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Abstract
The quality of the processes of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) drafted to the Craig y Perthi Solar Farm near Newport, South Wales is critically reviewed as a Development of National Significance (DNS) application. The paper does not make the case as to whether the application is justified or not. Rather it assesses the credibility of the EIA process and ensuing Environmental Statement (ES) to present, offer, transparent and significant opportunities of questioning and involvement as is the sustainability focused intention of EIA.
The review is in accordance with Lee and Colley Environmental Statement Review Package (Lee and Colley, 1992) and also compares the significant requirements of Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations 2017 (Welsh Government, 2017) with the evidence available through the ES Non-Technical summary, the Alternatives chapter, the ES summary of effects, management plans (CEMP/LEMP), the statutory pre-application notice and the formal scoping direction.
ES has the following strengths: documented scoping outcome with scoped out and in topics (PEDW, 2023), considerable ecology evidence base (with specific survey like eDNA on great crested newt) summarised in the ES conclusions (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023c), the presence of implementation tools to implement mitigation to construction and operation (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023e; Axis P. E. D. Ltd, The key areas of weakness include: how the reasonable alternatives are being formulated and demonstrated (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b), lack of public traceability in the transition of consultation to project design development (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023d) and post-award undertakings which are not gathered in a non-malleable record of commitments.
In general, it is suggested by this case that modern day EIA practice never truly becomes inept at the existing functions identifying impact and mitigating the plan but might fail to achieve adequacy in performing on upstream decision shaping, legitimacy and learning. Actions that can be taken are: Issue a transparent alternatives appraisal matrix; whether including lively exchanges, Construct open EIA commitments register which links effects with monitoring markers and duties and Include a consultation traceability report (“you said/we did to convince and establish trust.
1. Introduction
Environmental impact assessments were developed to ensure that environmental and social issues are considered early in development planning, rather than being considered at the end. Various areas have developed extensive guidelines and detailed content requirements over the years, however studies continue to find large variations in the quality of these assessments (Sadler, 1996; Jay et al. , 2007; Morgan, 2012). Good reports allow for checking and design improvements while others serve to provide paperwork evidencing decisions that were made anyway (Lee and Colley, 1992; Cashmore, 2004; Jay et al. , 2007). Recent writings about the usefulness of EIA extend beyond simply following steps and place more importance on other aspects such as trustworthiness, learning and the ability to make choices earlier in the process (Caro-Gonzalez et al. , 2023; Morgan, 2012; Jay et al. , 2007).
This paper investigates the Craig y Perthi Solar Farm report as a current example from Wales, . The document contains a Non-Technical Summary which explains that this provides a brief description of the plans and possible environmental effects using simpler language (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g). There is also a section about different choices, acknowledging that reports should describe other reasonable options that were looked at and why the chosen option was made (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b). The development consent system also gives official guidance which states what should and should not be included (PEDW, 2023), as well as the required paperwork before applying which describes the consultation plans (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023d). In short all these things mean that Craig y Perthi is helpful in acting as a current case to see what the impact of the legal rules made are, meaning the quality of how they work in practice.
The aim is to look at the quality of EIA process features, , not the project itself which is good or bad. The paper explores the following questions: (1) How much does the EIA meets the legal requirements and best practice features, specifically for the aspects of scoping, baseline information, alternatives, information about impact prediction and its significance, mitigation and monitoring, plus consultation and reporting? (2) Where in this case it shows differences between EIA theory and the intention of sustainability, as well as legal expectations and then what actually happens in practice? (3) What improvements features can realistically be made within the existing regulatory context in Wales, and also, how can a structured review method support them ?
1.1 Case context
Craig y Perthi is proposed to be a solar photovoltaic generating with battery storage facility on land adjoining to Newport, South Wales. NTS “says that the Environmental Statement describes likely important effects associated with construction, operation and the decommissioning phase (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g). Solar planning proposals are often promoted as low carbon infrastructure, but in respect of their local impacts, landscape character and biodiversity and water environment matters and community amenity, . The quality of Environmental Statement is therefore critical: a project can be argued to be positive for society in the broad sense, while also requiring strong local proof and also accountability mechanisms.
1.2 Supporting legislation
The project EIA relevant requirements are provided by Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations 2017. These require, among other things, description of the development, the likely significant effects, description of the reasonable alternatives and the primary reasons why it is chosen, non-technical summary and the reference list of sources (Welsh Government, 2017). This duty is explicitly mentioned in Craig y Perthi Alternatives chapter (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b) and provides a clear point of engagement to review the treatment of alternatives as a meaningful appraisal or the minimum description of it. Key regulatory anchors and review expectations used in the paper are summarised in Table 1 (see Table 1).
Developments of National Significance (DNS) regime is used to promote Craig y Perthi. The process of DNS process creates the expectations in the pre-application consultation and publicity. As it is said in the public notice related to Craig y Perthi the consultation was carried out in accordance with Articles 8 and 9(2) (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023d). This provides a clear legal point of engagement, but the quality question is was there effective and influential engagement but procedurally done.
Table 1. Regulatory and best-practice anchors used in this review
	Anchor
	Relevance to this review
	How it is used in the paper

