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MINUTES FOR THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING OF EYE TOWN COUNCIL held in the Council Chamber, Eye Town Hall, on Monday 16th March 2026 at 6.30pm

Members in attendance: Cllr’s Brandon, Smith, Ager, and Gary Rowland (co-opted resident member)
Also present – Town Clerk and 1 member of the public

1. Apologies and Approval of Absences 
Cllr. Walker - apologies received, accepted
Cllr. Ahearne – apologies received, accepted
Cllr. Foulger – apologies received, accepted
Cllr. Crispin – no apologies received, not accepted

2. Members’ Declarations of Interest and Consideration of Requests for Dispensations
There were none.

3. Declarations of Lobbying
There were none.

4. Site visits 
Some sites had been visited by Cllr. Smith, Cllr. Brandon and Mr Rowland.

5. Public participation

Meeting closed for public participation.  Formal Planning Agenda was as followed: -
6. To discuss any matters arising from the previous minutes and approve the Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held in January 2026. No matters arising, Cllr. Brandon proposed and Cllr. Ager seconded. In favour.

7. To receive and comment on planning applications and applications for listed building consent and Notifications of Reserved Planning Matters received in the last month. 
a. DC/26/00786|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/23/05929 - Condition 3 (PROW Construction Management Plan)|Land At Eye Airfield Castleton Way Eye Suffolk
Comments: No comment.
b. DC/26/00694|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/24/03826 - Conditions 7 (Biodiversity Enhancement Strategy)|30 Wellington Road Eye Suffolk IP23 7BE
Comments: No comments.
c. DC/26/00881|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/23/05641- Condition 5 (Joinery Details), Condition 7 (Boundary Walls, piers and gates) and Condition 16 (Land adjacent to 29 Church Street)|Site Of Former Paddock House Wellington Road Eye Suffolk
Comments: GR suggested that the path doesn’t meet the regs. Objection to be collated and submitted.
d. DC/26/00824|Application to determine if prior approval is required for a proposed: Change of use from Commercial, Business and Service (Use Class E), or betting office or pay day loan shop to mixed use including up to two flats (Use Class C3) Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) - Schedule 2, Part 3, Class G - Conversion of first floor to 1 No. flat|Lawrence House Magdalen Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7AJ
Comments: No objection.
e. DC/25/05374|Planning Application. Use of land for the stationing of 8No residential static caravans (retention of)|Light Sussex Farm Hoxne Road Eye IP23 7NJ
Comments: Objection. Cllr. Brandon proposed and Cllr. Ager seconded. Recommend to FTC.

https://planning.baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk/online-applications/  Search by the reference number.

8. To consider any planning determinations and appeals received in the last month, to be noted. 
a. DC/26/00431|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/23/05929 - Condition 8 (Material Schedule)|Land At Eye Airfield Castleton Way Eye SuffolkGranted
b. DC/26/00380|Application for a Lawful Development Certificate for a Proposed Use or Development - Conversion of first floor to 1no. dwelling (Ground floor to remain as shop)|Lawrence House Magdalen Street Eye Suffolk IP23 7AJWithdrawn
c. DC/26/00553|Discharge of Conditions Application for 3563/15 - Part discharge of Condition 12 (Renewables) for phase 2 only.|Land At Eye Airfield Castleton Way Eye SuffolkGranted
d.  DC/26/00364|Discharge of Conditions Application for DC/23/05929 - Discharge of Conditions 4 (Pedestrian and Cycle Connections) and 5 (Estate roads and footpaths).|Land At Eye Airfield Castleton Way Eye SuffolkPart Granted/Part Refused

Item 8 a-d noted.
 
9. ECO Power Solar Farm – update
An 8 page objection was sent on behalf of the council. See appendix 1.

10. Paddock House site – naming of the new roads
Paddock Close, was preferred. Town Clerk to inform MSDC of preference.

11. Eye Neighbourhood Plan – update
On the 14th April 2026 a 4 hour workshop would be taking place in relation to reviewing Eye’s NHP.

12. Unacceptable off-site flood risks – Land at Eye Airfield
A resident/retired developer spoke to the committee. A drawing was presented regarding the layout of where the detention basin is/going to be and showed the new bungalows that had recently been built. He had a meeting on site with two flood representatives from SCC, they wouldn’t believe anything that had been said. That interaction generated a second complaint as what is being proposed is going to cause flooding as the proposed pipeline to get to the detention basin will not work due to how the water will be bypassed, it will cause flooding to the surrounding properties instead.
Cllr. Brandon asked if there was a requirement for storm drains.  It was suggested that permeable paving should have been installed. Current detention basin is undersized by 30%.  Concerns raised also for what would go into Lamsey Beck.
Request, the resident/retired developer would like ETC to write a letter to SCC Chief Executive (they dealt with his second complaint). Framlingham’s email that they submitted to the CE at SCC would be sent over to the town council. Need to include surface water as well as foul water. 

13. Consideration of any planning applications or decisions received since the agenda was prepared. There were none.

14. Next meeting Monday, 13th April 2026 @ 6:30pm.

15. Meeting closed at 19.33 

Signed by Chair/Vice-Chair:……………………………………….. Dated:…………………………..

