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10/01/2022 
 
 
Annwyl Syr/Madam / Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) (‘The 1990 Act’) The 
Developments of National Significance (Wales) Regulations 2016 (as amended) (‘The 
DNS Regulations’) The Developments of National Significance (Procedure) (Wales) 
Order 2016 (as amended) (‘The DNS Procedure Order’)  
 
Application: Construction and operation of three (3) wind turbines with a maximum 
tip height of 135m together with ancillary development comprising substation 
compound, electricity transformers, control building, new site entrance, access 
tracks, crane hardstanding, temporary construction compound and associated 
works.   
 
Site address: Land off Refinery Road, Hundleton, Pembrokeshire, SA71 5SJ 
Application by: Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Limited 
 
Thank you for consulting Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales (NRW) on the 
above Development of National Significance (DNS), which we received on 22 November 
2021. 
 
We have also received a document prepared by ADAS, setting out the results of the 
additional bird and bat surveys for Rhoscrowther Wind Farm, dated 2021 for which we have 
provided comments in Annex 1. Please note these comments do not form part of our 
substantive response on the proposed DNS. 
 
We have concerns with the submission as proposed because inadequate information 
has been provided. To overcome these concerns, you should provide further 
information regarding Landscape, European Protected Species, Protected Sites and 
Birds. If this information is not provided, we would object to the application. Further 
details are provided below. 
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We also advise that based on the information submitted to date, we would ask that 
you include a condition requiring a Dormouse Conservation Plan and the full suite of 
Land Contamination conditions. Without the inclusion of these conditions, we would 
object to the application. 
 
We note that the application is for three wind turbines (135m high to blade tip) and 
associated infrastructure on land surrounding the Cheveralton farmstead, just off the 
Valero oil refinery in Pembrokeshire.  We also note that this is an amended scheme from 
that which we commented on at the statutory pre-app stage which was a five-turbine 
scheme (maximum tip height 126.5m) in the same area.  In relation to the scheme, we 
previously commented on we note that turbines are now referenced as follows: 

• Turbine 1 (formerly Turbine 1) 

• Turbine 2a (formerly Turbine 2) 

• Turbine 3 (formerly Turbine 5) 

 
Landscape 
 
The proposed development would cause significant adverse visual effects on the character 
and appearance of the National Park. The proposal would have a detrimental effect on the 
natural beauty of the National Park, in conflict with planning policy. 
  
National Park purposes and duty are set out in 6.3.5 of Planning Policy Wales and apply 
both within and in the setting of these areas. The proposal lies within the visual setting of 
the National Park. 
  
The National Park’s LDP2 sets out the National Park’s purposes and duty at Policy 1. 
Policy 8 states that the special qualities of the National Park will be protected and 
enhanced and Policy 14 deals with the conservation and enhancement of the National 
Park, including the adverse effects of visual intrusion and failing to harmonise. Policy 33 
requires that large scale renewable energy development should not have an unacceptable 
adverse effect on the special qualities of the National Park. 
 
The National Park’s Renewable Energy SPG Interim Guidance identifies large scale wind 
turbines as up to 125m to blade tip in the context of the National Park. The SPG identifies 
High sensitivity to large scale wind turbines in LCAs 6, 7, 8 & 9. In LCAs 6 & 7 the SPG 
identifies limited opportunities for a single or a small cluster (2-3) of medium or large 
turbines (under 100m to blade tip) on land close to the oil refinery chimneys. 
  
Although revised, the proposal continues to have likely significant effects on the National 
Park. ES Fig. 8.3 Comparative Blade Tip ZTV indicates very similar visibility with the 2014 
proposal and additional areas where the 2021 proposal is visible. Although reduced in 
number, the size of the turbines has increased, which is likely to have resulted in similar 
adverse effects to the previous proposal. 
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Detailed review 
The turbines would be located on the slopes of a shallow valley between two gently rolling, 
low ridgelines that run east-west. The ridgeline to the north rises to approx. 63m and to the 
south 59m.close to the boundary of the National Park, being approx. 700m from the 
boundary to the west and approx. 1.5km from the boundary to the south. To the north lies 
the existing Valero Oil Refinery, a large industrial complex, which includes 6 tall chimneys 
to 169m. 
  
ES Chapter 5 LSVIA  
The ES at 5.9 refers to NRW’s LANDMAP Guidance Note 3. This has now been replaced 
with GN46. GN46 recommends a study area of 11-20km for turbines up to 135m, however 
we are content with the proposed study area of 11km, as previously advised. 
  