	EIA Regulations (Wales) 2017
	Sets statutory minimum ES content and process expectations
	Used to test whether key topics are addressed beyond box-ticking

	DNS process requirements
	Frames decision-making and consultation steps
	Used to evaluate procedural compliance versus meaningful engagement

	Lee & Colley (1992)
	Structured quality review package for ES process and reporting
	Used to assign grades and highlight priority improvements

	IEMA guidance / EIA Quality Mark
	Best practice indicators for clarity, alternatives, and follow-up
	Used as a benchmark to identify where practice could be strengthened


1.3 Sustainability context and intent
There are also general responsibilities of sustainable development in Wales.
Sustainable development” is defined in the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 as improving the economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales in a way that is in accordance with the principle of sustainable development” (Welsh Government, 2015). The Environment (Wales) Act 2016 confers responsibility for biodiversity and resilience of ecosystems (Welsh Government, 2016a). The new legal framework can be viewed as a normative statement that suggests that EIAs should contribute to achieving sustainability and resilient ecosystems, rather than to prevent their occurrence as an illegal state. In practice, however, EIA systems may still be biased towards compliance and litigation-defensibility interests (Cashmore, 2004; Jay et al. , 2007; Morgan, 2012). Consequently, the paper treats the legal compliance as a benchmark and assesses the quality of decision support: transparency, auditability, traceability and possibility of influence the decision.
2. Methodology
Lee and Colley Environmental Statement Review Package is the main structured approach used in the review (Lee and Colley, 1992; Glasson, Therivel and Chadwick, 2012). ES quality is grouped by Lee and Colley into the following review areas: (i) description of the development and environment; (ii) identification and assessment of impacts; (iii) alternatives and mitigation; and (iv) communication of results. This is an appropriate approach given the concern here is to assess the standard of EIA reports in a systematic, audit oriented manner and not based on personal perceptions.
Lee and Colley framework was modified to six dimensions, which were in line with assignment requirements: scoping and baseline quality, alternatives, identification of impacts, prediction, and significance reasoning, mitigation and monitoring (EIA follow-up), consultation, stakeholder engagement and quality and accessibility of reporting. Information was obtained out of Alternatives chapter, NTS, ES summary of effects, CEMP and LEMP appendices as well as the statutory notice and the scoping direction. Each dimension was rated with A to F on Lee and Colley conventions with A suggesting excellent performance and D or less implying the performance that compromise acceptability without changes (Lee and Colley, 1992).
Best practice discussions in the literature along with cross-checking Lee and Colley criteria with related legal requirements (Welsh Government, 2017) and grading in vacuum were to be avoided. The benchmark criteria of participation expectations were made in line with the IAIA best practice principles and main participation scholarship that focuses on legitimacy and influence (Andre et al. , 2006; Glucker et al. , 2013). A more recent review of the literature provided system-level expectations regarding the shift toward transformative effectiveness ideology over procedural ones (Caro-Gonzalez et al. , 2023).
Nevertheless, the current review is founded on publicly accessible contents and is not able to follow internal design processes, deliberations of regulators or modelling documents. These measures are then rated as conditions one to a score of six: with documentation being so transparent, traceable and auditable to the extent that scrutiny and, plausibly, influence of decisions can occur. This goes in line with the purpose of ES review techniques as quality-controlling instruments (Lee and Colley, 1992; Sadler, 1996; Glasson, Therivel and Chadwick, 2012). To reduce the risk of over-reliance on the NTS, the review also cross checks key claims against the relevant ES chapter(s) where available and flags any conclusions pending confirmation in the full ES volumes.
The review workflow applied in this paper is summarised schematically (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Review workflow used in this paper
The workflow links documentary evidence to structured criteria and produces auditable grades and recommendations.
3. Results
3.1 EIA process quality (dimension-by-dimension)
3.1.1 Scoping and baseline data quality
This section assesses whether the scoping choices and baseline information are balanced enough, and reasoned and clear enough for review and decision processes (overall rating: B/C).
The approach to scoping sets out what sort of list of topics the EIA is going to cover and what it is going to exclude. The list includes landscape and visual matters, cultural heritage features, biodiversity or ecology, water resources and cumulative effects (while noting that issues relating to air quality, noise and vibration are not considered, plus population and human health - with a note that perhaps health will be considered later) (PEDW, 2023). This indicates a formal scoping stage where authorities have had input. This would normally be expected for good practice where scoping should focus on concentrating effort on effects which are likely to be important.
The outcome of scoping is about right for a solar farm project. However, there are two problems for quality which flow from how the scoping is explained. First, the main report for the public gives no indication of why things were scoping out. People can see what is in or out, but not the thresholds or thinking which explains why things are left out, and what comments from groups and the public influenced in terms of what is included. Second, leaving out "human health" can cause problems with acceptance because concerns from communities about local impacts or well-being that they can see are "not looked at" even if in part they are looked at in other topics. There is a good body of studies about public involvement which stress that being clear about what is included and excluded is important for trust and acceptance, (Glucker et al. , 2013).
Overall this is generally acceptable because the scoping is clearly written down and seems balanced, yet the limited public explanation for scoping choices and how others influenced it is not open enough. A B/C rating reflects work that is done well enough but needs clear improvements in showing how decisions were made and why.
3.1.2 Alternatives assessment
The subsection is a discussion of how the ES handles the issue of reasonable alternatives, i.e., are the alternatives at issue comparative and decision-making as opposed to descriptive (overall grade: D/C). A schematic overview of the alternatives space and appraisal logic is offered (see Figure 2), and a brief screening summary is provided in Table 2(see Table 2).
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Figure 2. Overview of the alternatives space described in the ES and the recommended appraisal tool
Note: the figure is a schematic summary prepared for this review.
Table 2. Alternatives screening summary (as described in the ES/NTS) and review commentary
	Alternative type
	What is described
	Reason given
	Review comment

