
 
 
Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales: Brecon and Radnor Branch 
Rhoscrowther Wind Farm. Objection to Ecology Sections  (9/1/2022)  
 
Responsibility for this response was delegated to our Branch by the Pembrokeshire Branch of 
CPRW.  
 
The documents cited in this objection are: 
Rhoscrowther Wind Farm September 2021. HRA (Consultancy: ADAS. Author: Chris Forster Brown. 
Commissioned for Njord Energy.  No Revision History or ADAS ref.  Tables for HRA/AA are labelled 2020.) 
Environmental Statement 2021: chapter 7 Ecology. 
 
1. Introduction 
CPRW are seriously concerned about the assessment of ecology at the proposed wind farm. 
ES 1.24 claims that ADAS was the expert technical advisor but the table at ES 1.25 does not 
state whether the ADAS advisors have any recognised ecological qualifications. The doubts 
about suitable qualifications by ADAS advisors is exemplified by ES Chapter 7 “Ecology”. 
Despite the claim of “expert” input the author appears confused about what surveys have 
actually taken place and the necessary supporting evidence.  Also, some of the cited policy 
and industry guidance has been superseded; for example, ES 7.27, TAN 8 was revoked in 
February 2021, and at ES 7.34, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), (2014). “Recommended bird 
survey methods to inform impact assessment of onshore wind farms”, superseded by update 
2017.   These are odd errors for a professional ecologist. We also note that in their pre-
application consultation response, 10/2/2021, NRW advised that more survey effort was 
required and supporting evidence provided, (Pre-application Consultation Report); we cannot 
find evidence for this in the present submission.  
 
2. Habitats 
ES 7.56 “An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey of the core study area and access roads was 
completed in summer 2020 based on standard techniques described in the JNCC handbook 
(JNCC, 2010)24. This constituted an updated survey from 2012.”  
 
We are concerned that all of the following are identical to those submitted in 2014, including 
the error of omitting target note 7: 

• Subsequent  text on habitats 
• Figures 7.2 and 7.3, albeit on different base maps,  
• Appendix 7.3, Target Notes 

 
3. Ornithology 
Absence of wintering bird surveys (NRW requirement) 
ES 7.81 “In order to gain an updated picture of bird activity on the site, bird activity was 
surveyed through breeding bird surveys, Vantage Point surveys and wintering bird surveys. 
The surveys were designed following consultation responses and using expert knowledge of 
the proposed site and through work on many other wind farm sites. The methodology and 



results of the Vantage Point surveys were conducted in line with SNH methodology and 
guidance.”  

However at ES 7.47, the list of updated surveys does not include a wintering bird survey. 
Furthermore, the NRW response advising the need for a wintering bird survey is dated 10 
February 2021, therefore it would have been impossible to respond to their request for a 
wintering bird survey before the ES, which is dated October 2021. 

Did Breeding bird surveys cover whole breeding season? (NRW requirement) 
ES 7.82 “Breeding bird surveys were carried out to gauge the value of the breeding bird 
community at the site during the spring and summer of 2020 and again during the spring and 
summer of 2021………To this end, three visits were carried out, between early and late June.  
The locations of all individual birds were marked onto field survey maps” 
 
The above statement is another indication that the author is confused about what surveys 
were undertaken. We note that ES 7.82 is a copy of the 2020 pre-application ES 7.81 but with 
the text tweaked to include “and again during the spring and summer of 2021”.  
 
NRW criticises the 2020 survey effort for breeding birds, stating, “The breeding bird survey 
comprised of three survey visits compressed into the end of the season, this means that early 
nesting species and activity has not been accounted for. The following Information is therefore 
required in order for the determining authority to adequately assess the proposals:  
• A breeding bird survey that covers the entirety of the breeding season.”  
 
The statement in ES 7.82 suggests that perhaps NRW advice about survey timing was ignored.  
Figure 7.4, dated September 2021, marks one yellowhammer nest and is identical to the 2020 
pre-application figure 7.4.  Were there any adequate breeding season surveys in 2021 and, if 
so, did they show no breeding birds?    
 
   
No evidence of best practice surveys or transparent reporting 
ES 7.84 to 7.86 claim that VP surveys were conducted in line with Scottish Natural Heritage 
(SNH) methodology.  There is no evidence submitted that this is the case.  Contrary to SNH 
2017 guidance “Recommended bird survey methods to inform impact assessment of onshore 
wind farms”(p22), there is no evidence about bird surveyors and their qualifications, no 
survey watch tables and no figures of viewsheds or flight paths in relation to the wind 
turbines.  
 
