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Fretherne with Saul Parish Council
Pella, Passage Road
Saul
Gloucestershire
GL2 7LB

Parish Clerk: Kay Brown
07775 935739
fwsparishclerk@gmail.com
www.frethernewithsaul-pc.gov.uk


14th January 2025

Dear Alena,

Fretherne with Saul Parish Council (FwSPC) Response to 2024/0619/EIAS

Request for Screening Opinion under Regulation 6 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017  
Proposed Solar Farm and Battery Storage facility (49.5 MW)
At: Land at Epney, GL2 7LL

Fretherne with Saul Parish Council (FwSPC) notes the request for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) screening opinion submitted on behalf of PACE Tribute Energy Ltd (the “Applicant”) in their letter of 5th December 2024.

FwSPC consider the timing of this request from PACE to be a cynical abuse of protocol. PACE have had several months to put this proposal together whilst FwSPC has only had just over 4 weeks to respond. Stroud District Council (SDC) received this Request for Screening Opinion, which was dated 5th December 2024, resulting in an initial deadline response date for FwSPC of 31st December (this was subsequently extended to 15th January 2025).  Christmas was looming, local Parish and District Councils and therefore Councillors. and staff were about to have a two-week break. Indeed, FwSPC did not have a scheduled PC meeting until 29th January 2025 and were forced to hold an Extraordinary Meeting on 20th December 2024, to gauge the feelings of Parishioners and the wider local community. This meeting was extremely well attended on the Friday before Christmas. The timing also demonstrates, on the behalf of PACE, a total disregard for the community by casting such a dark cloud over it, at a time that is meant to be peaceful and joyous. It was obvious to the PC that our Parishioners have very strong feelings against this latest proposal, particularly as it once again involves the unnecessary industrialisation of our agricultural area. 

FwSPC are also concerned that they were twice informed by SDC, that the Parish Council were not required to respond to the Request for Screening Opinion. The Parish Council were subsequently advised by a number of other authorities that a response was absolutely required. FwSPC notes that His Majesty’s Government’s (HMG) process and guidance is very clear that a response is required in this instance. FwSPC would like these comments formally noted.

FwSPC strongly believes that SDC must be mindful that simply accepting the “Applicants” assertions in their proposal could be dangerous, as their proposal is full of critical omissions, with convenient factual inaccuracies. FwSPC do ask you to consider the following points before reaching your decision.

Described in its simplest way, this project is one that will potentially transform approximately 50 hectares of productive agricultural land into an industrial site. This will have an effect on the environment. With reference to the submitted proposal:

1 Background
The fact that the site is to be used for the industrial production of electricity using solar power is irrelevant, to summarise HMG guidance[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  Department for Communities and Local Government, Planning practice guidance for renewable and low carbon energy (2013), paras 5 & 8] 

· this does not mean that the need for renewable energy automatically overrides environmental protections and the planning concerns of local communities.
· it is important that the planning concerns of local communities are properly heard in matters that directly affect them.
· in considering locations, local planning authorities will need to ensure they take into account the requirements of the technology and, critically, the potential impacts on the local environment, including from cumulative impacts.
· the views of local communities likely to be affected should be taken into consideration.

The document provided to FwSPC by Stroud District Council[footnoteRef:2], clearly shows that the proposed development meets the criteria in column 2 of Schedule 2[footnoteRef:3] – specifically, the proposed development is larger than 0.5 ha. However, this does not mean that an EIA is not required, as claimed by the developers; this is only true if the development is not described in column one of Schedule 2. This is clearly shown in the relevant His Majesty’s Government (HMG) guidance[footnoteRef:4]. [2:  2024/0619/EIAS, EIA Screening Cover Letter [sic], page 1]  [3:  The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, Schedule 2]  [4:  Environmental Impact Assessment, Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 4-018-20170728 (URL: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/environmental-impact-assessment - downloaded 03Jan2025)] 


Taking into consideration the mandated actions given in Schedule 3:
“1. The characteristics of development must be considered with particular regard to—
(a) the size and design of the whole development.
(b) cumulation with other existing development and/or approved development.
…
(f) the risk of major accidents and/or disasters relevant to the development concerned, including those caused by climate change, in accordance with scientific knowledge.
(g) the risks to human health (for example, due to water contamination or air pollution).”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Ibid, Schedule 3] 



Further to these key facts, FwSPC considers there are errors and omissions in the proposal that need to be considered, in particular, the lack of any mention of risks that are associated with the proposed development. Some of these are described below, based on the submitted proposal and our analysis of the HMG Environmental Impact Assessment Screening Checklist[footnoteRef:6] (EIASC) attached[footnoteRef:7]. [6:  Environmental Impact Assessment, Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 4-018-20170728 (URL: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/environmental-impact-assessment - downloaded 03Jan2025)]  [7:  EIA Analysis FwSPC Response to Screening Opinion] 


3 The site and its context
3.5 Heritage
EIASC 12.1- several listed buildings have been omitted, and the PC consider a distance of only 500m to be insufficient and misleading.

3.6 Ecology
EIASC 10.1, 10.2 – several sites of international and national significance have been critically omitted, sites which should require a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).