	Do-nothing / no development
	Baseline without the scheme
	Used as reference case
	Should clarify how this informs significance and cumulative reasoning

	Location
	Preference for sites near available substation capacity
	Grid connection constraint
	Needs a clearer longlist/shortlist and transparent rejection reasons

	Design / layout
	PV arrays, BESS inclusion, access and planting
	Design efficiency and mitigation
	Would benefit from an auditable options matrix with measurable criteria

	Mitigation-led variants
	Planting, buffers, construction management measures
	Reduce effects on receptors
	Should link mitigation to residual effects and monitoring commitments


The Alternatives chapter correctally refers to the fact that an ES must include a description of the reasonable alternatives to the proposed development that have been studied and the reasons for choosing a particular option (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b). However, it also states that the EIA Regulations have no particular duty of a developer to examine the alternatives and only require that alternatives would be described in those cases where it is thought necessary (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b). The narrative of the site selection employed in the chapter is quite constrained by the viability and grid connection, and it reveals the limitation of the space to the grid capacity, and the availability of land (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b).
For example, the NTS claims that “any solar scheme must be located near to an existing substation which has the available capacity” and must be “located close enough to the identified substation to remain viable” (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g, p. 4).
One of the most important mechanisms of sustainability intent provision in EIA is alternatives (Pope, Annandale and Morrison-Saunders, 2004; Glasson, Therivel and Chadwick, 2012; European Parliament and Council, 2014). In a place the law is intended to be stated as the follow-up to describe alternatives as alternatives that are put into consideration, best practice would expect that the ES should be able to demonstrate the desire that the space of options is influenced by environmental constraints and trade-offs rather than just commercial feasibility. The authors, Lee and Colley, contemplate the option of alternatives which are important in terms of ES quality since otherwise EIA may turn into a post-design justification document (Lee and Colley, 1992; Jay et al. , 2007; Glasson, Therivel and Chadwick, 2012).
Alternatives reasoning in actuality exists in this ES, which is not designed in a way to allow the independent examination of the environmental trade-offs. The documentation could have been enhanced by showing a clear comparative matrix among possibilities of realistic site, layout and design options including environmental factors like approved sites, sensitive areas, heritage environment, flood risk and cumulative landscape capacity. In the absence of that, the reader cannot readily confirm whether an alternative feasible option would cause key local impacts that are materially less. The fault is not in the fact that the developer (not) ought to choose an alternative location, but in the fact that the ES lacks a strong, demonstrable rationale as to why the option chosen makes sense, in environmental regards, as opposed to others.
Because this is the worst point in which considers the importance of alternatives in law and in the EIA theory. The ES recognizes the importance but does not provide a comparative analysis. D/C grade means a marginal performance that may have an impact on the value of decision-shaping.
3.1.3 Impact identification, prediction and significance reasoning
Here, the reviews considered transparency and auditability of impact identification, reasoning of predicting and significance, communication of uncertainty, and accumulating effects (overall grade: B).
The ES summary states that certain negative effects will occur but with mitigation measures it can be possible to avoid some large negative effects (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023c). It documents directed ecology survey frontline like surveys on great crested newt (eDNA), dormouse, water vole, aquatic invertebrates, shrill carder bee and water plants (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023c). The NTS holds the statement per which no significant cumulative impacts are concluded (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g).
The ecological survey evidence base is broad enough and represents a viable basis of baseline. The test that would be considered most crucial in the process-quality would be to test whether or not the ES would be transparent with regard to the pathways of impact, level of significance, uncertainties and the rationale that would be able to lead to the evidence to conclusions (Lee and Colley, 1992). The summary is a very useful summary in this summary chapter though practice of high quality must also take account of the fact that claims of significance can be reliably traced using topic chapters and that uncertainty is not ignored. As it is set, any hypothesis on mitigation effectiveness, including any monitoring to ensure performance are detected in claims about residual effects following mitigation.
The cumulative effects conclusion is a good example of transparency problems in the NTS. The statement that cumulative effects are not significant may be true but ought to be provided with a clear description of how much cumulative evaluation is to be done, what developments have been included and why the determination of significant importance is of importance. Otherwise, there may be a risk that the cumulative findings sound to be more than a statement, but not a document that is going to be audited.
Overall this dimension proves to be fairly acceptable since ES demonstrates much work at the base level and presents indistinct mitigating narratives. The improvements are related to mostly the cross-topic synthesis and describe and reason with uncertainty and cumulatively. A B grade is appropriate.
3.1.4 Mitigation, monitoring and EIA follow-up
Within this sub section, the degree of specification of mitigation and monitoring in an implementable, auditable basis, and the presence or absence of follow up in closing the loop between prediction and delivery (overall grade: C) is evaluated. Mitigation hierarchy and how this relates to follow-up auditability summarised in Figure 3 (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Mitigation hierarchy and EIA follow-up logic used to interpret ES commitments
