
 

 
 

 
 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Pre Application Consultation Report Appendices 

November 2025  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

2 

Contents 
 
Appendix 1 – Non-statutory leaflet……………………………………………………………………………………….…………………..3 
Appendix 2 – Non-statutory feedback form………………………………………………………………………………………….…….7 
Appendix 3 – Primary Consultation Zone …………………………………………………………………………………..………….11 
Appendix 4 – Non-statutory consultation newspaper advert………………………………………………………….…………..12 
Appendix 5 – Non-statutory consultation Facebook advertisement……………………………………………………………..13 
Appendix 6 – Non-statutory consultation banners…………………………………………………………………………………….14 
Appendix 7 – Statutory consultation schedule 1 and 2 notices…………………………………………………………………...21 
Appendix 8 – List of statutory community consultees………………………………………………………………………………..23 
Appendix 9 – Letters to specialist and community consultees ……………………………………………………………..…….24 
Appendix 10 – Statutory consultation landowner letter and notice………………………………………………………………28 
Appendix 11 – Statutory consultation addresses of adjoining landowners…………………………………………………….31 
Appendix 12 – Statutory consultation site notices in situ……………………………………………………………………………34 
Appendix 13 – Statutory consultation declaration that notices were in situ and documents were published for 
viewing on project consultation website………………………………………………………………………………………….……..53 
Appendix 14 – Statutory consultation site notices…………………………………………………………………………..………..54 
Appendix 15 – Statutory consultation project website……………………………………………………………….…….…….….55 
Appendix 16 – Statutory consultation leaflet………………………………………………………………………………..…….……64 
Appendix 17 – Statutory consultation newspaper advertisement…………………………………………………………...…..65 
Appendix 18 – Statutory consultation brochure……………………………………………………………………………….……....66 
Appendix 19 – Statutory consultation feedback form……………………………………………………………………..………...68 
Appendix 20 – Statutory consultation banners……………………………………………………………………………..…….……72 
Appendix 21 – Original statutory consultee responses……………………………………………………………….…………..…81  
Appendix 22 – Copy of the newspaper notice in situ…………………………………………………………………………….…...82 
Appendix 23 - Letter to political representatives launching statutory consultation………………………………………...83 
 

 

  



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

3 

Appendix 1 - Non-statutory leaflet 
 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

4 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

5 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

6 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

7 

Appendix 2 – Non-statutory feedback form 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

8 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

9 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

10 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

11 

Appendix 3 – Primary Consultation Zone  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

12 

Appendix 4 – Non-statutory consultation newspaper advert 

  



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

13 

 

Appendix 5 – Non-statutory consultation Facebook advertisement 

  



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

14 

Appendix 6 – Non-statutory consultation banners 

 

 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

15 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

16 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

17 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

18 



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

19 

  



 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 
Galileo 03 Limited 
Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park 
Pre-Application Consultation Report Appendices 

 

23 

 

Appendix 8 – List of statutory community consultees 

 

• Welsh Water 
• Neath Port Talbot Council (NPTC) 
• Bridged County Borough Council (BCBC) 
• NPTC Local Highway Authority 
• BCBC Local Highway Authority 
• Natural Resources Wales 
• The Coal Authority 
• Welsh Government, Transport, Economic Infrastructure - Network management Division 
• North and Mid Wales Trunk Road Agency 
• Network Rail 
• Cadw 
• The Fire and Rescue Authority 
• NATS 
• Ministry of Defence’s ‘Defence Infrastructure Organisation’ (DIO) 
• Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) 
• Health and Safety Executive 
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   36 Heol Cefn Ydfa, Coytrahen, Bridgend, CF32 0DU  

   Dan Y Deri, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 0EH  

   
Hendre Owen Farm, Duffryn Rhondda, Port Talbot 
SA13 3HE  

   Brynsiriol Farm, Llangynwyd, Maesteg, CF34 9RR  

   Oakland House, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 0EH  

   
Swn Y Nant, Cwm Risca Lane, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 
0EH  

   Foxglove Cottage, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 0EH  

   2 New Road, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 0EH  

   Bryn Haulog, New Road, Tondu, Bridgend, CF32 0EL  
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mtt@galileoenergy.uk 
 
 
 