The ES at 5.53 refers to existing wind turbines on the north side of the Milford Haven 
Waterway. These include Wear Point, 4 x 105m, Castle Pill 3 x 76m, Lower Scoveston 1 x 
75m, Scoveston Park & Crican Farm. The correct heights and numbers/colours of existing 
operational wind turbines need to be clarified on the Figures. 
  
The site lies outside the National Park within the LANDMAP Visual and Sensory Aspect 
Area Castlemartin (PMBRKVS061), a large area of mosaic rolling lowland landscape of 
overall moderate evaluation. Attractive and detractive views are identified and night-time 
light pollution is identified as slight, despite the proximity of the Valero Oil Refinery and 
Pembroke. The site landscape as referred to at ES 5.68 is typical of this area, though with 
less coastal influence and more light pollution and heavily influenced by the adjacent oil 
refinery. 
  
The proposed turbines would be visible from LANDMAP Visual and Sensory Aspect Areas 
within the National Park, particularly Merrion Ranges (PMBRKVS063), Angle 
(PMBRKVS065), Kilpaison Burrows (PMBRKVS079) and Angle Bay (PMBRKVS117) 
Angle Bay. 
  
The National Park Landscape Character Areas (LCA) affected by the proposal are LCA6 
Castlemartin/Merrion Ranges, LCA7 Angle Peninsula, LCA8 Freshwater West/Brownslade 
Burrows. There would also be effects on views from LCA9 Marloes Peninsula, although 
the ES considers this to be outside the range of effects on landscape character at 10km. 
The ES in Table 5.1 considers LCA7 & LCA8 to be susceptible to this type of development 
and of high sensitivity, with LCA6 considered of medium sensitivity. The Wales Coast Path 
runs through all these LCAs. 
  
As noted at 5.95 of the ES, the National Park’s Seascape Character Assessment identifies 
SCA31: Outer Milford Haven and SCA32: Inner Milford Haven. SCA31 is most closely 
associated with this part of National Park and within its setting. It is considered to be of 
medium sensitivity. 
  
The ES at 5.114 states that aviation lights, if required, are likely to be NGV compatible 
infrared, angled above the horizontal so not visible to receptors. This needs to be 
confirmed. 
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The ES at 5.147 notes that the visualisations have been produced as cylindrical 
panoramas with a Horizontal Field of View of 120 degrees based on panoramic photos, 
wirelines and photomontages. Landscape Institute TGN 06/9 Visual Representation of 
Development Proposals indicates that cylindrical panoramas up to 90 degrees HFoV, 
produced at A1 width with an image size of 820 x 250mm are appropriate. A3 images cut 
out from the panorama at 39.6 HFoV can also be helpful to illustrate the proposal. 
  
The operational proposal is assessed (ES 5.192-5.201) as having likely significant adverse 
effects on the landscape character within the park at LCA6, LCA7 and LCA8 at distances 
of 2-4km as the turbines would become characteristic of views across parts of these LCAs. 
The effects on SCAs 31 and 32 are not considered likely to be significant. We consider 
that adverse visual effects on the seascape setting are likely to occur, in views across 
Angle Bay and the Angle Peninsula. 
  
The operational proposal is assessed as having a number of likely significant adverse 
effects on the visual amenity of receptors within the National Park up to a distance of 
approx. 5km from the nearest turbine. These include viewpoints 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 
15. Adverse effects would also be experienced at St Ann’s Head VP24 and to a lesser 
extent at Dale Waterfront VP25 in our opinion. Adverse visual effects would result from the 
increased spread of industrial development across currently unaffected landscape and 
views where new turbine infrastructure would be prominent or conspicuous. The existing 
operational turbines are more distant/smaller and do not have significant adverse effects 
on views from the National Park. Not all the viewpoint locations are numbered in Fig. 5.20 
and require clarification. 
 
The ES at 5.237-9 does not consider that likely significant adverse effects on the Special 
Qualities of the National Park would occur. Specifically, the qualities of remoteness, 
tranquillity and wildness, diversity of landscapes and coastal splendour. We consider that 
an erosion of these qualities would occur due to the increased industrialisation of views 
and resulting detraction of scenic quality. 
  
The ES at 5.242 does not consider that likely significant adverse effects on natural beauty 
would occur, due to the relatively small part of the park affected. However, the primary 
purpose relating to natural beauty requires its conservation and enhancement, not simply 
the avoidance of significant adverse effects. In our opinion adverse effects would erode the 
natural beauty, not conserve and enhance it and this purpose applies throughout the park. 
  