According to outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), it shows how the mitigation measures and monitoring requirements noted in EIA would be put into practice and that there would be a comprehensive CEMP prepared by the contractor which would be secured through condition (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023e). LEMP contains mitigation and enhancement actions; it has a review cycle every five years (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023f).
CEMP and LEMP are good practices since the provision of these will fill the gap between EIA deliverables and delivery mechanisms. The primary process-quality risk is deferral: the critical monitoring information and tasks may be postponed to the next documents that are unavailable during the decision-making (Arts, Caldwell and Morrison-Saunders, 2001; Marshall, Arts and Morrison-Saunders, 2005). Lee and Colley underline that the arrangements of mitigation and follow-up must be well explained and sufficient to deal with the expected effects (Lee and Colley, 1992; Marshall, Arts and Morrison-Saunders, 2005; Glasson, Therivel and Chadwick, 2012).
I as a reader am able to note that management plans are in place, but it is more difficult to pick out one auditable list of commitments, indicators, responsible parties and reporting chains. This lessens accountability and it becomes difficult to have communities ensure that mitigation is provided and efficient.
This is only satisfactory. The intention is seen in the plans, but the follow-up accountability could be improved upon when the commitments are centralised into a register of commitments with indicators, which are measurable and well-governed. C grade is that the approach is workable but needs to be reinforced so as to minimise the deferral and auditability risks.
3.1.5 Consultation and stakeholder engagement
This part looks at how consultation and stakeholder engagement was done, against how well it worked—things like how easy it was to take part, who was included, when it happened, and and whether changes to the proposal are traceable the proposal (overall, it gets a C/D grade).
In summary, the statutory notice sets out the basic rules about how consultation will happen, that is, how and when people could have their say (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023d). The scoping direction, , the document that sets out the boundaries, says who was talked to by the required consultees and what the assessment will cover (PEDW, 2023). Of course, the NTS also contains information about the applicant’s previous work and how they are known to local people.
Best practice makes a clear distinction between consultation, which is a regulatory step that has to be taken, and participation, which is more about bringing in knowledge, making things look fair, and making influence (Arnstein, 1969; Rowe and Frewer, 2000). Best practice guidance on how to do things, such as the IAIA principles, focus on starting early and keeping on talking, making it easy to join in, and listening to what people say (André et al. , 2006). Studies into participation argue that how successful participation is depends on whether it was set up to be fair and democratic, and whether the people involved can actually see how what they said made a difference (Glucker et al. , 2013; Arnstein, 1969; Rowe and Frewer, 2000).
In summary, when looking at the Craig y Perthi documents that we have looked at here, the engagement is shown to have happened in the right way procedurally, but it is difficult to tell clearly from what the public said to see how the project design changed. A really good environmental statement package would normally include something like an “issue log” or a report showing what concerns were tracked, and then linking concerns to answers and what was done (issue x was a concern so we changed the layout, buffer zones have been altered to address concern y, we will monitor z). Without this kind of information people will think the participation was just for show, even if a lot of talking took place.
The process seems to follow the rules, but proof that the participation was really effective and made influence is limited in the story that is told by the publicly available environmental statement. Because being seen as fair and legitimate is more and more important for EIA to work well (Caro-Gonzalez et al. , 2023), this is a big limitation. A C/D grade reflects performance that is just acceptable but needs to get better.
3.1.6 Reporting quality and accessibility
The next sub-section is a critical assessment of the quality of the reporting, including the degree of neutrality, the quality of accessibility, and ease of use of the ES to provide clear synthesis and traceability (overall score: B).
NTS provided as part of the ES is meant to make the proposals and impacts non-technical (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g). Some of the crucial final things that NTS consolidated include cumulative effects (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g). The package ES package in general is based on a normal subject by subject organization with the help of the appendices.
Reporting quality really matters, because a good technical thing cannot be accomplished, because the stakeholders and the decision makers can not digest the evidence, or even validate an argument. Its best strength is the existence of an NTS. However, other parts of the NTS are also concerned with corporate profile statements and success-rate claims (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023g). Though context is not always unsuitable, good practice will say that NTS tone must be neutral and evidence-based, because NTS is more likely to be read and it will affect the overall knowledge. Certainly, the ES package would be supported in the visual synthesis tools as a table of residual effects and consolidated commitments register would be presented since it could be expected that Lee and Colley offered (Lee and Colley, 1992).
Professional structure Generally, there is a professional manner of reporting and it is available but the element of neutrality and synthesis can be improved. To have a B result is to show a fairly positive reporting and clear potential of improving traceability.
3.1.7 Summary of grades and priority improvements
A consolidated view of the Lee & Colley-style grades and priority improvements is provided below (see Table 3).
Table 3. Summary grades and priority improvements
	Dimension
	Key evidence (examples)
	Grade
	Main gap
	Priority improvement

