gave a
high degree of imemal illumination and
allowed the intemal temperature to mirror that

of the outside temperature, the rapid through
movement of air also had a drying effect,

Whilst in its present condition it is doubtful
that it would be used by bats in the winter
huwemilhullwpﬂlmudmbcumdul
night perch during the summer, — Low
probability of bat interest.





































summer (matemity or other) bat roosts, in particular for the rare Barbastelle bat

« Summer surveys must therefore be undertaken prior to the determination of this
application, in accordance with the recognised guidance.

Detailed comments relating to great crested newts

time GCM population mmﬂdhuﬁnﬂhmmhwm
duty cannot be discharged.
# No surveys to assess { absence of GCN or 1o assess population size in ponds

has provided no distance it can be assumed from the text / Figure 2 that this is so). As is
evidenced by the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines and NE's Standing Advice
Species Sheet on GCN (seclion 4.1), ME expects ponds within 500m of a development
site to be surveyed,

* A fourth pond is also present at reference TM25139183, approximately 155m south east
of the development site. This is however not mentioned in the Report This is a
significant omission,

+ Two of the three ponds noted in the Report are stated to be within 170m of the
mmmmummmpmmmnmnmum

fo the development site. Furthermore Pond A is stated to contain smooth newts, so it is
clearly suitable for amphibians,

. mmmmmhwmhmmnanapw

- By contrast the Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines state “ponds should
not be excluded [from surveying] because | :
oven hoaviy shaded ponds mey Smply hey appear unsuitable;

superficially
still support newts..* (pg 22). In addition the Forestry

[ R



« Commission | NE Guidance on managing Gﬁlhmﬂl\dhw (dated 8 October
mmmu'mmhm-mhmﬁm

. significantly, both the Report (section 4.2) and [l the Councirs ecologist)
mmunmﬁuﬂrdﬁcﬂmnhMHhm.\
'mmmmmﬂmmhmﬂhmwmm. This
mmmmuwwnmmmummmm
uhmm:—mmmmmmn#
mmmmumhwﬂ-u'fwmmm“hmm
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Therefore the Report's conclusion -tmuuﬂ*muummummm

2013, Therefore GCN are clearly present in the vicinity.
Further shortcomings of the Report

Finally, in addition to the above, there are further shortcomings of the Report which are far
from helpful:

+ There is confusion over which ponds are Ponds A, B and C (see section 3.4 in relation to
Figure 2) and hwﬂmtﬂhhm1lnd2{rdundlﬂhucﬁm3.42).

. Mhﬁumwmw' are buildings
retation to Figure 2). 1 and 2 (see section 4.1 in



Result: The caravans were retained but the four traveller pitches were withdrawn.




Spoken Representation by Dr Annetta Berry (-) at OFH1.

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. i 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.! Tinsley et al. publishing in the Journal of Applied Ecology (2023)? 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, 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 2024* also advised that solar

! 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., Zsebok, 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

4BSG 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_. Records from_, who did this installation

and subsequently monitored it, to follow at deadline 1.
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Hardwick Airfield 16 April 1946 showing bomb loading locations (associated bunkers
beneath) along the north-western edge of Spring Wood.
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Image: Proposed siting of solar infrastructure on site 3, immediately adjacent to bat

hibernacula.



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
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