Dyddiad/Date: 20 June 2025 
 
Annwyl Syr/Madam/Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
STATUTORY PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION – TOWN AND COUNTRY 
PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) (WALES) ORDER 2012 
AS AMENDED 
 
BWRIAD/PROPOSAL: Installation of an Energy Park comprising: up to 6 wind 
turbines and ancillary infrastructure including turbine foundations, crane 
hardstandings and erection areas; Solar PV Panels and ancillary infrastructure 
including invertors and transformers; battery energy storage system compound and 
ancillary infrastructure; substation compound and ancillary infrastructure including 
control building; fencing and CCTV; upgraded and new access tracks, watercourse 
and pipeline crossings, highway junctions and highway remedial works; 
underground cabling; associated construction enabling earthworks; associated 
drainage; landscaping, ecological mitigation/enhancement; temporary construction 
compounds; and, other associated ancillary works 
 
LLEOLIAD/LOCATION: Land at Mynydd Ty-Talwyn, between the A4063 and New 
Road, Bridgend and Neath Port Talbot 
 
Thank you for providing a requisite notice to us under Article 2D of the above Order. We 
received a copy of your proposed application on 25 April 2025.  
 
We have previously provided a Scoping Response (our reference: CAS-244326-T8P9, 
dated 18 January 2024). 
 
We have concerns with the application as proposed because inadequate 
information has been provided. To overcome these concerns, you should provide 
further information in your planning application regarding European protected 
species, designated sites, ornithology and land contamination. If this information is 
not provided, we may object to the planning application when formally consulted by 
the determining body.  
 
On receipt of further information, we would consider planning conditions to be 
secured on any permission granted. Further details are provided below.  
 
1.0 Protected Species 
 

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-279518-L7K9 
Eich cyf/Your ref: 0582 



We welcome the preparation of the following documents in support of an application for the 
above proposed renewable energy scheme: 
 

• Mynydd Ty Talwyn Energy Park Environmental Statement Volumes 2 (Main Text), 3 

(Appendices) & 4 (Figures) by RSK dated April 2025. 

We note that the proposed development comprises six wind turbines (up to 200m to blade 
tip), a solar farm, Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS), on-site substation and 
associated infrastructure. We also note that consent is sought with a 50metre (m) micro-
siting tolerance for the turbines and associated infrastructure.  We note that a number of 
protected species have been identified on site. 
 
1.1 European Protected Species – Legislation and policy  
 
Bats, dormice, and their breeding sites and resting places are protected under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Where bats or great crested 
newts are present and a 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. A 
licence may only be authorised if: 
 

• The development works to be authorised are for the purpose of preserving public 

health or safety, or for other imperative reasons of overriding public interest, 

including those of a social or economic nature and beneficial consequences of 

primary importance for the environment;  

• There is no satisfactory alternative; and  

• The action authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of 

the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in its natural range.   

Paragraph 6.3.7 of Technical Advice Note 5: Nature Conservation and Planning (TAN5) 
states that your Authority should not grant planning permission without having satisfied 
itself that the proposed development either would not impact adversely on any bats on the 
site or that, in its opinion, all three conditions for the eventual grant of a licence are likely to 
be satisfied.   
 
Water Vole – Legislation 
Water voles are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and are a species of conservation concerns in Wales through their inclusion on lists 
published by the Welsh Government under section 7 of the Environment (Wales) Act 2016.  
There is no licensing provision of the intentional destruction of water vole habitat. A licence 
may only be issued for conservation purposes, and will only be required if water voles or 
their habitat are likely to be affected. Where this applies the licence application will need to 
demonstrate a conservation benefit to water voles. 
 
1.2 Bats 
 
Bat activity on site 
We welcome that bat activity surveys of the site have been carried out. The Environmental 
Statement (ES) confirms that these have comprised: 
 

• Static detectors deployed on site during May, July and August 2023; 

• Transect surveys (3 transects) on-site June, August and October 2024; 



• Four static detectors deployed in the solar array areas in July and September 2024. 

With reference to Table 7 of the baseline ecology report, whilst the timing of the static 
detector surveys appears to accord with the published guidance we seek the following 
further information to fully consider the adequacy of the surveys: 
 

• A map which shows the static detector locations in 2023 and 2024 surveys and their 

position relative to the proposed locations of the development infrastructure.  The 

information provided should be consistent between ES Chapter 10 and the 

supporting appendices and figures.   