	Scoping & baseline
	Topics scoped in/out (PEDW, 2023).
	B/C
	Limited rationale visibility and stakeholder influence traceability
	Add scoping rationale and stakeholder input summary in main ES/NTS

	Alternatives
	Alternatives framed as optional analysis; viability/grid emphasis (Axis P.E.D. Ltd, 2023b).
	D/C
	Weak comparative trade-off analysis
	Publish alternatives appraisal matrix including environmental constraints

	Impact prediction & significance
	Ecology surveys; mitigation-led significance claim (Axis P.E.D. Ltd, 2023c).
	B
	Uncertainty and cumulative logic not consistently transparent
	Standardise significance statements; clarify cumulative assessment scope

	Mitigation & monitoring
	Outline CEMP; LEMP review cycle (Axis P.E.D. Ltd, 2023e; 2023f).
	C
	Commitments dispersed and partly deferred
	Create commitments register with indicators, responsibilities, reporting and triggers

	Consultation & engagement
	Consultation notice; scoping engagement (Axis P.E.D. Ltd, 2023d; PEDW, 2023).
	C/D
	Influence not visible in public narrative
	Publish “you said/we did” log and design evolution narrative

	Reporting quality
	NTS provided; cumulative summary (Axis P.E.D. Ltd, 2023g; p.24).
	B
	Neutrality and synthesis tools
	Neutral NTS tone; add residual effects table and commitments register


3.2 Theory/law versus practice: gap analysis
The section unites the major disparities between theory and legal expectations in the environmental assessment and how the Craig y Perthi project demonstrates true form, and explains why these voids are as critical to the sustainability objectives. Table 4 (see Table 4) is a cross-theme best-practice checklist that can be used to explicitly specify the synthesis.
Table 4. Cross-theme synthesis checklist
	Theme
	Best practice indicator
	Observation in this case (summary)

	Alternatives
	Transparent options longlist/shortlist and auditable reasons
	Evidence of constraints is present, but decision-shaping transparency could be strengthened

	Significance
	Clear magnitude-sensitivity reasoning with uncertainties stated
	Narratives exist; would benefit from more explicit criteria and examples that show how conclusions were reached

	Mitigation & follow-up
	Commitments that are specific, measurable and monitorable
	Management plans are discussed; auditability at decision time could be improved through clearer monitoring triggers

	Engagement
	Two-way learning and traceable response to issues raised
	Consultation steps are documented; stronger feedback loops would support legitimacy