7.82 states “The locations of all individual birds were marked onto field survey maps” but there 
is no evidence for this. 
 
The section on ornithology concludes at ES 7.87, “Very few target species were recorded 
throughout the year and none in significant numbers.” There is no evidence for the wintering 
bird survey required by NRW. Yet again the author seems to be misrepresenting  survey effort.  
 
ES 7.117  says some bird species are listed by RSPB as BoCC.  “These species are detailed in” 
(blank)   
 



ES 7.87 appears to be an attempt to downplay any ornithological significance of the site and 
its proximity to designated sites with bird interest. The author ignores the principles of 
favourable conservation status. A single rare bird at risk from the proposal could be 
considered significant.  We do not know what survey effort was made, when it was made or 
even what species were recorded.  We note the dates (1990s, when turbines were very much 
smaller) of many of the publications cited and assume that sections of the ES have been copied 
from older documents without any updated professional input. 
 
It is standard practice to submit supporting evidence for bird surveys.  We would expect the  
ADAS, as “expert” advisor mentioned in ES 1.24,  to ensure professional field work results 
were available for the applicant to include in the ES.  Without this evidence it is impossible to 
determine whether surveys have taken place or corroborate the ornithological conclusion at 
ES 7.87.  
 
4. Bats 
 
ES 7.88 – 7.97 offers no supporting evidence for bats as requested by NRW in line with the 
guidance Bats and Onshore Wind Turbines 2019.  
  
No clarity about what surveys completed 
ES 7.95 “In line with the BCT guidelines, in 2020, five Song Meter SM2 detectors were 
deployed for ten night periods during the spring, summer and autumn. These were located 
at the Turbine positions. Further survey took place during spring and summer 2021 and 
autumn 2021. In 2021, survey concentrated on three turbine positions, as the scheme had 
changed from a five turbine proposal to a three turbine proposal. In addition, on the 
recommendation of NRW, static detectors were placed in locations at which hedgerows 
would potentially be severed by tracks. Details of relevant roosts will also be included in 
this standalone report, along with details of surveyors, survey timings and weather 
conditions” 
 
Was there any survey effort in 2021?   As with ornithology surveys, the author appears 
confused.  ES 7.97 explains that 2020 data from the five bat detectors has been adapted for 
the current three wind turbine scheme implying that three of the five original locations were 
retained in the three-turbine proposal.  However, Fig 7.5, September 2021, is identical to the 
pre-application 2020 plan of the bat detectors, showing a five turbine layout.  There is no 
evidence that bat detectors have been repositioned, as advised by NRW.   
 
Turbines are too close to bat foraging features 
ES 7.131 “The wind farm design has also sought to avoid collision risk impacts on bats by ensuring 
each turbine position is greater than 50m from the nearest boundary feature (i.e., boundaries that 
could be used as flight lines for bats).”  
 
Any professional ecologist involved with bats should understand this is a misinterpretation of the 
well-known current guidance.  Bats and Onshore Wind Turbines 2019, 7.1.2 explains that it is 50m 
from blade tip to a bat feature and includes the formula to calculate the correct distance from a 
bat feature.  Based on the current proposal, as in figure 1.3, the wind turbines need to be 78.8m 
from a 2m high hedgerow and further away from any trees.  According to the current layout,  T1 
is less than the required distance from the NW corner of Cheveralton and T3 is too close to the 
hedgerows to the east and south.   The required distances should be reflected in the application 



layout.  If the distances are already too small, the requested 50m micro-siting allowance could 
simply make matters worse.   Past experience suggests that, should permission be granted, even 
a carefully-worded worded planning condition will not ensure the finished development conforms 
with best practice. 
 
The ES denies ecological connection with legally Protected Designations 
ES 7.154  “The lack of ecological connection between the Proposed Development and any 
internationally or nationally designated sites means that there will be no impact on these sites.” 
 
This statement contradicts the opinion of NRW who consider there is a likely ecological 
connection, hence the need for an HRA.  It also contradicts common sense.  The protected bat 
sites are relatively close (1 km) and the wind farm site is well within the ranging distance of the 
protected species.  ES 7.154  is the result of a basic misunderstanding about the site’s ecological 
relationship with the designated sites with regard to favourable conservation status of species 
and functionally linked land.  
 