• The weather conditions at the time of the static surveys, along with confirmation of 

the dates for which the weather conditions were deemed unsuitable for bats 

throughout the night; and 

• A map clarifying the transect route in June and October 2024. 

 

Bats are known to be vulnerable to, and collide with, wind turbines but the species are 
variable in terms of this risk. We welcome that the online Ecobat tool has been used to 
analyse the bat activity data obtained from the surveys. 
 
Of the information available to date, we note that there is significant proportion of activity 
by pipistrelle and noctule bats, along with some activity by barbastelle bats across all three 
seasons.   
 
Turbine Siting 
Published guidance (Bats and onshore wind turbines - survey, assessment and mitigation | 
NatureScot) advises that minimum 50m buffer is maintained between wind turbine blade 
tips and nearest bat habitat features (E.g. woodland edge, hedgerow, watercourses) where 
bat activity or other key habitat features such as wetlands). We advise that this 
requirement applies irrespective of other micro-siting constraints. 
 
We note that large turbine models are proposed to be used and that minimum 50m turbine 
buffers are referenced as embedded mitigation (Table 10.11). However we advise that 
further information is included with the submitted application to support this statement 
including: 
 

• Confirmation of what the bat buffer is for each turbine (with reference to the 

calculation in Figure 1 of the above guidance); and, 

• Illustrate both the bat buffer and the full extent of the micro-siting tolerance for each 

turbine on a map of new and retained habitats. 

• Clarification is sought that appropriate bat buffers relevant to the turbine dimensions 

and height of nearest bat habitat feature will be employed and will not be 

compromised by new and retained habitats. 

 
Having established the bat buffers at the micro-siting stage, we advise that those buffers 
are maintained throughout the operational phase; we consider that this aspect could be 
dealt with via an appropriately worded Habitat Management Plan planning condition  
attached to any consent issued for the scheme. 
 
Feathering turbine blades 



We advise that blade feathering is applied to all wind turbine schemes as it can help 
minimise the potential for killing and injury of bats at lower wind speeds without 
compromising energy generation. We advise feathering is applied to all turbine blades 
between April – October to reduce rotation speeds to below 2rpm while idling.  
 
We consider that this aspect could be secured through the use of an appropriately worded 
planning condition attached to any consent issued for the scheme. 
 
Turbine Curtailment 
In order to assess whether any additional operational mitigation measures such as 
curtailment may be required, we advise that the submitted application also includes the 
following: 
 

• Information on the proportion of bat activity above the cut-in speed of the turbines in 

each of the seasons by bat species at medium and high risk of collision with wind 

turbines. 

We also note that passes of both horseshoe bat species were recorded on site in each of 
the three seasons. These are low risk from a turbine collision perspective, but are a 
consideration in terms of habitat connectivity.   
 
Whilst we welcome that important habitat features for bats are illustrated on Figure 10.4, 
and that habitats to be created are shown on Figure 10.6, in order to consider this further 
we seek a map that brings this together and shows on one map the bat habitat features 
that horseshoe bats are likely to use which will be lost, retained and created as part of the 
development.   
 
Post-construction monitoring 
We note and welcome the reference in ES para 10.8.62 and Table 10.14 to bat monitoring, 
though we think what is meant here is a ‘Bat Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy’ (BMMS). 
 
We  advise that the submitted ES outlines the mitigation that will be required from the 
outset of the operation of the development (based on the assessment of impacts) and the 
monitoring commitments, for the Inspector’s consideration as part of the determination of 
the application.  With that sufficiently addressed, we would be content to agree the 
remaining details as part of the BMMS.  
 
Bat Roosts 
We welcome that 16 trees with potential to support roosting bats have been subject to 
ground level assessment of roost features and climbed endoscope inspections. Of these 
we note that T3 and T72 have potential to support a maternity roost (PRF-M) and T72, 
T88, T97 and T98 have potential to support non-breeding bat roosts (PRF-I).   
 
As above, we advise that the ES sets out the proposed mitigation for the loss of these 
roosts.   
 
1.3 Dormice 
 
We note that the application is progressed assuming presence of dormice, which we would 
consider to be a reasonable approach given the records of dormice nearby.  
 