The ES at 5.243 notes that the setting of National Parks is not defined and suggests it 
could be considered to be locations outside the park where the Special Qualities can be 
appreciated. ES 5.246 goes on to state that the National Park does not have an inland 
component to its setting and there are few views into the park from outside. The 
development is considered to have no significant effect on the seaward setting e.g. 
towards Angle Bay, although there would be some adverse effects. We do not agree with 
this definition of setting.  
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The visual setting of the park is determined by what is visible in views out from the park as 
well as views towards it in our opinion. Development outside the park can adversely affect 
the scenic quality of views from and towards the park, detracting from the landscape 
character and natural beauty of the park, as in this case. 
 
European Protected Species (Bats and Dormice) and Protected Sites 
 
We welcome the submission of the following documents in support of the above wind farm 
application: 

• Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Environmental Statement Vol I: Main Text’ by 

Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Limited dated October 2021; 

• Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Environmental Statement Vol II: Figures’ by 

Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Limited dated October 2021; 

• Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Environmental Statement Vol III: Appendices’ by 

Rhoscrowther Wind Farm Limited dated October 2021; 

Application site and its context 
The application site is located on the Castlemartin peninsula, Pembrokeshire, an area that 
supports a rich diversity of bat species, including some of Wales’ rarest species.  The 
peninsula supports component sites of the two following Special Areas of Conservation 
(SAC) which are notified for their populations of bats: 

i. Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and Bosherston Lakes SAC – Greater Horseshoe Bat, 

Lesser Horseshoe Bat 

ii. Limestone Cliffs of SW Wales SAC – Greater Horseshoe Bat 

We welcome that the presence of these designated sites close to the application site and 
particularly the relevant notified features have been identified in sections 7.49, 7.51, 7.53 
and Table 7.4 of the Environmental Statement. 
 
Bats 
Desk study 
We note that the desk study is principally based on a search of local records centre data 
with the full results reported in Appendix 7.2, and key information picked out in the ES 
section 7.92 and 7.93.  The applicant has not considered other sources of biological 
records that perhaps may not have been picked up by an LRC data search (Eg. Local 
Authority ecologist, local bat groups, National Bat Monitoring Programme, data gathered 
by other recent developments within the local area). 
 
Notwithstanding this, NRW’s previous advice highlighted other notable roosts in the vicinity 
including some which lie within the core study area namely: 

• Popton Fort – GHB roost 

• Lesser and Greater Horseshoe Bat Roost at Rhoscrowther  

• Pwllcochran Church – known to support a maternity roost of Soprano pipistrelle bats 

• Greenhill Farm – managed by RWE for its bat roosts 
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We also advised that the submitted information is expanded to give more details of the 
roosts identified in the vicinity of the site, including species, roost type (particularly any 
significant roosts), and location (including in relation to the application site).   
Unfortunately, the submitted ES does not appear to have taken forward this information 
and advice and, as such, the context of the location of the proposals in relation to nearby 
bat roosts is not fully described or assessed. 
 
Survey Methodology 
In sections 7.34, 7.94 and 7.95 of the ES we note references to the bat surveys having 
been carried out in accordance with the following current guidance: 
https://www.nature.scot/bats-and-onshore-wind-turbines-survey-assessment-and-
mitigation There is also the indication in section 7.95 that further details of the survey 
methodology will be included in a standalone report; we have been unable to locate this 
report as part of the submitted documents.   
 
In the absence of survey details including surveyors used and their experience, dates of 
deployment of detectors, times of the night/dusk/dawn when recordings took place, 
weather conditions at the time of survey, survey constraints etc, it is not possible for us to 
assess the adequacy of the surveys undertaken or come to our own conclusions in this 
respect.  We previously advised that this information should be included in the submitted 
documents for the DNS application.   
 
Whilst our previous advice was based on the 2020 bat survey information, the same 
comments also now apply to the 2021 bat survey information.  From the information that is 
available to us, we note that static detector surveys were used to record bats’ use of the 
site.  For the 2020 surveys we note from Figure 7.5 that static detectors were deployed at 
the locations of turbines (T) 1-3, and on field boundaries close to the proposed locations of 
T4 and T5.  
 
With reference to the changed design of the scheme, we note that the 2021 surveys also 
undertook static detector surveys at the turbine locations, but only during spring and 
summer.  Additionally, ES section 7.95 confirms that static detectors were placed on 
hedgerows which would be severed by new access tracks although we cannot find any 
further details about this.   
 
We therefore seek further information to clarify how many detectors were used, where they 
were deployed for the surveys in 2021, and the relevant results and data analysis.   
 
Our previous response also advised that the Cheveralton farmstead is surveyed and 
assessed for its potential to support roosting bats, in particular any significant roosts.  
There is no information in the Environmental Statement to confirm that this has been done 
even though the 2021 season was utilised to carry out additional bat surveys. 
 
