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FAO: Planning Department 
Shropshire Council
1-2 Castle Gates
Shrewsbury SY1 2AB

6 June 2025
 
Dear Shropshire Council Planning Officers,
Planning Application 25/01501/EIA| Erection of a poultry farm including 4no linked poultry houses with linked amenity building and associated concrete apron, feed bins, feed blending room, dead bird shed, dirty water tanks, biomass boiler house, hardstanding yard area and drainage attenuation pond
I submit this evidence on behalf of Sustain: the alliance for better food and farming, a UK registered charity. Sustain advocates for food and farming policies and practices that enhance the health and welfare of people and animals, improve the working and living environment, enrich society and culture, and promote equity. Sustain gathers and shares relevant evidence with decision-makers on the impact of intensive livestock production which is likely to significantly impact on biodiversity loss and increase greenhouse gas emissions in ways that undermine climate change policies and objectives.   
In early April 2025, having worked with the community in Methwold, we successfully demonstrated the legal imperative for councils to properly assess climate impacts of intensive agricultural developments, when an application for an intensive pig and poultry unit was rejected on climate grounds in a national first.   
Our concerns in relation to this application relate to recent legal and planning precedent. There is growing evidence of the significant harm these units pose to human end environmental health. This application must be considered in light of these cases. 
In our view, whilst the application has referenced climate impacts, this assessment is flawed, and the development is unacceptably environmentally damaging and incompatible with local and national planning policy and climate obligations. As in the Methwold case, if this application is approved there is a risk of a legal action successfully ruling the decision as unlawful. 
Our concern is that the proposal raises serious legal, environmental, and public interest issues and that the Environmental Statement (ES) submitted may be legally non-compliant under UK environmental law as clarified by recent authoritative case law.
This objection draws on statutory obligations under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, and the following legal precedents:
· R (Finch) v Surrey County Council [2024] UKSC 20,
· NFU v Herefordshire Council [2025] EWHC 536 (Admin),
as well as recent refusals by planning authorities in Norfolk on comparable grounds.
1. Inadequate and Legally Deficient Greenhouse Gas Assessment
The ES fails to quantify the likely climate impacts. The climate section refers to construction and energy use, but omits downstream emissions, making the application non-compliant with the legal standard set in Finch which mandates the inclusion of “inevitable and quantifiable” direct and indirect emissions in an EIA. This broiler development:
· Produces 1,200,000 birds per cycle;
· Inevitably results in GHGs from feed, waste, transport, slaughter, retail, and consumption.
The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017 require that all likely significant environmental effects be rigorously assessed. This principle was reinforced by the Supreme Court in Finch v Surrey County Council [2024] UKSC 30, which clarified that both direct and indirect emissions must be considered. Failure to do so has caused similar applications to be rendered unlawful. 

King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council refused a similar application on precisely these grounds on 3 April 2025 with evidential support from Sustain, Feedback, WWF and local campaigners. They also cited legal risk of judicial review in the absence of a proper climate assessment.  

To approve this application on this basis risks rendering the decision unlawful and vulnerable to judicial review.
2. Improper Reliance on Post-Approval Regulation
The application improperly defers critical environmental controls - including waste, ammonia, water pollution, and odour - to the Environmental Permitting regime. As Finch (para 108) and The National Farmers’ Union v Herefordshire Council make clear, the existence of a parallel regulatory regime does not relieve the Council of its duty to assess these impacts during the planning stage.
As set out in the judgment in Finch, (paragraph 108) 

"An assumption made for planning purposes that non-planning regimes will operate effectively to avoid or mitigate significant environmental effects does not remove the obligation to identify and assess in the EIA the effects which the planning authority is assuming will be avoided or mitigated.” 

The High Court judgment in The National Farmers’ Union v Herefordshire Council holds that relying on non-planning regimes like Environmental Permits may be insufficient to prevent environmental pollution and confirms that planning authorities can and should require additional action where there is evidence of harm.  