To help inform an assessment of the significance of impacts of the scheme on dormice, we 
advise that the following further information is provided: 
 

• A plan showing dormouse habitat to be lost, retained and created which should 

identify the extent and location on appropriate scale; 

We welcome that a minimum 15m buffer will apply between built development and 
woodland, and a 10m buffer will apply between built development and existing hedgerows; 
we advise that these buffers are shown on the scheme layout drawings. We also welcome 
that hedgerow gaps will be used wherever possible for the placement of access tracks. 
 
1.4 Great Crested Newts 
 
We note that waterbodies within the site and on land within 250m of the site boundary 
have been assessed for their potential to support great crested newts (GCN). 
 
From the information available to date, it appears that GCN are absent from the application 
site itself. We note that a number of ponds on land within 250m of the site boundary were 
not surveyed due to access restrictions.  
 
We advise that a map is provided to confirm the location of all the waterbodies identified 
on site and on land within 250m of the site boundary, and identify those that were subject 
to survey and those that were not.   
 
We advise clarification is provided regarding the pond numbers referenced in paras 2.14.7 
and 2.14.8 of the ecology baseline report, and justification for assumptions of GCN 
presence that have been assigned to other ponds inaccessible for survey as listed in Table 
24 of the same report. 
 
At this time we note that one waterbody to the south of the site (P77) has a positive record 
for GCN, but that there are no development works or habitat creation works are proposed 
within 250m of this pond.   
 
1.5 Otters 
 
We seek clarification of the areas that were subject to otter (and water vole) surveys in 
2023 and 2024, and those areas where survey access was not possible.   
 
Whilst we note that no evidence of otters or otter holts or resting places were found during 
the surveys, we note that the presence of otters dispersing through the landscape cannot 
be ruled out. 
 
We welcome that a 10m buffer will be applied between built development and 
watercourses; we advise that these are shown on scheme layout drawings.   
 
We also welcome that mammal gates will be installed as part of security fencing to allow 
permeability of the developed site by mammals including otters. We advise that a planning 
condition is attached to any permission granted for the scheme requiring the submission of 
the fencing specification, including design and proposed location of mammal gates, for 
approval prior to works commencing on site.   
 
We also note the proposal to use an open span bridges at a watercourse crossings in the 
north-east of the site. We advise that any consent issued for the scheme includes a 



suitably worded planning condition to require the detail of the specification of the structure 
to be agreed prior to development works commencing.   
 
1.6 Water Voles 
 
Whilst we note that there are records of water voles within approximately 1km of the site, 
we observe that no evidence of water voles was found within the site itself. We welcome 
that watercourses shall be buffered from development works and an open span bridge 
used for the watercourse crossing. Accordingly we refer to our advice above for otters.   
 
1.7 Lighting 
 
We understand that turbines of the height proposed to be used are likely to require aviation 
lighting; we have no concerns to this in respect of protected species.  
 
We note that some security lighting may be required for other parts of the development Eg, 
Solar farm, BESS. We therefore advise that a suitably worded lighting plan condition is 
attached to any consent issued for the scheme, requiring  the details of proposed lighting 
to be agreed prior to works commencing on site.   
 
Summary 
We have concerns with the above application pending the provision of further information 
regarding bats, dormice, GCN. We would be pleased to review our position and provide 
further advice when consulted on the information specified below. We advise that the 
information below is provided to aid the determination of the application: 

Further information relating to bats:  

• A map which shows the static detector locations in 2023 and 2024 surveys and their 

position relative to the proposed locations of the development infrastructure. The 

information provided to be consistent between ES Chapter 10 and the supporting 

appendices and figures.   

• The weather conditions at the time of the static surveys, along with confirmation of 

the dates for which the weather conditions were deemed unsuitable for bats 

throughout the night. 

• A map clarifying the transect route in June and October 2024. 

• To confirm what the bat buffer is for each turbine (with reference to the calculation 

in Figure 1 of the above guidance).  

• Illustrate both the bat buffer and the full extent of the micro-siting tolerance for each 

turbine on a map of new and retained habitats. 

• Information on the proportion of bat activity above the cut-in speed of the turbines in 

each of the seasons by bat species at medium and high risk of collision with wind 

turbines. 