Survey Results 
We note that the survey results and analysis are reported in sections 7.96, 7.97 and Table 
7.7 of the ES.   
 

https://www.nature.scot/bats-and-onshore-wind-turbines-survey-assessment-and-mitigation
https://www.nature.scot/bats-and-onshore-wind-turbines-survey-assessment-and-mitigation
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With reference to Table 7.7 ‘Summary of species detected at SM2 locations’ we seek 
clarification of whether the registrations reported relate to the 2020 and 2021 surveys, or 
just the 2020 surveys.  We also seek further information to clarify: 

• the registrations for Nathusius pipistrelle bats as the relevant cells in the table are 

blank;  

• the registrations for lesser horseshoe bats (which we noted were present at the 

statutory pre-app stage, but do not appear to be present now?); and 

• the registrations recorded on hedgerows which may be severed by tracks. 

Overall, the number of registrations indicated by Table 7.7 seems very low for this high-risk 
site, with the exception of the greater horseshoe bat registrations for turbine 2a.   As 
indicated above we seek details of the survey methodology including survey constraints to 
ascertain whether any factors are likely to have influenced the survey results.  We advise 
that this includes confirmation that the survey equipment used was working properly for the 
duration of deployment – sound files for the duration of the survey period and/or a 
sensitivity reading from the microphone immediately before deployment would give some 
reassurance regarding the survey results. 
 
As would be expected for the site’s location, we observe that a good diversity of bat 
species was recorded on site including Horseshoe bat species, and species at high risk 
from this type of development - common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, Noctule and, we 
assume, Nathusius’ pipistrelle. 
 
Table 7.7 reports the bat registrations at each of the static detector locations though it 
should be remembered that, for the 2020 surveys at least, the relevant static detector for 
turbine 3 (formerly turbine 5) was sited on a nearby hedgerow rather than at the turbine 
location.  In the absence of details of survey methodology employed and survey 
constraints, it’s not clear whether the detector location for this turbine was adjusted to the 
turbine location for the 2021 surveys.  We therefore seek clarification on this matter. 
 
Our pre-app response sought further information to provide a breakdown of bat activity by 
season and species at each turbine location, and each hedgerow to be severed by road 
infrastructure, giving an indication of the time distribution of activity through the night 
(including within 1 hr dusk/dawn and during the main part of the night).  We also advised 
that the current published guidance is used to provide an assessment of the level of bat 
activity at the site, with the Ecobat tool used to facilitate this.  Appendix 1 of the guidance 
provides a standardised format for the presentation of bat activity data.  We cannot see 
that these have been addressed and accordingly we maintain both pieces of advice. 
 
Impact Assessment 
ES Sections 7.143, 7.144 and 7.158 consider the impact of the proposals on bats. 
At the statutory pre-app stage, we advised that the assessment should consider the 
impacts on those bat features of nearby designated sites, as well as on nearby significant 
roosts of high risk species.  We also advised that further information should be provided to 
assess the likely impacts of the proposals: 

i. on the horseshoe bat species, as features of the nearby SACs (consideration 

should include hedgerow severance); and 



 
 

  www.naturalresourceswales.gov.uk 
www.cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk Page 8 of 17 

ii. on bat species at high risk from wind turbine developments (Eg. pipistrelle 

species, Noctules). 

It is difficult to concur with the assessment of impacts on bats provided in the 
Environmental Statement and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) in the absence of: 

i. details of the survey methodology and constraints for the 2020 and 2021 surveys to 

assess the reliability of the survey results;  

ii. detailed results for each of the 2020 and 2021 surveys including a breakdown of bat 

activity by season and species at each turbine location, and each hedgerow to be 

severed by road infrastructure, giving an indication of the time distribution of activity 

through the night (including within 1 hr dusk/dawn and during the main part of the 

night); 

ii. an assessment of the impacts of the proposals on SAC bat species and species at 

high risk from wind turbines using the Ecobat tool; and  

iii. additional information required about the proposals as indicated in our statutory pre-

app advice. 

Bats - Summary 
In view of the above we consider that there is insufficient information within the application 
to confirm the likely impacts of the proposals on bats and confirm that the proposals are 
unlikely to result in a detrimental impact to the maintenance of the favourable conservation 
status of the population(s) of species concerned.   