3.7 Hydrology
EIASC 9.1 – It has come to the PC’s attention that the Environment Agency (EA) has updated its Shoreline Management Plan (SMP), as of 2025 their guidance is managed retreat which could have significant consequences in a Level 3 Flood Zone. Combine this with serious concerns about the integrity of the Gloucester Sharpness Canal sides, the risks of flooding the Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) are significantly higher, with all the toxic emissions and contamination that could cause in all the varied water courses.

FwSPC agrees with the developer for the need for the EA to provide a breech analysis. Due to the significant relevance of the EA breech analysis on the proposed site, FwSPC notes that the EA breech analysis must be delivered to SDC and the Parish Councils affected by the proposed development before the planning process proceeds any further.

5 The proposed development
5.6 Decommissioning
EIASC 6.1
FwSPC believe that at the end of its life, the proposed industrial site will leave significant waste. It is not clear how this waste will be recycled effectively. Also noting the lifespan of the proposed development is beyond that advised by the solar industry itself (advised life 25 years). FwSPC do not consider a development designed to last 40+ years to be temporary, it should be considered as affecting more than two generations of local residents.

6 Assessment of potential environmental effects
6.1 Environmentally sensitive area
EIASC 10.1, 10.2
There are critical omissions of internationally and nationally recognised sites which should require an Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).

6.2 Natural Resources
As there is no Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) assessment of the grading of the site, and as SDC’s own assessment shows the site as Grade 3, FwSPC request a copy of the method and results of soil sampling carried out on the site.




6.4 Pollution and Nuisances
EIASC 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8.1, 8.2
The noise at all stages of this development is such that a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) is a necessity. 
As mentioned above, there is no acknowledgement of risks associated with BE.

6.5 Population and Human Health
EIASC 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8.1, 8.2, 11.2
There is no acknowledgement of the impact on a community that have chosen to live in an agricultural area as opposed to an industrially compromised environment.
Once again there is no consideration to any risks to human health, including noise levels, at any stage of this development and the PC consider a NIA to be a necessity.

6.6 Water resources
EIASC 9.1
As previously stated, the EA has changes to its SMP. FwSPC has been informed the EA guidance, as of 2025, is managed retreat which could have significant consequences in a Level 3 Flood Zone. Combine this with serious concerns about the integrity of the Gloucester Sharpness Canal sides, the risks of flooding affecting the site, particularly the BESS, are significantly higher.

6.7 Biodiversity
EIASC 5.3, 7.2, 7.3, 8.1, 8.2, 9.1, 10.1, 10.2
FwSPC agrees with the developer that Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) is vital considering the location of the site. The PC welcomes the developer’s commitment to an Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA which is usually done on a much smaller development), BNG assessment, and other BNG surveys and subsequent plans, in addition to the mandatory EIA. FwSPC strongly believes an HRA is a necessity.

6.9 Transport and Access
EIASC 13.2
FwSPC considers the proposed route for construction to be wholly inappropriate.

6.13 Cumulative Effects
Given the large number of large and very large-scale developments being proposed and currently being constructed in the local area (affecting FwSPC and adjoining parishes): industrial solar power production, a large saltmarsh proposal, planned housing estates, a business park and sports stadium; a Cumulative Impact Assessment must be carried out.

All statutory and other surveys and assessments must be carried out by suitably qualified persons, or organisations, agreed by all parties involved in the proposed development.

As mentioned above, there are factual inaccuracies in the proposal document, and these have even been noted by parishioners in their objections sent to SDC. While some of these may seem like small matters, if they have got these basic, and easily verifiable, facts wrong, what else is wrong in their document?[footnoteRef:8] However, what FwSPC finds much more concerning is the complete omission in the proposal about any risks associated with this development. A quick search on-line shows that there are numerous, not-insignificant, risks associated with a development of the type described in the proposal. Some of the main environmental risks have been identified in the EIASC, attached to this letter. [8:  Public comment to SDC in ref to 2024/0619/EIAS, dated 05 January 2025] 


Whilst FwSPC acknowledges the definite need for alternative renewable sources of energy to be a necessity it should not be at the cost of the rural environment. Brownfield sites, housing development, warehouse, business and industrial park roofs, and car parks are all suitable alternatives for development and should be considered before a rural site such as this. Admittedly, they are considerably less attractive to developers as they are more expensive.

To conclude:
Whilst the Applicant acknowledges P1, that “The site, at approximately 48.6ha, exceeds the 0.5 ha threshold set out within the Regulations and the LPA is required to screen the development in accordance with the criteria set out within Schedule 3, to establish whether or not the development will require an EIA.” They conclude on P17 “that the proposed development does not constitute EIA development.” FwSPC considers this conclusion to be disingenuous at best and therefore the PC refutes this conclusion using the attached document. HMG guidelines clearly state that an EIA must be conducted in this case and the Parish Council strongly urge the Planning Department to consider all aspects of the Request for Screening Opinion and the need for a full EIA to be submitted for this and any future application on this site.

Yours sincerely,

Kay Brown

Clerk to Fretherne with Saul Parish Council
Qualified Clerk & Responsible Financial Officer   
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