Appendix 1

EYE TOWN COUNCIL
Pre-Application Response to EcoPower Suffolk Solar Farm Proposals
(Scoping and Emerging Scheme Design)
Date: 20/02/2026

1. Introduction
Eye Town Council (“the Council”) submits this response in relation to the emerging proposals by EcoPower Suffolk for a large-scale solar farm development.
The Council recognises the national need for renewable energy infrastructure and the role solar generation can play in meeting decarbonisation objectives. However, the Council’s responsibility at pre-application stage is to ensure that:
· Consultation fulfils its statutory purpose;
· Sensitive receptors are properly identified and Heritage and historic assets are protected;
· The environmental assessment is appropriately scoped;
· The evidence base is robust and proportionate;
· Socio-economics of the town and the villages within the parish are not negatively impacted;
· Any future Development Consent Order (DCO) contains clear and enforceable controls.
At present, the Council considers that significant information gaps and unresolved impacts remain.

2. Adequacy of Consultation and Information
The purpose of pre-application consultation under the Planning Act 2008 is to enable meaningful influence over the development prior to submission.
The Council wishes to record that the standard of consultation has shown no real improvement from its poor start where the town of Eye discovered the plan via BBC Look East.  The perfunctory liaison group meetings remain too large for specific local items to be addressed and there has been no attempt to engage with the council regarding our objection from April 2025.  The Council’s concern is that scoping exercises such as this, or a future similar one, will be used to avoid full engagement with such matters as residents’ mental health and traffic management raised in our objection.  This would be vigorously opposed.  Despite requests, the Councl has received no information on whether EcoPower Suffolk will sign up to the Suffolk County Council’s Planning Performance Agreement (best practice guide). 
The Council has the following concerns:
· The town of Eye, despite being the largest parish in the proposed area and the most impacted by having designated land on three sides, never had a consultation in/for  the town despite our requests for one. 
· The configuration of land parcels appears substantially fixed prior to consultation.
· Site selection methodology and alternatives have not been transparently explained.
· The extent of design flexibility (particularly in relation to Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS)) remains unclear.
· Consultation documentation does not consistently identify all sensitive receptors.
· Cable connectivity appears to be very vague and potentially destructive. 
The Council expects the forthcoming Consultation Report to clearly demonstrate how consultation feedback has influenced scheme evolution, including amendments to layout, infrastructure siting, and construction strategy.  The Council also requests that any public consultations  held by EcoPower Suffolk in the future include meetings in Eye.

3. Identification of Sensitive Receptors
3.1 Oakland Lodge Nursery and Eye Community Hub
The Council notes that Oakland Lodge Nursery (formally Mulberry Bush), located off the B1077 opposite  Brome Avenue, and the Eye Family Hub across from the Primary School on Church Street do not appear to be identified as sensitive receptors within the Scoping documentation.
The nursery accommodates a significant number of children and lies in proximity to potential HGV routes.  The Hub lies within a potential cable corridor area and is thus subject to disruption. 
These omissions must be rectified. Educational receptors must be:
· Clearly mapped;
· Listed in relevant tables; and
· Assessed within transport, air quality, noise and lighting chapters.
Failure to identify such receptors undermines confidence in the robustness of the baseline.
3.2 Residential Receptors Adjacent to Draft Order Limits
Residential properties immediately adjacent to the draft Order Limits must be explicitly identified as sensitive receptors within the Human Health, Noise, Air Quality, Landscape and Heritage assessments.  These include numerous listed buildings with narrow or no pathways on proposed traffic routes.

4. Transport and Construction Logistics
The constraints of the local highway network, including town centre geometry and single-track rural roads, require detailed modelling.   Eye currently has around 11,000 vehicles per day traversing the conservation area and route to the Occold site.  An average of almost 200 of the movements are by HGVs.  Eye’s roads are narrow with dangerous sight lines and widths less than 4 metres (with no parked cars) in places along the route.  This leads to blockages and conflict between HGVs, other large vehicles and cars at the best of times.  EcoPower Suffolk estimates 200 extra HGV movments per day on this route.  This is unacceptable.
 The Council requires:
· A fully modelled Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) perhaps marking a one way system - in from the south (Debenham and Thorndon) and out via Eye;
· Clear identification of permitted and prohibited HGV routes;
· Quantified peak HGV movement forecasts;
· Assessment of cumulative impacts alongside other major infrastructure projects (Essex Water and Persimmon Phase III);
· Explicit avoidance, where practicable, of single-track roads lacking pedestrian protection.
Any routing assurances previously provided verbally must be formally reflected within the Environmental Statement and secured through the DCO.


5. Air Quality (Construction Phase)
The Scoping documentation indicates that air quality effects are currently scoped out.
Given the likely scale of HGV movements and potential use of farm tracks, a construction-phase air quality assessment should be scoped in, including:
· Dust risk assessment and modelling;
· PM10 and PM2.5 assessment;
· Defined mitigation measures; and
· Monitoring protocols.
Air quality should not be excluded prior to confirmation of final routing and construction methodology.  Due to the sheer volume of traffic through Eye, the air quality is already noticeably pungent on certain days. 