We therefore advise that the information below is provided to inform the determination of 
the application: 

• Full details of the survey methodology employed for each of the 2020 and 2021 bat 

surveys to including surveyors used and their experience, dates of deployment of 

detectors (and for the 2021 surveys the locations of their deployment), summaries 

of the times of the night/dusk/dawn when recordings took place by species, weather 

conditions at the time of survey, survey constraints, and confirmation that the survey 

equipment used was working properly for the duration of deployment – sound files 

for the duration of the survey period and/or a sensitivity reading from the 

microphone immediately before deployment would give some reassurance 

regarding the survey results. 

• Bat surveys of Cheveralton farmstead to confirm if, and to what extent, it supports 

roosting bats particularly any significant bat roosts of SAC bat species or bat 

species at high risk from wind turbines.   

• Using the Ecobat tool, an assessment of risk that the proposals pose to:  

i. the horseshoe bat species that comprise the notified features of the 

Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and Bosheston Lakes SAC and Limestone Cliffs of 

SW Wales SAC; and  

ii. the bat species at high risk from collision with wind turbines, including any 

significant roosts of these species in close proximity to the application site; 

• Further information about the development itself including: 



 
 

  www.naturalresourceswales.gov.uk 
www.cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk Page 9 of 17 

I. scaled drawings and supporting calculations to confirm the distance of each 

turbine from the nearest habitat feature (Eg. hedgerow), to demonstrate that 

the minimum advised 50m separation distance relevant to the turbine size 

will be achieved; and  

II. to clarify the requirements for lighting of the site both during the construction 

and operational phases, and to clarify whether the development’s connection 

to the Valero refinery site or its position near to the Castlemartin MoD firing 

range place specific lighting requirements on it for security, access or 

navigational purposes. With reference to section 7.143, further information is 

required to clarify the controls that will be put in place to limit light spill over 

the hours of darkness and the effect that these will have. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 
As horseshoe bat species have been recorded using the application site, there is likely to 
be an ecological connection between the site and these SAC sites.  Therefore, the 
application should be subject to a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) under Reg 63 
of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). The HRA 
will require an assessment of the likely impacts of the proposals alone and in combination 
with other developments and have regard to condition assessments of the SAC features 
and any trends in this respect revealed by SAC monitoring.  
 
With reference to Appendix 7.4 we note the preparation of a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment.  Since the HRA should be carried out by the Welsh Government Planning 
Inspector (the ‘competent authority’) this would be more accurately described as 
‘information to inform a Habitats Regulations Assessment’. 
 
We welcome that the document identifies the nearby bat SACs (Pembrokeshire Bat Sites 
and Bosheston Lakes SAC, and Limestone Cliffs of SW Wales SAC) and the relevant 
qualifying features.  We agree that the main impacts of these proposals on the SAC bat 
features is in respect of mortality arising from collision with turbine blades, and severance 
of habitat they use to move through the landscape (hedgerows).  We also concur that 
horseshoe bat species are considered at ‘low risk’ of collision with wind turbines due to 
their flight behaviour. However, as indicated above, based on the information submitted to 
date, it is difficult to concur with the assessment of impacts on bats and the conclusions of 
the HRA.   
 
Dormice 
There is potential for dormice to be present on the site as the site is well connected by 
suitable habitat to the Greenhill Farm area where dormice have previously been recorded. 
We note that dormouse habitat will be removed from the proposed development site, 
however, no specific dormouse surveys of the site and its surroundings have been advised 
or carried out.   
 
We would usually advise that dormouse surveys are carried out for developments likely to 
affect dormice or their habitats. However, in this case we note the relatively small loss of 
habitat that will occur as a result of the proposed development – approximately 100m of 
hedgerow to facilitate access to the site. 
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We note the proposals for taking the development forward with dormice in mind as outlined 
in section 7.152 of the ES.  We advise that these are worked up into a detailed dormouse 
conservation plan for the lifetime of the development, to include details of proposed new 
and compensatory planting, and how retained habitats within the application site area will 
be maintained and enhanced for the species.  The proposals will need to ensure that they 
follow published best practice (E.g. appropriate vegetation clearance methodologies for the 
time of year). 
 
We therefore advise that the following condition is attached to any permission granted: 
 
Condition: Dormouse Conservation Plan  
No development, including site clearance, shall commence until a site wide Dormouse 
Conservation Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The Dormouse Conservation Plan should cover the lifetime of the development, 
build upon the principles outlined in section 7.152 of the Environmental Statement and 
include: 
 

• A plan showing habitat to be lost, retained and created which should identify the 
extent and location on appropriate scale; 

• Details of protective measures to be taken to minimise the impacts of the works on 
dormice;  

• Details of timing, phasing and duration of construction activities and conservation 
measures; 

• Details of proposals to enhance retained habitats for dormice including planting 
mixes and specifications; 

• Details of initial aftercare and long-term management and maintenance; 

• Actions to be taken in event previously unidentified species or habitat features are 
found; 

• Persons responsible for implementing the works; 

• Details of measures to prevent or reduce incidental capture or killing; 

• Proposals for monitoring the condition of retained and any new habitat, to inform 
habitat management, and dormouse population monitoring. 

