EcoPower Suffolk Solar Farm Consultation Comments
ETC fully supports the submissions made by Brome Avenue Residents Group (BARG), Suffolk County Councillor Sally Mittuch and Mid Suffolk District Councillor Lucy Elkin.

Eye Town Council (ETC) has several issues with this NSIP.
· The scale of development is too large for this area and we strongly recommend a complete redesign.

· The consultation process was always indicitive and often uninformative as to what is truly taking place.

· There is no known traffic management scheme in place in an area that already has unsustainable vehicle movements on streets developed during medievel times and which are unalterable to modern safety standards or size.

· The community benefit offered is insulting and insensitive compared to the damage being wrought in the area.

· There is no long term social or economic benefit to local, regional and national interests and generated power can be sold to private companies and traded out of the country.

 Scale of the Development 

The development is the wrong design in the wrong location. A development of this scale should be located as close as possible to appropriate grid infrastructure to maximise efficiency, minimise unnecessary infrastructure requirements and reduce disruption to surrounding communities.  

As currently designed, the acreage used is spread across five parishes and affects 7 villages and one town with each designated area separated by a river, wetlands, a highway, two national momunents and one town (Eye) surrounded on three sides.  This is not just about the solar panels.  The cabling routes particularly around Areas 2 and 4 are extremely disruptive, cross the River Dove (a sensitive habitat) twice, skirt around two national monuments and closely pass by ancient oaks.  This project also clashes, in the case of Brome Ave (Area 2), with another (more community friendly) NSIP. 

The latest proposal shows that energy output has increased and is now around 2.5 times the original capacity.  The land acquired has also expanded to approximatly 2,200 acres, almost 4 x the orginal footprint and mostly situated around Eye.

This raises concerns that the project has moved beyond an efficient and proportionate design.

ETC also has concerns about the following:   

 We are designated water scarce area and water to support BESS units and clean the panels cannot come from the ground. Trucking it into Areas 2 and 4 just adds more traffic to an already unsustainable issue in Eye.   
We are concerned about what will happen to the footers (piles) in the ground when the site is decommissioned.  Will they remain in position potentially causing issues in the future? Also, the argument that the resting land will be more arable in 40 years is unproven.  The panels covering the land have been known to cause damage in other countries.
ETC is concerned about a BESS unit in Area 2 or 4 catching fire and subsequently causing the town to suffer serious pollution issues caused by a the battery fire.   We also note there is a lack of fire safety mitigation processes.

ETC is also interested in where the panels and batteries are to be constructed and how they will be transported to the UK (hardly a green footprint).   
ETC has not seen any references to these issues from EPS (because everything is only indicative).

The Consultation Process

The last LPG meeting took place on 19 June 2026.  Partipants from all affected Parishes and the Brome Ave Review Group (BARG) were present alongside several members of EcoPower Suffolk (EPS).  The discussions concerning changes to the designated areas were limited only to improvements in landscaping.  The slide for Area 2 is below.  While it was not brought to the attention of the attendees, a substation (brown square in Area 2) has suddenly appeared. We were not made aware at anytime that a substation of any size was to be built on Brome Ave and we were of the understanding that any substation required would be with the large BESS complex near Thrandeston as per the previous LPG.   

Screenshot 1, Map with first appearance of substation.
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On 19 June 26,  two households on Brome Ave were informed via letters that a 132,000 v that a substation was scheduled to beto built 300 metres from their homes.  Neither Eye Town Council (ETC) or Brome/Oakley Parish Council were informed.  In fact neither heard about this build until after the three public consultations had taken place. As you can see from the second slide ‘What we Have Changed’ there is no mention of the substation.  These slides were incorporated into the Consultation Booklet.