6. Noise and Vibration
Construction noise and vibration, particularly from piling works (including deeper pile depths associated with tracker systems), require robust assessment.
The assessment methodology, including buffer distances used to identify affected receptors, must be clearly justified. Noise effects should be assessed in relation to Human Health, not solely within the construction chapter.
The Council has yet to receive any information regarding manufacturers and models of equipment which can affect noise and vibration.  We are unaware of whether central or string inverters will be used and unaware if there are any plans for acoustic enclosures.  All this information is necessary when attempting to mitigate obtrusive noise near the housing close by and vibration effects on wildlife.


7. Construction Lighting
The Scoping documentation refers to construction lighting.
The Council will expect:
· Defined working hours;
· Lux level thresholds;
· Directional shielding;
· Avoidance of light spill to residential receptors and ecological habitats;
· Controls secured through the DCO.

8. Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS)
The Scoping documentation suggests BESS may be centralised or decentralised across the Principal Area.
This degree of flexibility creates uncertainty regarding potential impacts.
The Council requires:
· Confirmation of the maximum number and siting of BESS installations;
· Defined location envelopes;
· Noise contour modelling;
· Operational lighting strategy;
· Fire safety and emergency response strategy;
· Defined separation distances from residential receptors.
Design flexibility must not enable material intensification beyond assessed parameters.

9. Landscape, Visual Impact and Biodiversity
Eye and its surrounding villages are predominantly a rural community and the loss of a huge amount of (BMV) Best and Most Versatile Agricultural land and agricultural jobs to this huge solar farm will have a severe affect on this community. Cross referencing Natural England’s map identifying the BMV land with EcoPower Suffolk’s map indicates that at least half the land they intend to use for the solar farm is the better quality land.
The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) must:
· Biodiversity and wildlife is more fully addressed in appendix A and the Occold Parish Council response.
· Include elevated and publicly accessible PRoW viewpoints identified in consultation with the Local Planning Authority and relevant stakeholders;
· Provide verified photomontages;
· Assess cumulative landscape effects;
· Assess effectiveness of mitigation planting at appropriate intervals beyond Year 1 and Year 15 where necessary.
· Take into consideration that part of the Occold site (site 4) is visible from higher levels in Eye and should be appropriately screened. 

10. Heritage Assets
Preliminary observations by the Senior Heritage Officer for Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils have identified potential harm to listed buildings in proximity to the draft Order Limits.
The Environmental Statement must:
· Include a comprehensive Heritage Statement particularly concerning the Scheduled Ancient Monuments as listed on p.48 of the scoping document, some of which fall within proposed cable corridors;
· Assess setting impacts in accordance with statutory duties;
· Clearly articulate harm and public benefit balancing;
· Consider omission or modification of the most sensitive land parcels where harm is significant.

11. Glint and Glare
A standalone glint and glare assessment should be scoped in and included within the Environmental Statement.  This is particularly concerning on the Occold site (site 4) when driving in from the south.  
Assessment must consider:
· Residential receptors;
· PRoW users;
· Road users; and
· Seasonal variation.
Mitigation assumptions should not be relied upon without modelling evidence.

12. Public Rights of Way and Amenity
Potential temporary or permanent closure or diversion of Public Rights of Way should be fully assessed.
There is a long distance Mid-Suffolk Footpath which runs through Eye and adjacent to fields where solar panel are proposed:  this popular footpath, well-used by both residents, community groups, visitors and holiday makers, currently offers uninterrupted views of attractive farmland period. The proposed Solar Farms at Brome Avenue and Occold (site 4), will change that visual amenity into an oppressive, industrialised landscape with security fencing and CCTV.
The socio-economic and human health chapters should include a cumulative amenity assessment addressing:
· Construction noise;
· Visual change;
· Lighting;
· Duration of construction;
· Changes to rural character.
Amenity effects should be assessed holistically rather than fragmented across chapters.

13. Socio-economic impact
Eye has its own particular identity and this solar project threatens a number of issues that will affect both the town economically as well as the wider Parish community.
Eye town has a unique character and offers tourists and visitors a charming blend of medieval history, impressive architecture, rural scenery and a variety of footpaths. It has a rich cultural heritage with 166 listed building in the town and civil parish including three Grade I Listed buildings, the Guildhall, St Peter and St Paul Church and the Castle with panoramic views of the surrounding countryside. The area is also a popular treasure trail destination.
Eye parish has many holiday lets, prosperous cafes and pubs as well as individual shops. Day visitors and tourists, particularly during Open Garden Week and the sculptural trail, come in large numbers to the parish. The open fields bring many walkers and cyclists to the parish who will no longer be interested once the countryside has been covered in solar panels. This obviously will negatively impact the forementioned businesses.
The cumulative effect of the hundreds of acres of solar panels across the district, the increased traffic during the two year construction phase together with an influx of construction workers which will put pressure both on parking in the town, already at breaking point, and on local accommodation will undoubtedly have a detrimental affect on the tourism and character of the town and its surroundings. Local businesses rely on the tourists and visitors during the summer months and if there is disruption or parking issues they will go elsewhere.
There is also the long distance Mid-Suffolk Footpath which runs through Eye and adjacent to fields where solar panel are proposed:  this popular footpath, well-used by both residents, community groups, visitors and holiday makers, currently offers uninterrupted views of attractive farmland but with this Solar Farm, is set to have some of that visual amenity changed into an oppressive industrialised landscape with security fencing and CCTV.
14. Decommissioning, Monitoring and Adaptive Management
The Council requires:
· A secured decommissioning and restoration requirement to include possible footing/pile  removal from arable land;
· A financial security mechanism;
· Post-consent monitoring of traffic, noise and air quality;
· Trigger thresholds requiring remedial action where forecasts are exceeded.
Forecast uncertainty must be managed through enforceable adaptive mechanisms within the DCO.