 
The Dormouse Conservation Plan shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details, with a written report of the effectiveness of the plan provided to the LPA every 5 
years and any arising revisions of the plan to be agreed in writing with the LPA prior to 
implementation. 
 
Justification: To ensure that an approved Dormouse Conservation Plan is implemented, 
which protects dormice and their habitats affected by the development.  
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European Protected Species: Legislation and Policy 
Dormice and all species of British bats are European Protected Species, legally protected 
under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).  Legal 
protection relates to the animals themselves and the places they use to rest and breed.  
 
Where a European Protected Species is present and development proposal is likely to 
contravene the legal protection they are afforded, the development may only proceed 
under licence issued by Natural Resources Wales, having satisfied the three requirements 
set out in the legislation.  One of these requires that the development authorised will ‘not 
be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of the species concerned at a 
favourable conservation status (FCS) in their natural range’.  
 
These requirements are translated into planning policy through Planning Policy Wales 
(PPW) February 2021, section 6.4.22 and 6.4.23, and Technical Advice Note (TAN) 5, 
Nature Conservation and Planning (September 2009).  The planning authority should take 
them into account when considering development proposals where a European Protected 
Species is present.   
 
Birds 
 
Overall, there is a lack of information to be able to determine if there will be an impact on 
birds.  
 
Breeding Bird Survey  
7.82 We are concerned that the breed bird visits were conducted so close together and so 
late in the breeding season. The surveys should have been at least 10-14 days apart and 
aimed to cover both early and late breeding season. The current provision does not 
provide an adequate baseline to characterise the breeding birds on site. The full survey 
results should be provided, rather than a handpicked selection. 
  
Vantage points 
7.84 The information provided in relation to the vantage point (VP) surveys is inadequate 
for us to determine the likely impacts on birds. Beyond season, there is no detailed 
information in relation to the timings of when the 36 hours (per season) of survey took 
place. There is no indication of what months were covered. Given that the breeding bird 
survey covered just June, we would have to assume the same breeding period has been 
used; this would not provide an adequate level of survey. The application site is in close 
proximity of protected sites designated for Wintering and migratory waterbirds, yet it is not 
clear whether the migratory period for waders and waterfowl was covered. 
  
7.86 The locations of the VPs do not appear to have been included, therefore we are 
unable to comment on the suitability of these locations. Can the applicant provide these or 
point us to the relevant figure? 
  
Beyond winter VPs there appears to be no attempt to characterise the winter use of the 
site by birds, this is important due to the relatively close proximity of protected sites 
designated for Wintering and migratory waterbirds. 
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Land Contamination 
 
We note that Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement covers hydrology and 
hydrogeology; and refers to land contamination issues in the area of the landfill, East of 
Cheveralton Farm. Whilst the site setting and understanding of pollution prevention 
measures is clear, it is also noted that the site requires: 

1. A preliminary risk assessment 
2. Site investigation and, if necessary, a detailed quantitative risk assessment (DQRA) 

etc. 
 
We agree that these assessments are required, as it should be demonstrated that there is 
no risk to controlled waters, to ensure that this is covered, we would ask for the full 
standard land contamination conditions as listed below.  
 
In addition, please can the applicant clarify if the pipes from the turbines are to be oil filled?  
We refer the applicant to the Groundwater Policy on oil filled pipes. (The Environment 
Agency’s approach to groundwater protection (publishing.service.gov.uk)) 
 
Land affected by contamination 
Condition: No development shall commence until the following components of a scheme 
to deal with the risks associated with contamination at the site, has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
1. A preliminary risk assessment which has identified: 

• all previous uses 

• potential contaminants associated with those uses 

• a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors 

• potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site 

2. A site investigation scheme, based on (1) to provide information for a detailed 
assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site. 
  
3. The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment referred to in (2) 
and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of 
the remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken. 

4. A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to 
demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (3) are complete and 
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance 
and arrangements for contingency action. 
 
The remediation strategy and its relevant components shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details. 
  
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/692989/Envirnment-Agency-approach-to-groundwater-protection.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/692989/Envirnment-Agency-approach-to-groundwater-protection.pdf
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Justification: To ensure the risks associated with contamination at the site have been 
fully considered prior to commencement of development as controlled waters are of high 
environmental sensitivity; and where necessary remediation measures and long-term 
monitoring are implemented to prevent unacceptable risks from contamination. 
 
