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Introduction
The Environmental Impact Assessment, EIA, is the process by which the potential environmental effects of a proposed project or development can be ascertained. The EIA assumes an important role in the planning system, where the environmental factors of a project or development are taken into consideration with the objective of preventing negative effects (International Institute for Sustainable Development, 2016). 
In the United Kingdom, Environmental Impact Assessments are mandatory for specified forms of development in the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations of 2017 (Welsh Government, 2017). This requires the assessment of probable significant environmental impacts and consultation with statutory consultees and the public. The Environmental Statement is highly relied upon in decision-making for the acceptability of the development in relation to the environment 
This report analyses the Environmental Impact Assessment that has taken place in relation to the Parc Pelenna development in Neath, South Wales. The assessment uses the Lee and Colley Review method, a well-established approach that has been developed to test the effectiveness of Environmental Statements in relation to best practice. 
The report will discuss some of the major phases involved in the EIA process, which include Non-Technical Summary, screening and scoping, alternatives and public engagement. There will be a comparison with the Penrhos Leisure Village EIA in order to determine weaknesses and strengths. The document shall be used to determine whether the EIA process in Parc Pelenna supports environmentally sustainable decision-making. 
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[bookmark: _Toc219231587]Lee and Colley Review Method
The Lee and Colley review method is a review technique created to evaluate the quality of environmental statements and was initially designed by Raymond Colley in 1989 (Lee et al., 1999). This technique was developed as a result of the EC Directive 85/337. This method was then refined by Lee Norman to make it compliant with updated legislation. This is the reason it is known as the ‘Lee and Colley Review Method’. This method will be used to analyse the EIA of Parc Pelena in this paper.
[bookmark: _Toc219231588]Non-Technical Summary
A Non-Technical Summary (NTS) is meant to supply a concise and simple overview of the Environmental Statement for the benefit of the general public and other interested parties that lack technical knowledge in the subject. As such, it is imperative in ensuring that public participation in the EIA process is facilitated. The reason for this is that many people will solely use the NTS to evaluate an EIA (Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment, 2023).
In the case of Parc Pelenna, the NTS covers most of the minimum requirements set out in Directive 97/11/EC, including a description of the proposed development, an overview of likely environmental effects and includes mitigation measures. The summary gives a general idea of the site and the environment, which helps to determine the nature of the proposal.
However, the NTS has several weaknesses that work against it. In particular, it does not provide information on the scale of development proposed. For instance, it does not state the total site area that is proposed for the development. The lack of numerical information in this regard could work against the understanding of the development by the public. In fact, the scale of development could be an important factor in the development being accepted (The Urbanists, 2024).
Overall, while the NTS satisfies the minimum procedural requirements, it does not meet best practice standards. This is because it lacks quantified information, as well as significant discussion of the meaning of the impact. A more effective NTS could have quantified elements, as well as direct associations between impact and mitigation. This is because it could have supported more informed participation.
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Screening is a formal procedure used to determine whether there are potential environmental implications from a proposed development and, therefore, an Environmental Impact Assessment would be necessary. Under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations 2017, Schedule 2 developments are screened depending on their size, location and potential environmental sensitivity. The purpose of screening is to ensure that EIA is applied proportionately, while still maintaining a precautionary approach even in situations of uncertainty (Dartford Borough Council, 2026).
In this case, the screening opinion produced by Neath Port Talbot County Council determined that the Parc Pelenna development did require the preparation of an Environmental Statement. This view has been reached because of the scale of the proposal, its location and the potential for significant environmental impacts (Neath Port Talbot County Council, 2024). The screening opinion also identified the importance of cumulative effects, which indicates that the council is adopting a cautious stance.
After the screening decision, a scoping procedure was carried out to determine which environmental topics should be included within the Environmental Statement. The Scoping Statement contains a table which states the disciplines that were scoped out of further assessment. Arboriculture concluded that losses to certain Category A trees could be offset through mitigation and replacement planting. Other disciplines scoped out included traffic and transport, air quality, noise and vibration, health and safety, historic environment and geoenvironmental considerations (The Urbanists, 2024).
While scoping out topics can be justified where clear evidence indicates the likelihood of significant effects to be low, this method relies heavily on the assumption that proposed mitigation measures are likely to be effective. Despite scoping out multiple disciplines may reduce the time it takes to conduct the assessment; it risks limiting transparency and underestimating environmental effects, particularly in the rural environment where the development is proposed to take place. Best practice guidance states that scoping decisions should be clearly justified, especially where impacts are dismissed on the basis of mitigation measures that are yet to take place.
Overall, the screening decision appears robust and defensible, demonstrating good professional judgement by the local planning authority. However, the scoping approach has quite a narrow focus, with several environmental topics excluded at an early stage. While these exclusions individually may seem valid, their exclusion of all of them merits scrutiny to ensure that the Environmental Statement remains comprehensive enough to support informed decision-making.
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In Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the Environmental Statement, the assessment of alternatives is presented. While the chapter is detailed, it primarily focuses on justifying the chosen site and development scale rather than exploring a genuine range of reasonable alternatives. The assessment relies heavily on the site’s planning history, land ownership and commercial viability to explain why the proposed location was selected, with not much consideration of alternative sites (Trivselhus UK, 2024). As a result, the alternatives assessment is more of a justification of the preferred option than as an evaluation of different development scenarios, including a ‘do-nothing’ or reduced-scale alternative, as encouraged by EIA best practice.