15. Conclusion
While the Council supports renewable energy in principle, the current proposals present:
· Inefficient consultation for the concerns of residents of Eye Town;
· Incomplete scoping;
· Sensitive receptor omissions;
· No tangible benefits or energy permission for local communities;
· Insufficient clarity regarding BESS configuration;
· Under-scoped air quality and glint and glare;
· Significant unresolved transport and heritage concerns.
The cumulative effect of the hundreds of acres of solar panels across the district, the increased traffic during the two year construction phase together with an influx of construction workers which will put pressure both on parking in the town, already at breaking point, and on local accommodation will undoubtedly have a detrimental affect on the tourism and character of the town and its surroundings. Local businesses rely on the tourists and visitors during the summer months and if there is disruption or parking issues they will go elsewhere.
Substantial further evidence, refinement and clarity will be required before the Council can reconsider its position.
The Council remains willing to engage constructively at pre-application stage to secure meaningful improvements to the scheme prior to submission.

Signed on behalf of Eye Town Council:

Chair / Mayor

Town Clerk
Date: _____________________



Attached:  Appendix A:  Brome Avenue Residents’ Group (BARG) response.
BROME AVENUE RESIDENTS GROUP FEEDBACK HIGHLIGHTING ISSUES & CONCERNS REGARDING ECOPOWER SUFFOLK SCOPING REPORT
*Please note: all page numbers quoted throughout this document refer to the page number on the bottom of each page of the Scoping Report itself – not the page number in the top title bar of the screen.
OMISSION OF NURSERY SCHOOL ON B1077 ON ANY MAPS
Schools and other pre-schools are identified as ‘environmental’ and/or ‘sensitive’ receptors – they are named, listed and plotted on EcoPower maps, but there is no mention anywhere of Oakland Lodge Nursery (previously Mulberry Bush Nursery), which is registered to look after 58 children with 94 children on roll (according to OFSTED 2023) and is situated just off the B1077 and opposite Brome Avenue – it is not identified in Figure 2.2, Report 1 Pg 11 2.4.24.
Pg 19 Section 3.8 of the Scoping report states “Where practicable, access points will seek to avoid routing construction traffic through or near sensitive areas such as local schools…” but there is no identification and siting of the Nursery School on any EcoPower maps and reports, so it is essential for the identification and exact location of the nursery school to be added to maps, tables etc.. within EcoPower reports.
P58 ‘Sensitive Receptors’ lists schools but not Oakland Lodge Nursery which is particularly sensitive due to its extremely close proximity to Brome Avenue and the B1077 where HGVs for the project will be travelling.
SCOPING REPORT REPEATEDLY STATES POSSIBLE USE OF BROME AVENUE FOR ACCESS AND FOR ‘HGV MOVEMENTS’:-
Residents were assured by EcoPower that Brome Avenue would not be used, however according to the Scoping Report Pg 12 Section 2.4.29:-
“Local roads that may be used for access within the vicinity of the Site include: Mellis Road, Mill Street, Burgate Road, Furze Way, Green Lane, Old Bury Road, New Road, Nick’s Lane, Brome Avenue, Hoxne Road, and Church Lane”.
Pg 18 Section 3.4.7 additionally adds:- 
“heavy goods vehicle (HGV) route options will avoid sensitive receptors such as those along Brome Avenue … where feasible”
And again, Pg 83 ‘within Traffic and access scope and methodology’ under ‘Embedded Measures’: “restriction of HGV movements and large loads to designated routes, with routes along Brome Avenue ... to be avoided, where possible.” 
Brome Avenue is a just single-track no-through road (gated/locked where it meets Brome Hall Lane) lined on either side with large historic oak trees with no passing places. There are no pavements either side, it purely serves as the Mid Suffolk footpath which utilises the single track road itself, and additionally provides vehicular access to Brome Avenue residents’ properties. It needs to be noted that pedestrians using Brome Avenue would have no pavement to afford them protection/distance from HGVs or construction traffic – it should not be used as a route for any HGV or construction vehicles. 
A large sign stating ‘NO ENTRY FOR CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC’ should be installed where Brome Avenue meets B1077.
URGENT CLARIFICATION REQUIRED REGARDING BESS LOCATIONS:-
In the last CLG meeting, EcoPower said there would be either one or possibly two BESS. However, Pg13 (3.13) states:- 
“At this stage …. flexibility is required in the design….. Options have been considered to allow design flexibility when EIA carried out……. arrangement of the BESS which could be centrally located within Area 5 Thrandeston and Mellis and / or decentralised at locations throughout the Principal Area; 
And then, Pg 14 Table 3.1 states two options being considered for BESS, one being