Contamination verification report  
Condition: Prior to the operation of the development a verification report demonstrating 
completion of works set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of 
the remediation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in 
accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation 
criteria have been met. It shall also include a long-term monitoring and maintenance plan 
for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for 
contingency action, as identified in the verification plan. The long-term monitoring and 
maintenance plan shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Justification: To ensure the methods identified in the verification plan have been 
implemented and completed and the risk associated with the contamination at the site has 
been remediated prior to occupation or operation, to prevent both future users of the land 
and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled waters, property 
and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development can be carried out safely 
without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 
  
Long term monitoring plan 
Condition: Prior to the operation of the development, a long-term monitoring plan for land 
contamination shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The long-term monitoring plan should include:  
 
• Details of the methods and triggers for action to be undertaken 

• Timescales for the long-term monitoring and curtailment mechanisms e.g. a scheme of 
monitoring for 3 years unless the monitoring reports indicate that subsequent monitoring is 
or is not required. 

• Timescales for submission of monitoring reports to the LPA e.g. annually. 

• Details of any necessary contingency and remedial actions and timescales for actions. 

• Details confirming that the contingency and remedial actions have been carried out. 
  
The monitoring plan shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details, within the 
agreed timescales. 
  
Justification: A, land contamination long term monitoring plan should be submitted prior 
to operation, to ensure necessary monitoring measures are approved to manage any 
potential adverse impacts as a result of development on, water quality. 
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Unsuspected contamination 
Condition: If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be 
present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the 
Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out until a remediation strategy detailing how this 
unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The remediation strategy shall be carried out as 
approved. 
  
Justification: To ensure the risks associated with previously unsuspected contamination 
at the site are dealt with through a remediation strategy, to minimise the risk to both future 
users of the land and neighbouring land, and to ensure that the development can be 
carried out safely without unacceptable risks. 
   
Piling 
Condition: No development shall commence until details of piling or any other foundation 
designs using penetrative methods sufficient to demonstrate that there is no unacceptable 
risk to groundwater have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The piling shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details. 
  
Justification: Piling details should be submitted to ensure there is no unacceptable risk to 
groundwater during construction and methods/design are agreed prior to the 
commencement of development or phase of development. 
  
Marine 
 
As this development is 730m from Pembrokeshire Marine SAC, we would just emphasise 
the importance of following the pollution prevention measures detailed in the CEMP during 
construction and operation. 
 
Industry regulation 
 
The land proposed for the development is within the COMAH Public Information Zone for 
Valero Refinery. Valero is an Upper Tier Installation with the Control of Major Accident 
Hazards Regulations and is regulated jointly by NRW and the HSE. The proposal would 
potentially require consultation with both Valero and the HSE along with the Local 
Authority in relation to offsite emergency response. The applicant may wish to outline 
occupancy frequency on the site both during construction and routine operations. 
  
Other Matters 
 
Please note, if further information is prepared to support an application, it may be necessary 
for us to change our advice in line with the new information.  
 
Our comments above only relate specifically to matters included on our checklist, 
Development Planning Advisory Service: Consultation Topics (September 2018), which is 
published on our website. We have not considered potential effects on other matters and do 
not rule out the potential for the proposed development to affect other interests. 

https://cdn.naturalresources.wales/media/686847/dpas-consultation-topics-august-2018-eng.pdf?mode=pad&rnd=131909112110000000
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In addition to planning permission, you are advised to ensure all other 
permits/consents/licences relevant to the development are secured. Please refer to our 
website for further details. 
 
Further advice on the above matters could be provided prior to your planning application 
being submitted, however there would be a charge for this service. Additional details are 
available on our website.  
 
Advice for the Developer  
 
Land Contamination 
Natural Resources Wales recommends that developers should: 
1.       Follow the risk management framework provided in Land contamination risk 

management (LCRM) 
2.       Refer to ‘Land Contamination: a guide for developers (WLGA, 2017) for the type of 

information that we require in order to assess risks to controlled waters from the site. 
The Local Authority can advise on risk to other receptors, such as human health. 

1.       Refer to the Environment Agency’s (2017) ‘Approach to Groundwater Protection’ 
  
Waste on site  
The treatment and disposal of contaminated soils and groundwater is regulated by waste 
legislation and requires an environmental permit. 
  