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Public engagement is fundamental to the EIA process, with its main purpose the inclusion of public knowledge in environmental decision-making. Effective consultation should provide opportunities for the public to comment on proposals and also demonstrate how those comments have informed the development of the scheme. Best practice guidance emphasises that engagement should be meaningful, iterative and capable of influencing outcomes (Glucker et al., 2013). 
For the Parc Pelenna development, public engagement was done through a Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) process, with the outcomes reported in the PAC report. The report summarises responses received from members of the public and statutory consultees, with key themes including concerns relating to traffic, landscape and visual impact, ecological effects and the scale of the proposed development. Responses are presented alongside a summary of the applicant’s replies, indicating how each issue has been addressed (Trisvelus UK, 2024). 
However, while the PAC process fulfils the minimum requirements for consultation, it’s not very effective. The public responses are highly summarised, with limited detail on the nature of the objections raised. Furthermore, the consultation responses are from the applicant’s perspective, making the report seem biased. It is not always evident whether concerns resulted in changes to the design or assessment, or whether they were primarily addressed through reassurance and reference to future mitigation.
This approach risks reducing public engagement to a box-ticking exercise, where participation is documented but the influence is not noted. Best practice guidance would require detailed public response. For example, explicit links between public concern and design revisions. Overall, while the PAC process meets minimum regulatory requirements, it falls short of best practice in demonstrating public response, which may undermine public trust and limit the contribution of consultation to informing development changes.
[bookmark: _Toc219231592]Compare to Penrhos Leisure Village
A comparison with the Penrhos Leisure Village EIA highlights several key differences in the quality of the EIA process. The Penrhos EIA, looking at its Non-Technical Summary, demonstrates a more structured and comprehensive approach to screening, scoping, alternatives assessment and public engagement.
One of the most notable differences relates to the assessment of alternatives. In the Penrhos EIA, a dedicated section on “Alternatives and Design Evolution” clearly outlines the consideration of alternative sites, alternative design layouts and a ‘do-nothing’ scenario. These alternatives are discussed in relation to planning policy restrictions, environmental impacts and social implications (HOW Planning LLP, 2012). In contrast, the Parc Pelenna EIA places greater emphasis on justifying the preferred site and development concept, with limited evidence of a systematic comparison of alternatives. This suggests a more development-led approach, where alternatives weren’t genuinely evaluated.
There are also differences in the scoping process. The Penrhos EIA provides clear documentation of the scoping stage, including early consultation with the local planning authority and statutory consultees, and lists the environmental topics scoped into the assessment. The reason for including a broad range of disciplines, such as transport, air quality, cumulative impacts and sustainability, is clearly stated (HOW Planning LLP, 2012). By comparison, the Parc Pelenna EIA scopes out several technical disciplines at an early stage, often on the basis of proposed mitigation.
Public engagement also differs in both depth and clarity. The Penrhos Non-Technical Summary outlines how public and stakeholder consultation informed the evolution of the scheme, including changes to layout, scale and mitigation measures. This creates a clearer link between consultation and decision-making. In the Parc Pelenna EIA, public engagement is primarily documented through the Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) report, where responses are summarised by the applicant and whether raised concerns produced any change is not clear. As a result, the Parc Pelenna consultation process appears more procedural compared to the Penrhos approach.
Overall, while both EIAs meet minimum requirements, the Penrhos Leisure Village EIA demonstrates a more structured application of EIA best practice. The Parc Pelenna EIA, by contrast, exhibits a more selective approach, particularly in relation to alternatives, scoping and public influence. 
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This report has critically evaluated the Environmental Impact Assessment process undertaken for the proposed Parc Pelenna development, using the Lee and Colley review method as a structured framework for assessing effectiveness. The analysis focused on key stages of the EIA process, including the Non-Technical Summary, screening and scoping decisions, the consideration of alternatives, public engagement and comparison with the Penrhos Leisure Village EIA. 
Key weaknesses were identified in the scoping process, where multiple environmental topics were scoped out at an early stage, often on the basis of anticipated mitigation. Similarly, the Non-Technical Summary, although compliant with minimum requirements, lacks sufficient information to fully support public understanding of the scale of the proposed development.
The assessment of alternatives represents a further limitation. Rather than presenting a genuine evaluation of reasonable alternatives, the EIA largely focuses on justifying the preferred option, with limited consideration of alternative sites or a meaningful ‘do-nothing’ scenario. This contrasts with best practice guidance and undermines the role of EIA in shaping development proposals at an early stage. Public engagement, as documented through the Pre-Application Consultation report contains limited evidence that public concerns affected assessment outcomes.
Comparison with the Penrhos Leisure Village EIA highlights the shortcomings more clearly. The Penrhos EIA demonstrates a more transparent and precautionary approach, particularly in relation to alternatives assessment, scoping decision and integration of public consultation. This comparison reinforces the conclusion that, while the Parc Pelenna EIA is legally compliant, it is less effective in demonstrating best practice and supporting informed decision-making than the Penrhos EIA.
In conclusion, the Parc Pelenna EIA provides sufficient information to meet regulatory requirements but exhibits weaknesses in transparency, precaution and public influence. As a result, its overall contribution to environmentally informed decision-making is limited when compared to recognised examples of good practice. Strengthening the assessment of alternatives, adopting a more cautious scoping approach and demonstrating more clearly the influence of public engagement would significantly improve the credibility of the EIA process.
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