“Decentralised DC-coupled BESS spread across the Principal Area at multiple locations, alongside centralised inverters …. installed in containers up to 3.5 m in height.” 
If BESS is to be “decentralised at locations throughout the Principal Area” we need to know what those possible locations might be – there is concern that if these are located near residences, the associated noise levels could be unacceptable as online research demonstrates. Moreover, Pg 15 says:-
“Operational lighting limited to where required for security purposes e.g. around electrical infrastructure…… including around BESS location(s)”
This associated operational lighting could be a night time disturbance for residents.
LIGHTING – USE OF LIGHTING DURING CONSTRUCTION
EcoPower have repeatedly assured various residents of Brome Avenue - both in verbal and written exchanges - that there will be no lighting used for construction – Jared Boyle Senior Planning Manager advised this would be ‘because construction workers are not allowed to work outside daylight hours’.
However, we now see construction lighting repeatedly referred to throughout the Scoping Report:-
Pg 13, under the sub-heading of ‘Associated Development’, section 3.2.1 mentions use of lighting
Pg 18, under sub-heading of ‘During the construction phase’, section 3.4.7 states
“any use of artificial lighting will be appropriately controlled” 
Pg 20 Section 3.9.2 mentions use of “construction lighting”
Pg 41 “Potential impacts on specific ecological receptors – construction lighting on bats”
Pg 69, As part of ‘Landscape and visual amenity scope and methodology’ it states 
“Impacts to visual amenity resulting from the introduction of lighting during construction, Night-time lighting effects will be considered for residential visual receptors”
Construction floodlights will be a huge disturbance to residents of Brome Avenue and the close vicinity. 
POSSIBLE GDPR INFRINGEMENTS WITH USE OF CCTV
Pg 15 ‘Proposed Development’ Table 3.1 Section ‘Fencing, boundary treatments, security measures and lighting’ states:-
"Pole mounted closed circuit television (CCTV) systems mounted on lamp poles up to 2.5 m to be installed at operational areas."
Detailed controls must be insisted upon so the general public are not filmed without their knowledge and agreement. Residents were told by EcoPower that lighting would only be around BESS facilities and ideally infrared and motion sensors.
However, as we have highlighted in section ‘URGENT CLARIFICATION REQUIRED REGARDING BESS LOCATIONS’, EcoPower are advising that BESS could be “decentralised at locations throughout the Principal Area” which would necessitate even more need for detailed controls being insisted upon regarding CCTV images being captured of the general public in their gardens, on ProW or roads as there could be infringements of GDPR (refer ‘Use of CCTV on Private Land’ in Data Protection Act 2018, and the UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR). 
PILING WORKS & DEPTHS OF PILES
Pg 14 Table 3.1 states ‘single axis tracker’ solar panels will be “likely main type used” and then goes on to state:-
“Tracker module systems require deeper pile depths between 3m and 5m.”
The extra depth for piling necessary for tracker module systems will mean increased time and noise of piling works and the deeper the pile, the harder the substrate.
CLARIFICATION REQUIRED FOR TERM “APPROPRIATE SETBACKS”
Pg 17 Section 3.4.5: “Appropriate setbacks will also be applied, on a case-by-case basis, to residential properties, roads (5m setback), PRoW and designated heritage … assets to avoid physical disturbance or nuisance.”
What is the definition of the word ‘appropriate’ here – who will gauge, define and independently vet that the setbacks will indeed be ‘appropriate’?
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMME TIMELINE NEEDS TO BE POLICED
Pg 18 ‘Construction programme’ Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2:- Project duration is estimated to be 6 years from launch to completion including 2 years construction. Timelines must be policed to ensure no further delay as residents’ lives are already on hold and are at threat of being on hold for 6 years (at least). This is excessive and there has already been a 12 month delay. EcoPower say efforts will be made to account for the two other projects likely to cause further residents upheaval, Suffolk Water recycling and Norwich to Tilbury Grid upgrade.
CLARIFICATION REQUIRED REGARDING “OUT OF HOURS WORK”
Pg 19 Section 3.7.1: “there may be some out of hours work required for certain construction activities” Brome Avenue residents were assured by Jared Boyle of EcoPower that construction work would not happen outside hours of daylight as construction workers not allowed to work in darkness, so clarification is needed on what is meant by “out of hours work”. 
UTILITIES DIVERSIONS
Pg 20 Section 3.9.2: “The OCEMP will include measures to reduce impacts during construction in relation to … utilities diversions, if required”