3.2.1 Alternatives as description rather than decision shaping
The report refers to the necessity of having alternatives, but it makes studying alternatives sound as being more optional and emphasizes that the responsibility is merely something which is really to describe alternatives in case they were considered earlier. This demonstrates that legal language is sometimes to be interpreted in a narrower sense that is not really in the sustainability intentions. Alternatives will be expected to aid in shaping up early decisions using environmental thinking through assessment thinking. Overall, developer-led work can interpret the alternatives as a mere description of why when something is chosen instead of a good analysis, particularly concerning decisions that are already partly decided on.
3.2.2 Procedural consultation versus legitimacy and learning
The consultation steps are formal steps in the process, which are also reflected in the Craig y Perthi notice. But effective performance founded on trust needs to encounter input. In other words, the studies concerning the role of the public indicate that individuals must see that their efforts altered plans or the evaluation process as well, and transparent feedback fosters a sense of trust. The absence of a public narrative of how consultation influenced design makes it more difficult to make a judgment of effectiveness in this project by the reviewers.
3.2.3 Management plans exist but commitments are not fully auditable at decision time
CEMP and LEMP tools are positive in a sense (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023e; Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023f); however, it is worth mentioning that some of the details are actually left to be presented at later step, , subjected to conditions with the following consent and also to documents prepared by the contractor. A follow-up process will be unable to occur as a proper loop of learning and improvement without a single, integrated register to care of tracking commitments, which would involve elements such as monitoring indicators, the person responsible, and the manner in which reporting should be done (Lee and Colley, 1992).
The arguments jointly elaborated by Caro-Gonzalez and colleagues (2023) include the view that the EIA effectiveness can now be evaluated, according to expectations set in terms of transformation and legitimacy, rather than the completion of the involved steps of the procedures. As the case of Craig y Perthi, in particular, would indicate, one of the main areas that could be identified is that even when the technical assessment component is performed well, the EIA process may not entirely fulfill its initial purpose, which is fostering sustainability. This occurs, , when the previous decisions taken, the degree of participation in the decisions and the ex-post facto are not clearly demonstrated and clearly displayed.
3.2.4 Comparative case: Cleve Hill Solar Park (England, NSIP)
The specific example of an analysis is the Cleve Hill Solar Park in England that was analyzed according to the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) system. NSIP documentation that is publicly available will usually contain (i) a separate consultation report of who was consulted and what issues were raised and how the scheme developed, (ii) a consolidated schedule or route map of mitigation that will indicate how commitments are secured by requirements/conditions and monitored.
This constitutes two practical traceability tools in comparison to Craig y Perthi which directly address key weaknesses, despite the fact that they have been highlighted in this review, viz.: (a) an observable you said/we did traceability pathway between engagement and design development, and (b) an auditable central record of mitigation and monitoring commitment. This comparison does not aim at stating the superiority of the English regime of NSIP in general; instead, it illustrates that in a similar planning setting in the UK, clear traceability can be established and can significantly enhance the feasible aspects of legitimacy and learning in EIA practice.
4. Recommendations