• A map that brings this together and shows on one map the bat habitat features that 

horseshoe bats are likely to use which will be lost, retained and created as part of 

the development.   

• An outline of the mitigation that will be required from the outset of the operation of 

the development (based on the assessment of impacts) and the monitoring 

commitments for the lifetime of the scheme. 



Further information relating to dormice:  

• A plan showing dormouse habitat to be lost, retained and created which should 

identify the extent and location on appropriate scale. 

Further Information relating to GCN: 
 

• A map to confirm the location of all the waterbodies identified on site and on land 

within 250m of the site boundary, and identify those that were subject to survey and 

those that were not.  

•   Clarification regarding the pond numbers referenced in paras 2.14.7 and 2.14.8 of 

the ecology baseline report, and justification for assumptions of GCN presence that 

have been assigned to other ponds inaccessible for survey as listed in Table 24 of 

the same report. 

Further information relating to otters: 
 

• Clarification of the areas that were subject to otter (and water vole) surveys in 2023 

and 2024, and those areas where survey access was not possible.   

Further information relating to scheme layout: 
 

• Scheme layout drawings which show the buffers to watercourses, woodlands and 

hedgerows. 

Notwithstanding the above, we consider that appropriately worded planning conditions will 
be in respect of turbine micro-siting, turbine blade feathering, Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP), Habitat Management Plan, and the detail of the security 
fencing specification (incorporating mammal gates), scheme lighting, and watercourse 
crossings.  We shall advise further on the wording for these when the above information 
has been received.  
 
2.0 Protected Sites 
 
2.1 Cwm Risca, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
 
The application site is adjacent to the Cwm Risca, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
which supports the key habitat features of marshy grassland (predominantly NVC M23, 
M24 and M25 grassland communities) and the marsh fritillary butterfly (Euphydryas 
aurinia). These features rely upon the current hydrological regime to maintain the scarce 
and protected habitat and species that they support.  
 
Paragraph 6.4.26 of Planning Policy Wales states that proposals must be carefully 
assessed to ensure that effects on those nature conservation interests which the 
designation is intended to protect are clearly understood; development should be refused 
where there are adverse impacts on the features for which a site has been designated.  
 
We have concerns that the Cwm Risca SSSI could be indirectly impacted by the proposed 
access road to the east and north of the site altering the hydrological connections to the 
SSSI and thus altering the current hydrology, which could adversely impact the protected 
features. In addition, any airborne or pollution runoff during the construction phase of the 
roads, from fuel and oils in the use of on-site machinery and subsequent use of the access 
road could also potentially adversely impact the SSSI. In addition, careful consideration 



within any detailed CEMP and risk assessment and working method statement (RAMS) 
which will be required to prevent either an interruption or alteration of the hydrological links 
and minimise any pollution resulting from the creation and use of this access road. This will 
also be the case for the development of the solar panel array situated directly east of the 
SSSI where there is a watercourse that enters the SSSI on its eastern boundary.  
  
In addition, the position of the solar panel arrays (‘J-N’) in fields directly to the north of the 
SSSI may have an impact on how rainwater is directed and focussed uphill of the SSSI, 
which may have some impacts on the hydrology supporting the SSSI.  
  
The presence of solar panel arrays can disrupt the rainfall patterns across the field, 
capturing more on the panels that drip into distinct zones and because of their alignment, 
could affect infiltration and how rainfall passively drains from the fields. This has a potential 
to impact the hydrology supporting Cwm Risca SSSI and we request further assurance 
that these aspects are assessed and adjusted for in the design of this development where 
these concerns are substantiated. The proposals for the use of swales within the solar 
panel array fields are welcomed but need to be carefully designed and monitored to 
ensure their effectiveness in preventing damage to the SSSI and its protected features.  
  
SSSI buffer 
 
There appears to be a proposed buffer zone approximately 50m wide, between the solar 
panel array (labelled ‘O’ on the designs) and the eastern boundary of the SSSI. It would be 
good to see a wider buffer zone allocated given the scale of this development and to 
award the protected site greater ecosystem protection to increase its resilience to future 
changes, such as climate change. It can be argued that the solar panel array to the east of 
the SSSI may not be deemed to pose a significant, direct impacts on the protected SSSI 
features. We advise further consideration is given to allocate a wider buffer to the 
protected sites and to sympathetically manage that buffer to afford a level of habitat 
protection that allows for greater, future habitat resilience and allow space for wildlife 
utilizing the SSSI to have an enhanced habitat resource to boost and assist the overall 
effectiveness of the ecology of this small, protected site.   
  