Does ‘utilities’ here involve water, electricity, gas? And if so, is there a likelihood residents will be affected as possible diversions of utilities has never been mentioned by EcoPower to date.
SOCIO-ECONOMICS DURING OPERATION SHOULD BE SCOPED IN
Pg 30 Table 6-1: Socio-Economic implications during operation should be scoped in as there will be direct and indirect effects on residents during operation as well as construction so mitigation plans and mitigation assessment plans should be made clear. 
STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT – DETAILS NEEDED WITHIN SCOPING REPORT
Pg 31 mentions:-
• consideration of alternatives 
• summary of consultation responses and how these have been addressed; 
• cumulative effects and interactions 
EcoPower state these topics are to form part of the Environmental Statement (due autumn/winter 2026) but residents question why these matters are not addressed in the Scoping Report? 
LOSS OF HABITAT FOR BROWN HARE DURING OPERATION SHOULD NOT BE SCOPED OUT
The scoping table for Biodiversity and Ecology Pg 42-45 scopes in the brown hare for construction and decommissioning, but scopes it out for the operational phase of the Project. The table above states (within ‘other mammals’ section) that the brown hare has been observed to “utilise all land parcels” within the draft Order limits and admits “potential … loss of habitat … and direct mortality” during construction and decommissioning and so is scoped in for these two phases. But, once operational with security fencing all around, the brown hare will be suffering a huge loss of habitat, and with this huge loss of habitat, will their numbers ever recover? Therefore, “potential for effects” needs to be scoped in for the Operation phase.
OTHER BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGY ELEMENTS WHICH NEED TO BE SCOPED IN
The scoping table for Biodiversity and Ecology Pg 42-45 scopes out most elements/animals for the ‘Operation’ section, with sub-section ‘other mammals’ which includes deer and their habitat corridors. As priority habitats, fragmentation, disturbance and habitat degradation are included in the scope and methodology of the operation section for other mammals, these effects should be scoped into the operation section particularly as EcoPower plan to erect "Security fencing approximately between 1.8m and 2.5m in height, to enclose operational areas. Expected to be a deer fence around the majority of the perimeter and include mammal crossing points as appropriate" (Pg 15). Clearly, for deer, it is vital to have many substantial crossing points in habitually established locations to avoid their being driven onto roads and potentially causing accidents. 
ZONE OF THEORETICAL VISIBILITY MISSING IMPORTANT VIEWPOINTS
None of the “representative viewpoints” shown in Figure 7.8 (below), are from an elevated locations. An important viewpoint at an elevated location is on a popular PRoW (running from Brome Avenue to Nicks Lane used regularly by dog walkers and runners etc. in Brome and Eye). This is at top of the hill close to reservoir/Chicken units which will have a 270 degree view of solar panels in the immediately adjacent and more distant fields. 
A viewpoint also needs to be added on ProW travelling north from Mustard Pot Barn to Nicks Lane as this will have prominent views of solar panels. 
In general, viewpoints need to be not just on the borders of the draft Order Limits but also from points on PRoWs within the boundaries of the draft Order limits. The ‘Viewpoints’ Section Pg 66 states that “These viewpoints …. have been provisionally discussed with relevant officers at SCC but they should be identified by SCC in conjunction with local residents who regularly use these ProW and are familiar with the views from them. 
(See Figure 7.8) 
 Viewpoint needs to be added here at top of hill on ProW as there will be elevated views of proposed Solar Panels looking West, South and East
[image: ]
Viewpoint needs to be added here on PRoW as there will be 180degree views of proposed Solar Panels looking North and West
‘SENSITIVE RECEPTOR’ DESCRIPTION INCORRECT, PLUS MISLEADING DESCRIPTION OF ‘BARN WITHIN 50M’
Pg 48 ‘Cultural heritage scope and methodology’ section identifies and names individual listed buildings in the vicinity of the draft Order limits, Park Farm Barn is included but not named and only described as “barn south of Brome Park Farmhouse” giving the misleading impression it is just a barn next to the farm and not an inhabited residence.
Other properties are listed as being “within 20m of the draft Order limits” such as Conifer Cottage on Brome Avenue, but states the same “barn south of Brome Park Farmhouse” is “within 50m of the draft Order limits”, whereas the ‘Groundsure’ map - Appendix J (see below) shows the draft order limits red outline right up against the boundary of the garden of the barn, so once again, misleading information presented, as Park Farm Barn should be in the list of buildings identified within 20m or, more precisely, within 1m of the draft Order Limits:- 6 
Red outline of draft Order limits depicted as touching boundary of Park Farm Barn:-
[image: ]