In the Herefordshire Council case, despite the existence of a variety of environmental protection and permitting regimes in the area, significant pollution issues persist, with agriculture identified as a major contributor. Mrs Justice Lieven judged that "to assume that the regulatory approaches currently being taken are effective to prevent environmental harm would be contrary to the undisputed evidential position". 

The above judgment notes that a local planning authority must assess whether other regimes are capable of adequately addressing issues. It references Thornton J’s summary in Vanbrugh Court Residents’ Association v London Borough of Lambeth [2022] EWHC 1207 (Admin) at [23]:  

“[A] local planning authority is entitled to place reliance upon the effective operation of the other regulatory regime(s) in determining an application for planning permission. However, it cannot simply ignore the issues in question. It must assess them sufficiently so as to be able to satisfy itself that the other regulatory regime is capable of regulating the relevant issues. If it is not satisfied, then consent must be refused. The existence of the other regulatory regime is a material planning consideration, to be weighed in the balance. Gateshead MBC v Secretary of State for the Environment 1995 Env. LR 37 at [44] & [49] and R(Bailey) v Secretary of State for Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Reform [2008] EWHC 1257 (Admin) at [13]).” 

Indeed, a recent joint investigation by Sustain and Feedback uncovered over 700 breaches of environmental permits across intensive livestock farms in East Anglia between 2017-2024. These breaches included unregulated slurry spreading, exceedance of permitted emission thresholds, and improper waste handling often with limited enforcement action by the Environment Agency. 
Freedom of Information data seen by Sustain shows intensive livestock units breached environment agency regulations a total of 223 times in Shropshire over the last 10 years. The data, provided by the Environment Agency, shows a clear pattern of moderate but consistent regulatory breaches, primarily linked to poor site maintenance and lax operational controls. The volume and repetition of these issues suggest systemic weaknesses that could impact animal welfare, local environments, and regulatory confidence.

Mounting evidence points to an ineffectiveness of non-planning regimes as a safeguard in this case. The development risks significant impacts on the environment and public health, contrary to the aims of local and national planning policy. 

3. Absence of Waste Management Plan and Nutrient Pollution Risk
No Waste Management Plan has been submitted with the ES. This is a serious omission:
· The statement estimates that the facility will produce 1500 tonnes of poultry litter, manure, and wash water per annum.
· No information is provided on how this material will be stored, treated, spread, or exported.
From Section 6.2 of the Environmental Statement:
"Waste such as poultry manure will be managed under the requirements of the Environmental Permit and the Manure Management Plan associated with it."
There is no risk mapping, no land spreading agreements, no nutrient budget, and no site-specific pollution mitigation strategy.
As referenced above, this omission is material and puts the application in breach of the legal requirements under the EIA Regulations 2017, especially when interpreted in light of NFU v Herefordshire Council, which held that nutrient pollution must be assessed during planning, not deferred to permitting. The site lies in or near nutrient-sensitive catchments, yet no nutrient loading or land-spreading impact assessment has been provided.


4. Cumulative Environmental Harm Not Properly Assessed
The Environmental Statement and its technical appendices provide only a limited and methodologically narrow assessment of cumulative environmental impacts, despite legal and regulatory obligations to do so under the EIA Regulations 2017. 
Although Appendix 6 (Ammonia Impact Assessment) includes a brief “In-Combination” section, this merely notes that where process contributions exceed 1% of the relevant critical level or load, nearby sources have been “considered.” However, the document provides no clear list or map of other emission sources, no quantitative modelling of their combined effect, and does not assess in-combination impacts on non-statutory ecological receptors or human dwellings. 
Similarly, the Ecological Impact Assessment (Appendix 5) explicitly defers the evaluation of ammonia effects on sensitive habitats to the local planning authority, rather than incorporating them into the ES as required. 
The overall approach fails to meet the standard established in Finch and NFU v Herefordshire, which require that all likely significant cumulative effects be assessed as part of the planning process and cannot be deferred to permitting. This omission renders the cumulative assessment inadequate and legally non-compliant.
5. Impacts on Residential Amenity and Human Health
Intensive livestock operations are well-documented sources of odour, airborne particulates (including bioaerosols), noise, and pests such as flies.  