This section of the report contains recommendations which are pragmatic in nature so as to increase effectual EIA processes in cyclical instances of DNS which incorporate identification of who should act (competent authority, consultants and developer), what should change.
4.1 For the competent authority 
1) ES acceptance tests enhance expectations of alternatives: an alternatives appraisal matrix accommodate site, layout and design parameters must have an express document on environmental trade-off not only a commercial criteria (Welsh Government, 2017).
2) DN case Pilot independent ES quality audit of the cases with utilisation of a Lee and Colley summary sheet and the outcome is posted at the transparency and quality control (Lee and Colley, 1992).
4.2 For the EIA consultant 
3) Significance and uncertainty of cross-link on the topic chapters in order to contribute to the auditability and reduce the inconsistency of the communication of residual effects.
4) Issue one EIA commitment register on the main ES volume amid the foreseeable significant impacts and mitigation, the indicators of the monitoring body, frequency, responsibility, report direction, as well as the triggers of the adaptive management, and the deferral risks of outline plans are done away with.
4.3 For the developer/applicant
5) Issue a consultation traceability report (you said/we did) where the issues reported are connected with responses/actors (design changes, mitigation commitment or monitoring commitment) to increase the legitimacy and conflict risk (Glucker et al. , 2013).
6) Declare publicly about the monitoring according to LEMP review cycle (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023f), and define concrete antecedents of adaptive management in the case of poor monitoring.
5. Conclusion
The paper has taken into account Craig y Perthi Solar farm EIA as a process and document structure rather than a document that evaluates whether the project should or should not proceed. The ES demonstrates good base and mitigation planning concerning areas of state importance which have been scanned in, including significant evidence of use of ecological survey and implementation instruments (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023f). These strengths imply that existing EIA can still offer basic functions of identifying and mitigating planning of impact.
However, the case also shows that the over-Missing of the modern practice may also occur as regards to the sustainability-oriented aim of the EIA. The alternative discussion is the most vital weakness, as it restricts a situation of independent consideration concerning the presence of environmental-preferable viable alternatives (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023b). It has been demonstrated that the participation is procedurally, but not keenly influential on the public ES story (Axis P. E. D. Ltd, 2023d; Andre et al. , 2006; Glucker et al. , 2013). The presence of follow up tools is provided as long as they are more powerful in case the commitments were centralized and the monitoring of the governance became transparent.
Overall, Craig y Perthi EIA can be pegged as competent in exercise of procedures, but not necessarily in making decisions. The recommendations provided would improve transparency, legitimacy and learning making the practice more linked with the sustainability purpose and objective of the governance of the EIA and the Welsh sustainable development ( Welsh Government, 2015).
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Appendix A. Lee & Colley grading legend (abridged)
A – Generally well performed; no important tasks left incomplete.
B – Generally satisfactory; only minor omissions or inadequacies.
C – Just satisfactory; some omissions/inadequacies but not sufficient to prevent overall acceptability.
D – Just unsatisfactory; omissions/inadequacies significant enough to undermine acceptability without revision.
E/F – Poor; major tasks incomplete or seriously inadequate.
In applied practice, “C or above” is commonly treated as a minimum acceptable threshold and “D or below” as requiring substantive revision (Lee and Colley, 1992).
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