HERITAGE ASSETS’ INCREASED SENSITIVITY 
Pg 48 ‘Cultural heritage scope and methodology’ section states:-
“It is not possible to confidently determine at this stage which/how many designated heritage assets scoped in for assessment have an increased sensitivity to change(s) to their setting.” 
It needs to be noted that last spring 2025, Thomas Pinner - Senior Heritage Officer for Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils made a site visit to the listed buildings in the vicinity of and next to the boundary of the draft Order limits and produced a report of his findings for the council. He provided a brief summary for Brome Avenue residents (refer email from Thomas Pinner to Michael Fagg dated 9 April 2025) to let them know of his findings in relation to the listed buildings along Brome Avenue and around in which he stated:
“my full comments will be published in due course as part of Babergh Mid Suffolk District Councils’ overall comments, but that may not be in time for you to then comment at this stage, so I am happy to provide a brief summary now in relation to the listed buildings along Brome Avenue: 
I have identified harm, based upon the currently available information, to Conifer Cottage, Mustardpot Barn, Park Farm Barn, Beaver Cottage (listed as ‘The Granary Approximately 50 Metres North of Iron Gates and Lavendar Cottage’), and Iron Gates and Lavendar Cottage. This is partly on the assumption/scenario that the entire identified area would be developed with solar panels. The harm would be from a combination of erosion of their rural, agricultural settings with non-traditional development as well as the panels’ likely prominence in/intrusion into views to and from these listed buildings, which includes both public and private views.
· I have considered that the harm would be greater to Conifer Cottage, Mustardpot Barn and Park Farm Barn (about the same for each), as the site more considerably surrounds and is closer to these listed buildings than the other listed buildings. 
· More generally, I have indicated a number of parts of the proposal site that I would most push to be omitted - this includes the fields directly north of Brome Avenue and west of Park Farm Barn, though I have highlighted that the parts of the site to the south east and north of Park Farm Barn would also likely cause some harm. 
· I have also indicated that should omission of this land to any extent not be considered an option, I would at least seek new or strengthened planting buffers in appropriate locations (though I’ve not looked at exactly where yet).
· I have also highlighted that a Heritage Statement should be submitted at formal consultation stage, that should consider the contribution the proposal sites make to the significance of all relevant heritage assets.”
RESIDENTS LIVING NEAR DRAFT ORDER LIMITS NEED TO BE ADDED TO LIST OF SENSITIVE RECEPTORS WITHIN HUMAN HEALTH SCOPE 
Pg58 ‘Sensitive receptors’ – religious buildings and ProW which are used on a transient basis are listed, but residents who will spend every day living in close proximity to the draft Order limits are not listed under ‘Sensitive Receptors’. 
AIR QUALITY SHOULD BE SCOPED IN FOR (1) HUMAN HEALTH SCOPE AND (2) AIR QUALITY SCOPE
Pg 59 – Air quality in relation to Human Health shown as scoped out – there are existing farm tracks which EcoPower state in the Scoping report may be used for construction traffic including HGVs. Some of these farm tracks run in close proximity to residents’ homes, and residents already experience dust pollution (large heavy clouds of dust blowing into their homes and gardens) resulting from farm traffic, so the effect of many additional construction vehicles will only multiply the amount of dust clouds and magnify the effect on residents’ respiratory health. As such, air quality needs to be scoped in until EcoPower have identified exactly what routes their construction vehicles will be taking.
Pg 101 – And again, within ‘Air Quality’ Scoping, it is scoped out: “A detailed assessment of air quality effects will be scoped out of the ES.” A detailed assessment of air quality effects should be commissioned in order to safeguard the adverse effects on the health of nearby residents and receptors using ProW.
NOISE AND VIBRATION SHOULD BE SCOPED IN FOR HUMAN HEALTH SCOPE
Pg 60 – Given that a comprehensive Amenity Assessment has not been carried out, the effect of noise and vibration on Human Health specifically has not been addressed. Due to the very significant and considerable effect of the noise created by works such as pile driving on residents during the months/years of construction this should be given specific attention under this topic of Human Health and not just relegated to sit within the Scope for ‘Construction’ (under ‘Construction Traffic Noise’) without considering noise in relation to its effect on human health. 
The report says "Construction noise impacts will be localised, with the potential to affect individual sensitive receptors within 50 m of construction works and affected roads. Residential receptors in proximity to the Proposed Development may be affected during all phases of the Proposed Development" - 50m is a completely and unrealistically short distance. 
LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
Pg 63 shows all sub-topics within this category scoped in. EcoPower states (Pg E-23 Section E.7.1.6) that "It will take time for planting proposed to reinstatement vegetation lost as a consequence of construction or provided to mitigate other effects of the Proposed Development, for example for visual screening ... Therefore, landscape and visual effects will be assessed at year 1 and year 15 or[sic] operation". Assessments at 1 and 15 years, however, are inadequate and should additionally be as near to immediate as possible post-construction, one year post-construction and then at three year intervals up to 15 years to ensure/oversee the continued establishment and thriving of planted mitigating greenery. This is vital to reassure residents affected by the change to Landscape and Visual Amenity that the mental health impact/lives on hold (already endured by them for 1 year at the time of writing this), and expected to continue for a further 3 before construction is complete, will be effectively mitigated.
SOCIO-ECONOMICS SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY: POTENTIAL CLOSURE OR DIVERSIONS OF PRoW AND RECREATIONAL ROUTES SHOULD BE SCOPED IN 
Pg 78 - Section ‘Potential closure or diversions of PRoW and recreational routes’ 
is scoped out and inadequately dealt with in section 7.9 (Pg 81) under ‘Transport and access’ where EcoPower only say "PRoW intersect or border many parcels, requiring careful management to maintain connectivity". This should be scoped in under Socio-economics scope. 