Screenshot 2, No menttion of that important substation change
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What'’s changed since we last spoke

What we’ve changed

* Expanded site area to enable greater separation
from homes and more space for landscaping and
environmental mitigation

- Refined layout to reduce impacts, with improved
screening and better positioning of panels and
infrastructure

* Extended programme to enable more time for
surveys, environmental assessments and
community engagement

- Refined cable corridors following detailed design
work and engagement with landowners

We will continue to refine the proposals as we receive
feedback during this consultation.
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ETC has grave concerns about the clarity of consultation and public understanding.  Questions in the preliminary and the statutory consulations were all too often met with the reply ‘this is indicative’ and although the substation appears on the most recent map, no mention was made that it had been added.  Therefore ETC was denied the ability to consult in person with Ecopower on operation noise including transformer hum, lighting, construction impact and acoustic barriers.  Nor were we able to discuss the danger to the many ancient oak trees within  the area which require several meters distance from any heavy vehicle traffic.   
 

ETC maintains that the consultation process was lacking in communicating the broader aspects and significance to the community and the Council.

Traffic Management

Eye is a very small medieval heritage town with narrow roads (4.4 metres to 4.9 metre pinch points) on the way to Area 4 and on the laying of the proposed cables between the new eastern section of Area 2.  Indeed Area 4 is within walking and biking distance of Eye although it is referred to by EPS as North of Occold.  

Eye currently experiences 9,000 to 11,000 vehicle movements each working day along the narrow Magdalen/Castle St t-junction.  It is this junction construction and cabling traffic will travel through if this route is selected as a primary route.  Over 130 of these daily movements are large HGVs.  Consequently, Eye has 
suffered many building strikes, large HGVs often have to reverse blindly around corners and the narrow pavements (2 feet/61 cm at best and under 12 inches/31 cm at worse) are regularly mounted by all types of vehicles causing danger to pedestrians.  Due to our winding roads, proper crossings cannot be installed as the do
not meet the SCC Highways Criteria (they are too narrow).  Additional construction and cable laying traffic during a two year build would lead to an unacceptable increase in damage and danger to the busy residential 
town centre.  ETC has consulted several times with EPS on this issue and has been reassurred verbally that categorically no construction or cable traffic will come through Eye.  This was confirmed twice at the 18 June meeting in the minutes (screenshots3 and 4). However, on the EPS website, Eye is listed as both a primary and secondary route (screenshot 5).  

Screenshot , page 5 of 18 June LPG minutes
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TB: the original plan around Eye affected the north and the south of the town, whereas
now areas to the east of Eye are affected. Some of the buffer zones around Brome
Avenue are now smaller, and Occold construction and cable routes means that there
will be building on three sides of the town. How will these construction impacts be
mitigated given all of the traffic that will come through the middle of Eye?

JB: we have added and taken away land from the Draft Order Limits for solar
development. We have extended the solar area around Brome Avenue, when compared
to the indicative masterplan used for EIA scoping, as a result of lost land elsewhere.
Construction routes will be shown in the construction traffic management plan,

containing primary and secondary access routes. Temporary haulage routes have also
been identified, we will likely only need one of these which will be situated north of

‘e have long recognised that traffic through Eye is an issue, and the

s route will not be through Eye but will instead approach the Occold site





Screenshot 4, page 8, 18 June LPG minutes
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TB: How will cable corridors and construction around Eye be mitigated?

Answer: Construction routes will be shown in the construction traffic management
plan, containing primary and secondary access routes. Temporary haulage routes have
also been identified we will likely only need one of these which will be situated north of
Gislingham. We have long recognised that traffic through Eye is an issue, and the
primary access route will not be through Eye but will instead approach the Occold site
area from the south. A secondary route through Eye has been identified but will
hopefully not be used.




Screenshot 5, EPS website, Traffic Management Document
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4 Primary Yaxiey | A rural connecting route linking local vilages and
Road Eye, generally of modest width with constrained
alignment and limited capacity. HGVs would access
Yaxley Road from the A140, approaching from both
the north and south, before turning east onto Yaxley
Road and then heading south toward Castle Hill

A new access point would be required to
accommodate all vehicle types, including HGVs.