Outdated guidance is used to minimise collision risk 
ES 7.158. “Two species recorded within the PDA (Common and Soprano Pipistrelle) fall into the 
medium risk category of Mitchell-Jones and Carlin (2009)” 
 
 
Yet again, superseded guidance is used.  Bats and Onshore Wind Turbines 2019 supersedes the 
cited guidance, [see the guidance itself: 1, Purpose, “It replaces the previous guidance on the 
subject; notably that published by Natural England (TIN051)”].  The 2019 guidance, at 6.4, 
Table 2, lists pipistrelle bats as high risk of collision. Based on the data that is available, 
pipistrelles are the most abundant bats on site.  Nor do we understand how static bat 
detectors can substantiate the argument: “Furthermore, survey revealed that these species 
were not flying at a height that would intersect with the blade sweep of the turbine dimensions 
proposed.” 
 
No evidence to support conclusions on Residual Effects and their Significance 
The conclusion at ES 7.175 states: “Following the implementation of the relevant mitigation, it is 
anticipated that there will be no significant residual effects” 
 
There is no transparent evidence on what surveys have been undertaken with times and 
Identity/qualifications of individuals or consultancies.  There are no adequate published results 
with details of method and spatial data.  There are also mistakes about set-back distances plus 
the use of outdated guidance.  In a misleading assessment of significant effects, the applicant has 
assigned values of “county” and “district” significance to internationally and nationally protected 
species demonstrating an ignorance of legislation for the protection of biodiversity.  The 
conclusion at ES 7.175 is unsound. 
 
5. Biodiversity Net Gain 
The applicant has surveyed this site in 2011/2012 for the previous application. Apparently the site 
was resurveyed in 2020/2021.  Therefore, it is extraordinary that ES 7.176 states: 
“Details of this habitat management programme have not been fully worked out and will be 
discussed with Natural Resources Wales and Pembrokeshire County Council.”    
 
There follows a derisory offer of “net gain” including a totally unenforceable suggestion of sowing 
winter crops and encouraging “planting of arable areas on currently improved fields” for birds. 
Neither NRW or Pembrokeshire County Council are in a position to monitor this annually. 



Biodiversity net gain is a material planning consideration and the applicant should have submitted 
a Landscape Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) drawn up by a suitably qualified ecologist based 
on the most recent surveys. The LEMP should include how the works will be financed, and in this 
case as ES 7.177 proposes further monitoring, for the lifetime of the wind farm. 
 
6. Habitats Regulations Assessment 
The applicant and applicant’s consultants are not the competent authorities for HRA and 
Appropriate Assessment.   
 
ES appx 7.4 is an HRA undertaken by RSK ADAS Ltd.  There are no  professional qualifications 
provided for the author or the person who approved the document. We also note that the 
revision history is blank.   
 
The document does not follow DNS guidance para 4.3 on how to make an HRA. The Stage 1 
assessment fails to list and consider all the qualifying features of the designated sites, albeit 
many may subsequently be ruled out of further consideration. There is no explanation for this 
omission. 
 
The 3km radius (ES 7.133) should be questioned given the ranges of natural species for which 
the protected sites are designated. 
 
Section 2, Castlemartin Coast SPA, states, “In relation to chough, this is screened out, as it has 
not been recorded at the development in spite of many bird surveys including Vantage Points.”  
This statement cannot be substantiated because the ES ecology chapter has provided no 
evidence of recent bird surveys. 

Section 3 Appropriate Assessment Table 3, column 3 states:  
“no mitigation considered necessary as horseshoe bats known to fly at low heights. Bat 
Conservation Trust and Natural England do not consider horseshoes(sic) at risk of collision.  
Individual bats from SAC unlikely to fly to site in preference to other feeding areas much closer 
to roost sites.” 
  
This statement uses superseded BCT guidance and understates the risk. Bats and onshore 
wind turbines 2019 guidance (6.4, table 2) lists horseshoe bats as low collision risk (not as no 
collision risk) and inadequate set-back distances will increase the risk. The assessment that 
“individual bats from SAC unlikely to fly to site” fails to understand favourable conservation 
status which needs to take account of whether a species is close to the edge of its range.  It 
also ignores the previous advice in column 4, table 1 “availability of bat fly-ways and feeding 
areas on surrounding land” 
 
The conclusions of the HRA are unsound. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The risks cannot, and should not,  be assessed for HRA and Appropriate Assessment without 
adequate evidence.   CPRW trusts that PEDW and Natural Resources Wales will require 
transparent documentation and results of all ecological survey material relating to 
Rhoscrowther Wind Farm be supplied by the applicant.  This should be put in the public 
domain so that it can be assessed for the purposes of environmental protection.   