We have been developing our approach to ecosystem resilience and affording critical 
areas of land and habitats around protected sites as part of highlighting and planning 
resilient ecological networks (REN). This approach, as shown within NRW mapping, 
illustrates a buffer of at least 120m would be more appropriate to support this resilience 
approach to the protected habitat features. Thus, this buffer allocation should be looked at 
again by the developer to assess if this impact on the ‘resilience buffer,’ as attributed to 
Cwm Risca SSSI within NRW’s REN can be amended to support the future resilience of 
this protected site.  
  
As part of the biodiversity gains within these proposals, the buffer could include 
implementation of appropriate restoration and management techniques to support and 
maximise the ecological functioning of the SSSI within the buffer land. This could be 
achieved through appropriate modification towards sympathetic drainage, extensive 
grazing with appropriate livestock and planting of suitable species, where beneficial and 
supportive the ecological function of the protected habitats within the SSSI.  
 
2.2 Marsh Fritillary Butterfly  
 



The Marsh Fritillary butterfly (Euphydryas aurinia) is a designated feature of both the Cwm 
Risca SSSI. The butterfly exists as a ‘meta population’ and relies upon a network of 
marshy grassland sites both within and outside of the designated sites network.  
 
The allocation of mitigation land to be restored as marshy grassland habitat to benefit 
marsh fritillary butterflies is welcomed. This area is an important landscape for this species 
and these proposals could assist in their conservation in the future. Some fields within the 
allocated area appear to support existing marshy grassland, due to the dominant 
appearance of purple moor grass on aerial photos, and adjacent fields appear to have 
been agriculturally modified to an extent.  
  
However, we have concerns with the management prescriptions within the ‘Appendix 10.4: 
Net Benefit Report (including Habitat Management Plan), Feature 3: Wet Grassland 
Management’.’  
  
We do not agree with the statement in section 5.3.12, ‘Management of wet grassland will 
follow similar management styles to the dry meadow creation with short cutting throughout 
the winter, growth in spring – summer, hay cut in late summer and autumn to spring 
mowing/grazing’. The restoration of these fields should be undertaken via low intensity 
cattle grazing regime in general, with some, targeted mowing/topping or potentially use of 
‘cut and collect’ machinery in parts where purple moor grass (Molinia caerulea) is 
dominating or where species such as soft rush (Juncus effusus) or similar needs to be 
managed. Only parts of each field should be cut each year to reduce impacts on existing 
invertebrate and other species, in any, one-year cycle. Sensitive, gradual changes are best 
for nature conservation but where grass tussocks are dense, more intensive cattle grazing 
may be an option to consider as a short-term tool to help break up the sward.  
  
Section 5.3.14 suggests the use of a seed mix if initial restoration is unsuccessful. The 
prescription to re-seed the more modified fields through use of seed mixes would be 
inappropriate here. The use of the suggested EM4 seed mix is not welcomed and many of 
the species in the list would not be suitable for inclusion within a marshy grassland in 
South Wales. The development should rely on appropriate, sympathetic management 
techniques to allow the regeneration of species within the existing ‘seed bank’ to germinate 
and to supplement this with the planting of local provenance species such as devil’s bit 
scabious to directly assist marsh fritillary butterfly as part of any initial restoration work, 
followed by other species such as meadow thistle, greater bird’s foot trefoil, marsh 
bedstraw and ragged robin amongst others.  
  
No application of fertiliser, manure or lime should be undertaken on these fields.  
  
We  recommend the developer refers to INNC publication INCC-Habitat-Management.-
The-Marsh-Fritillary-Butterfly-Eng.pdf regarding appropriate restoration and management 
techniques. Following submission of additional information as part of the full planning 
application, we would expect a suitably worded condition to be included to ensure the 
future management of any mitigation proposed. 
 