Excavated materials that are recovered via a treatment operation can be re-used on-site 
under the CL:AIRE Definition of Waste: Development Industry Code of Practice. This 
voluntary Code of Practice provides a framework for determining whether or not excavated 
material arising from site during remediation and/or land development works are waste. 
  
Developers should ensure that all contaminated materials are adequately characterised 
both chemically and physically, and that the permitting status of any proposed-on site 
operations are clear.  If in doubt, NRW should be contacted for advice at an early stage to 
avoid any delays. 
 
If you have any queries on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yn gywir / Yours faithfully  
 
 
Louise Edwards 
Uwch Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Senior Advisor - Development Planning     
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales 
  

http://naturalresources.wales/permits-and-permissions/?lang=en
https://naturalresources.wales/guidance-and-advice/business-sectors/planning-and-development/advice-for-developers/our-service-to-developers/?lang=en
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/land-contamination-risk-management-lcrm
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/land-contamination-risk-management-lcrm
https://www.claire.co.uk/component/phocadownload/category/27-wall-documents?download=630:development-of-land-affected-by-contamination-a-guide-for-developers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-position-statements
http://www.claire.co.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=210&Itemid=82
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Annex 1 - Bat and Bird Results Rhoscrowther Wind Farm 2021 
 
Bats 
 
We welcome the submission of further information relating to the 2021 bat surveys in the 
document entitled ‘Bat and Bird Results Rhoscrowther Wind Farm 2021’ (no author or 
date).  Whilst we note that further details of the methodology for the 2020 surveys has not 
been provided, we welcome the information on survey methodology and results for the 
2021 surveys. 
 
We note that the static detector surveys involved the deployment of static detectors on 
site, at turbine and nearby hedgerow locations between 13 May and 11 June, 6th and 27th 
August, and 7 September and 13 October. Although the report indicates that weather data 
for these recording periods was collected, it also confirms that the information it is not 
included in the report.  It is therefore difficult to assess to what extent inclement weather 
may have affected the survey results. 
 
We also note that although the summer surveys included a detector on the hedgerow near 
Turbine 2, there was no detector at the turbine location itself.   
 
In the absence of more detailed analysis of the data showing the timings of first passes for 
each species relative the average emergence times and sunset, it is difficult to concur that 
there are not significant roosts located nearby. 
 
From the information presented it appears overall that most of the bat activity at the site is 
by pipistrelle bats, species at high risk from wind turbines.  Further, the majority of 
pipistrelle activity appears to be associated with the hedgerows, which reinforces the need 
for the application to demonstrate that the turbines will be sited further than 50m from the 
nearest hedgerow (as measured from the blade tip). 
 
Therefore, as advised in the letter above, the following information is still required: 
 

• Further information is still required in respect of the summaries of the times of 
night/dusk/dawn when recordings took place by species (relating to average 
emergence times and sunset) and the weather conditions at the time of survey.   

• Bat surveys of Cheveralton farmstead to confirm if, and to what extent, it supports 

roosting bats particularly any significant bat roosts of SAC bat species or bat 

species at high risk from wind turbines.   

• Using the Ecobat tool, an assessment of risk that the proposals pose to:  

iii. the horseshoe bat species that comprise the notified features of the 

Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and Bosheston Lakes SAC and Limestone Cliffs of 

SW Wales SAC; and  

iv. the bat species at high risk from collision with wind turbines, including any 

significant roosts of these species in close proximity to the application site; 
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• Further information about the development itself including: 

III. scaled drawings and supporting calculations to confirm the distance of each 

turbine from the nearest habitat feature (Eg. hedgerow), to demonstrate that 

the minimum advised 50m separation distance relevant to the turbine size 

will be achieved; and  

IV. to clarify the requirements for lighting of the site both during the construction 

and operational phases, and to clarify whether the development’s connection 

to the Valero refinery site or its position near to the Castlemartin MoD firing 

range place specific lighting requirements on it for security, access or 

navigational purposes. With reference to section 7.143, further information is 

required to clarify the controls that will be put in place to limit light spill over 

the hours of darkness and the effect that these will have. 

Birds 

 

In our response dated 10th February 2021 to the pre-application consultation, we 

requested the following information be submitted: 

 

• Details of vantage point (VP) surveys; these should be in line with the appropriate 
SNH guidance 

• A breeding bird survey that covers the entirety of the breeding season. 
• Survey for wintering birds 
• Two years of data will be required to capture inter-annual variation. 
• The scope of surveys should consider functional linkage between the application 

site and the Castle Martin SPA which may be needed to inform HRA. 
  
The information provided in the Bat and Bird Results Rhoscrowther Wind Farm 2021 
document has not addressed any of the above. 
 
 