Intensive livestock operations are well-documented sources of odour, airborne particulates (including bioaerosols), noise, and pests such as flies. In Shropshire, where there is already a high density of poultry and pig production units, residents living near such facilities have consistently reported serious and ongoing impacts on health, wellbeing, and local biodiversity. Across Shropshire, including sites near Bridgnorth, Market Drayton, and the Clun Valley, odour, noise, fly infestations and poor air quality significantly undermine residential amenity and mental health. 

These impacts are not hypothetical or occasional: they are persistent, often poorly regulated, and resistant to post-consent mitigation. Once developments of this kind are approved, they can fundamentally alter the character of rural communities and reduce residents’ quality of life for years to come. These harms are legitimate and material planning concerns, and they weigh heavily against the approval of further large-scale poultry units in the county.

6. Conflict with National and Local Climate Policy
This development is likely to be incompatible with the UK’s legally binding target to reduce emissions by 81% by 2050 and Shropshire’s own Zero Carbon Shropshire Plan, as well as the National Planning Policy Framework.  

There is no viable mitigation or offsetting route that could prevent the significant greenhouse gas emissions associated with this site. No evidence has been presented that the proposal aligns with any credible carbon budget or contributes positively to climate resilience or biodiversity. 
Approving developments of this nature without robust climate impact assessments risks undermining national commitments and the credibility of local policy. 

Shropshire Council has faced significant scrutiny over environmental concerns related to intensive poultry farming. Shropshire Council has been legally challenged multiple times for approving large-scale poultry units without adequately assessing their cumulative environmental impacts. A judicial review is underway concerning a proposed 230,000-bird poultry unit near Shrewsbury, with campaigners arguing that such developments contribute to pollution in the River Severn due to manure runoff. We believe Shropshire Council risks finding itself the subject of a further judicial review by campaigners should this application be approved. 
In conclusion, we believe the application:
· Is based on an Environmental Statement that is incomplete and non-compliant under the EIA Regulations 2017;
· Falls short of legal standards in regards to the greenhouse gas, waste, and cumulative pollution assessment;
· Improperly relies on post-approval regulation to prevent pollution from waste;
· Is incompatible with the local plan and England’s national planning policy framework regarding the need to mitigate and prevent climate change law.
Approving this application would expose the Council to a high risk of legal challenge and undermine its credibility in managing climate and public health responsibilities.
We therefore recommend that Shropshire Council refuse planning application 25/01501/EIA in the interest of environmental protection, legal soundness, and public accountability. 
 
Sincerely  
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Glen Tarman
Director of Policy and Advocacy














ANNEX 
Recent cases related to the inadequacies of EIAs 

In July 2024, the Supreme Court ruled against the expansion of oil drilling at the Horse Hill site near Gatwick Airport, finding that the local council’s approval was unlawful due to its failure to assess the ‘scope 3’ GHG emissions which will inevitably arise from the combustion of the fuel, following refinement of the crude oil.  

In August 2024, the UK government said it would not fight a judicial review against the Rosebank and Jackdaw offshore oil wells, brought on the grounds of an inadequate greenhouse gas emissions assessment (although the developers have continued to contest the claim).  

In September 2024, plans for a fossil fuel development in Cumbria were overturned by the High Court, which ruled that it was “legally flawed” to assume that indirect emissions (namely burning coal) were not a significant, likely effect of the development. In his judgment, Mr Justice Holgate (as he then was) noted that “the object of an EIA…aims to ensure that if such consent is given, it is with “full knowledge of the environmental cost” and that “as much knowledge as can reasonably be obtained, given the nature of the project, about its likely significant effects on the environment is available to the decision-maker.” The developer has not appealed the decision.  

In November 2024, permission for a judicial review was granted to challenge the government’s decision to award oil and gas licenses in the North Sea, on the basis of a failure to account for the environmental impact of oil spills and the climate crisis. 
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