General Advice – Grassland Fungi 
 
We note the submission within Appendix 10.2: Grassland Fungi Survey Report however, 
the survey effort is limited in some areas. The grassland fungi survey only considers the 
land that is not being covered with infrastructure and there is no information on the 
grassland fungi of the land that will be lost/ subject to infrastructure.  Although we note that 



the proposal will unlikely affect SSSI areas, the habitat on site may be of local significance.  
We therefore recommend further consultation with the Local Authorities in house ecologist 
on future mitigation.  
 
3.0 Peat 
 
We have reviewed Appendix 5.4: Outline Soil Management Plan.  
 
Section 2.3.2. Soil and peat thickness, figure 2-2 indicates a good spread of probing points 
supported by a fairly strong representation of 66 core locations. We note that peat was 
encountered at one location and this is unaffected by infrastructure.  There is no report of 
any peat being encountered by coring and not probing.   
 
The Peatlands of Wales Map (View map | DataMapWales) indicates there is no peat within 
the site boundary.  In addition, there appears to be no evidence for the presence of 
peatland habitat or other section 7 habitat likely to have been derived from peatland habitat 
by modification. 
 
Given that the higher resolution peat mapping at the location of proposed infrastructure 
has also not located peat then we have no further observations to make 
 
4.0 Terrestrial Ornithology 
 
Lapwing is a species of high conservation concern; owing to severe short-term and long-
term decline of the breeding population Lapwing is listed under Section 7 of the 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016, and Red-listed in Wales (BoCCW4). There were estimated 
to be fewer than 1000 breeding pairs of Lapwing in Wales (Pritchard et al. 
2021).  Schemes involving solar development should first seek to avoid development of 
fields identified as containing breeding lapwing and follow the DECCA principals laid out in 
PPW 12.  
 
We have concerns regarding the impacts of the proposals on breeding lapwing.  
 
A total of 4 pairs of breeding lapwing were observed over 2 breeding seasons and all 4 
pairs utilised different fields over the 2 seasons. All fields appear on aerials to be in open 
habitats, consistent with the species reluctance to nest in habitats where tall tree, hedges 
and other tall vegetation is present.  
  
The pairs utilised parts of the proposed ‘bird mitigation area’ in year 1 but preferred other 
fields in year 2 assuming the breeding birds were the same each year. However, the 
proposed solar panel array G appears to be directly impacting the most recent nesting 
sites of 2 pairs and could indirectly impact a third pair to the east.  
  
The proposal for woodland planting around solar array G, J and K could impact their future 
breeding success due to the species preference for nesting sites in open habitats with 
minimal trees and low vegetation to minimise predation of their eggs and chicks from 
predatory bird species. These proposals could have a dramatic impact on this species by 
reducing suitable habitats available for their preferred breeding sites which could be 
further impacted by any alterations to future agricultural management of fields across the 
site. Tree planting around any existing surface ditches could also impact their ability to 
forage and feed their chicks.  
  



There is a concentration of skylark and meadow pipits breeding records shown in the fields 
impacted by solar arrays G, H, and I and to a lesser extent, J and K, as shown within the 
2-year breeding bird survey data across both years. In addition, the nest sites of both 
species appear to be present in the fields impacted by solar arrays B, D, H, and I, as well 
as the fields planned for turbines 1-6. The documents reflect that disturbances will occur, 
and breeding habitat will be reduced.  
  
Within the Environmental Statement Volume II Main Written Statement, Chapter 11: 
Ornithology, I Table 11:14, it states, ‘additional mitigation measure Securing mechanism 
Non-target Breeding bird assemblage (nesting) Non-target Wintering bird assemblage 
(foraging) features and breeding/wintering bird assemblage species which would utilise 
grassland and wet grassland habitat (e.g., lapwing, snipe and skylark) for both nesting and 
foraging.’ 
  
We have concerns that the additional marshy grassland habitat stated above, primarily 
being created as mitigation for marsh fritillary butterfly will not be preferred habitat chosen 
by breeding lapwing, due to the small field patterns, surrounding hedgerows and hedgerow 
trees. It is not clear from the document and maps provided, where other grassland habitat 
is being created. 
  
The currently apportioned mitigation habitat for birds is focussed for mitigating losses for 
skylark, meadow pipit, foraging species, and foraging raptors. This area has shown to 
have been used by breeding lapwing and the management of this area for the proposed 
target species, may be detrimental to future use of this area for breeding lapwing, 
especially given the proposed tree planting areas around the solar panel arrays.  
 