Issue
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EcoPower Suffolk Solar
Draft Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan

Secondary | B1077 A B-road providing local connectivity between
Castle Hill | settlements, single carriageway in nature with
moderate traffic flows and rural characteristics.
HGVs would access Castle Hill from Yaxley Road.
Castle Hill then provides direct access to the Site.
A new access point would be required to
accommodate all vehicle types, including HGVs.
Primary Stoke Alocal road serving nearby communities and

Road agricultural land, typically of moderate width with
rural characteristics and relatively low traffic
volumes. HGVs would access Stoke Road from the
A140 by turning east. HGVs would then tum north
anta Cacetle Hill from Stoke Road which nrovides





ETC suggests that construction of Area 4 should be carefully reviewed since there are no safe 
routes for “indicative cable routes” and construction traffic to this site. We must safeguard the conservation area of Eye and our important National Monuments which exist near proposed cabling routes. 

ETC is also highly worried about the construction traffic around Brome Ave (Area 2).  While we acknowledge EPS has said Brome Ave will not be used (it is lined with ancient oaks whose roots must be protected), there remains a corridor (currently a farm track) to carry construction and cable laying traffic.  Currently this track sits only a few meters from two driveways with residents’ vision obscured.  
Community Benefits

Eye is a residential town designated as a conservation area and most buildings in the town and many in the out of settlement area are listed. Consequently, tourism (of the town and the surrounding countryside) is an important element of Eye’s economic sustainability and growth.  During weekends and more often in the summer, we welcome bicycle groups riding the Suffolk Bike Trail and visiting our shops and eating venues.  We are also on treasure-hunting  and geo apps and at any given time, one can see visitors roaming the streets looking for markers.  This has become a highly popular activity which Eye welcomes.   
The cumulative effect of this large solar farm development surrounding Eye would be a blot on the landscape and reduce the appeal to residents, visitors and businesses.  The drop in property values, rise in mental stress, light and noise pollution, the fall in tourism and the threat of at least two years of constant disruption will need to be fairly compensated. 

Considering the size of the overall project and the projected amount of profit EPS will generate - particularly if they sell energy to private industry - the paltry offering of £125,000 per annum to be divided between several parishes and probably not fed directly to ourselves is not only insulting but deeply insensitive as we watch what was arable farmland become industrialised.   

Economic Benefits

What has not been explained in consultations is that while the project will connect to the national grid, and not be behind the meter, the electricity may never see domestic use.  This is despite the EPS tag line of providing power for several thousand homes.  This tag line describes the volume of power generated and residents do not understand it is neither a legal or literal statement. 

Currently the Government is designating large data centres as Critical National Infrastructure (CNI) putting large data storage and AI centres on a par with water and energy systems.  Data storage centres are electricity and water hungry.  While a CNI has not come forward for Suffolk as yet, the proliferation of solar farms in East Anglia suggests CNIs for these huge warehouses will make an appearance.  

The foreign parent company (Econergy) behind the purpose-built vehicle, Ecopower Suffolk, seems largely involved elsewhere with Corporate Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) and it is likely with the advent of large data centres that EPS will follow suit.  Once power enters the National Grid, it can be traded commercially, even abroad  
  

None of this information has been relayed to ETC or other parties.  This leaves us with no faith in EPS or the Government initiative to provide the UK with sustainable energy.

The carbon credits and the financial rights to the ‘green energy’ belong entirely to Econergy (via EPS) to offset its own footprint and supply its shareholders with no guarantee that the energy or financial gains stay in the UK.

ETC does not support this type of solar farm project.  If we were respectfully and honestly consulted and believed that this project would benefit local, regional and national energy sustainability and provide social and economic long-term benefit, we may accept that this development is viable. As it stands, it is not. 

ETC asks the inspectorate recommend areas 2 and 4 be reviewed at length as the potential damage to Eye and our out of settlement areas (protected in our Eye Neighbourhood Plan) is unprecedented, unecessary and due to the company configuration and decimation of the natural enviroment, unpopular.

ETC suggests the planning inspectorate recommend more community friendly ways of establishing greener and more sustainable energy by using roofs of schools, warehouses, malls and supermarkets as well as carparks and highway meridians.  ETC realises that connection to the grid currently is not always possble with these alternatives and respecively suggests the Government invest in grid infrastructure before destroying what is already green by irresponsibly continuing to invest in large solar farms.  