SOCIO-ECONOMICS SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY: POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON SENSITIVE RECEPTORS INCLUDING RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL AND COMMUNITY RECEPTORS SHOULD BE SCOPED IN 
Pg 78 – This sub-topic needs to be scoped in for both operation and decommissioning phases. EcoPower say "There will be no direct effects during operation on receptors, including residential, community and commercial receptors. Any indirect effects during operation (such as noise) will be assessed and mitigated as necessary by the specific topic chapter. Therefore, effects on these receptors are scoped out of the operational stage assessment." This is not accurate – residents living adjacent/close to the draft Order limits will be aware of the adverse effect of this change to their environment on a daily basis, as will users of the PRoW. 
SOCIO-ECONOMICS SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY: POTENTIAL AMENITY IMPACTS SHOULD BE SCOPED IN 
Pg 78 - Under section ‘Potential temporary and/or permanent adverse amenity impacts’ it states:- “It is not considered necessary to undertake a specific amenity assessment as part of the socio-economic assessment; therefore, potential amenity effects are scoped out” and further states these impacts are intended to be dealt with under section 7.5 Human Health: Community, identity, culture, resilience and influence but inadequately references mental health. 
Evidence of EcoPower’s project’s negative impact on residents’ mental health and wellbeing first surfaced at the early stages of the Non-Statutory Consultation when EcoPower issued a feedback form for the public to respond to their intended project: of the 244 feedback forms received back by EcoPower, 96% of respondents were residents of the “local area”.
In response to EcoPower’s questions, only 4% of respondents were supportive of developing solar farms in Suffolk without any concerns, and only 4% were supportive of EcoPower’s Project plans without any concerns (with an extra 14% being supportive but with concerns). According to EcoPower, respondents (again, 96% of them being local residents) had concerns regarding “impact on community health and wellbeing”, “property values and ability to sell.” 
As more project details have emerged over the last twelve months such as construction noise, lighting, air quality, amount of HGVs and their impact on local road networks and farm tracks, possible temporary suspensions of existing PRoW, etc.., residents’ concerns have understandably increased and will continue to do so. The cumulative impact being a considerable negative effect upon residents’ mental health and wellbeing. 
Bearing the above in mind, all the various aspects of the adverse amenity impacts such as glint and glare, noise and vibration, loss of landscape amenity and impacts on human health etc.. should be covered by one specific Amenity Assessment so that the overall impact of the areas mentioned above can be assessed as a whole and as a cumulative effect. This Amenity Assessment can then be used to inform the disparate areas of concern mentioned above.
TRANSPORT AND ACCESS CONCERNS
Pg 85 - Transport and Access scope and Methodology: sub-topic ‘NMU amenity’ states "Potential for effects during all phases of the Proposed Development due to alterations to footways, cycleways, equestrian routes, and PRoW which may alter the experience for users and change the accessibility of the area for cyclists, walkers, wheelchair users, and horse riders is scoped in." Whilst residents appreciate that this area has been scoped in, there are concerns regarding what changes are being envisaged (for instance the only access to residents’ homes is via single track PRoW Brome Avenue) and EcoPower need to clarify at the earliest opportunity.
GLINT & GLARE NEEDS TO BE SCOPED IN
Pg 109 – Glint and glare needs to be scoped in so that following the stand-alone glint and glare assessment, the effects can be properly mitigated in the ES rather than just being included an ‘add-on’ to the ES appendix which is what EcoPower are stating they intend to do.
In sub-section ‘Discomfort or nuisance to ground based receptors (residential dwellings)’ EcoPower say "Arrangement of solar PV arrays within the Principal Area will follow appropriate setbacks, orientation and mounting principles (noting the three mounting structure options being considered, described in Section 3.2) to limit glint and glare at surrounding ground-based receptors. Boundary treatments to reinforce and enhance existing hedges and planting will also provide screening to prevent intervisibility between ground-based receptors and solar PV arrays. As such, an assessment is scoped out.” An assessment to establish the degree to which EcoPower will be successful in limiting discomfort or nuisance (by the implementation of enhanced hedging etc..) must be scoped in. 
OMISSIONS
Pg E-7 Table E-17 ‘Visual receptors’: ‘Receptor type Receptor or receptor group (and distance to draft Order Limits)’ for Area 2 Eye:-
1) Brome Avenue residents not specifically included within ‘Local community/residents’.
2) Brome Hall Lane mentioned in ‘Transport Users’ section but Brome Avenue which runs between the B1077 and Brome Hall Lane not mentioned in ‘Transport Users’ section:- 


GENERAL POINTS REGARDING SCOPING REPORT:-
Risk/Impact identification
Residents have concerns regarding EcoPower’s use of the terms ‘high’ and ‘low’ that 
that identify risks or impacts as being at a high or low level. For example, the HGV traffic volumes as described are considered Low Impact but may be experienced as High Impact if a resident lives close to the construction site, especially as there are no wide roads going through all the surrounding villages and Eye Town Centre currently becomes congested very quickly when there are wide farm vehicles going through. 
Cumulative impact on road network and residents of local development projects plus three NSIPs (EcoPower, Suffolk Water Recycling Project, National Grid Norwich to Tilbury upgrade) happening concurrently or overlapping
Again, a point which has been regularly made by residents is that one project may be easy for Highways to handle, but all the different projects that will hit this area more or less at the same time will have a major impact on travel and access. 
Redress for incorrect forecasts and assessments
If any of EcoPower’s forecasts, projections, assessments are incorrect and they have underestimated the impact of the construction phase in particular, what redress do the general public/residents have? A number of the areas of concern can only be assessed properly with actual data from the impact during the construction phase and for some areas (e.g. lighting) for the duration of operational phase. 
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