Our experience from other solar schemes is that mitigation/compensation that relies on 
land near to fields currently used by the species is largely unsuccessful in retaining 
breeding lapwing within the landscape.  
 
Clarification is needed to understand which fields within the development site are being 
enhanced to allow lapwing to prospect for breeding sites, given their specific breeding 
requirements.  
 
We note the winter bird surveys only appear to comprise two visits we advise that such a 
restricted winter survey may not properly characterise the winter use of the site. We 
recommend further surveys are undertaken or if not further justification for this is provided.  
 
5.0 Pollution Prevention 
 
The documents provided consider the potential environmental effects in terms of water 
quality for the multiple watercourses which run through the site. Silt pollution due to runoff 
from exposed ground and containment of pollutants such as concrete in the construction 
phase are the main water quality concerns. Mitigation is listed primarily as part of the 
Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (OCEMP) which is stated to be 
developed into a detailed CEMP by the Principal Contractor.  
 
We would advise that a full CEMP is conditioned if future planning permission is granted.  
  
Annex C of the OCEMP lists numerous buffer regions between the work site and 
watercourses. Surface water and drain mitigation is listed to be inspected by the Senior 
Foreman, this is suggested to be weekly. We advise that this may not be sufficient under 



periods of heavy rainfall and increased runoff and recommend that inspections are 
increased to daily during heavy rainfall periods with records kept on site of their 
inspections/actions taken. In addition to this, we recommend that inspections of the 
watercourses themselves should be monitored for any impact from the work. 
  
Annex C states ‘Contaminated water must be treated or discharged off site using an 
appropriate waste permit’ and ‘If necessary temporary bunding and/or settlement ponds 
will be installed to allow for isolation and onsite treatment of any sediment laden or 
contaminated water prior to managed discharge’. If any discharge from proposed ponds 
cannot be considered as clean uncontaminated water a discharge permit will be required.  
 
As previously advised in our scoping response any chemical dosing e.g., using a SiltBuster 
unit would also require a discharge permit. Further advise can be found via our website, 
Natural Resources Wales / Find out if you need a permit for discharges to surface water 
and groundwater. 
 
3.11.5 of the OCEMP suggests that water requirements may be met using a private water 
supply. If this is to be managed via an abstraction, please note that a licence may be 
required if >20m3 per day. Further advise can be found via our website, Natural Resources 
Wales / Find out if you need a water abstraction or impoundment licence 
  
Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS)  
 
We note there are Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) on site, a full INNS management 
plan will need to be produced and submitted with the full planning application. 
 
6.0 Groundwater Protection and Land Contamination 
 
We have reviewed the following documents: 
 

• Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Energy Park – Environmental Statement Volume I. Non-
Technical Summary. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). Project No: 663870, dated: April 
2025 

• Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement Volume II. Main Written 
Statement- Chapters 1 to 4. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). Project Ref: 663870, 
dated: April 2025. 

• Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement Volume II. Main Written 
Statement - Chapter 5: Land, Soil and Groundwater. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). 
Project Ref: 663870, dated: April 2025. 

 
It is imperative for sites like this that the nature of the ground in which the development is 
proposed to take place is sufficiently investigated, characterised and risk assessed to 
ensure sensitive environmental receptors are appropriately protected. In terms of 
background and site setting we note that the majority of the site has historically comprised 
of agricultural land, grassland and woodland which we agree is unlikely to have caused 
significant land contamination.  
 
The following references refer to - Chapter 5: Land, Soil and Groundwater dated: April 
2025. 
 
There are four on-site historical landfills (3No. considered to be inert but one no 
information supplied Table 5.9), areas of earthworks and quarries and part of a historical 



Colliery which have been acknowledged as potentially infilled with material of unknown 
composition during the construction of historical features (Section 5.4.7).  
 
We note the presence of a number of surface water features and springs/issues within the 
study area (Section 5.4.3), indicating shallow groundwater body(s) may be present 
(whether these re continue or discontinues, either consistently or not throughout the year is 
unknown with an absence in groundwater monitoring). This background information 
informs the degree of assessment and investigation that is required in order to make an 
accurate assessment of risks to controlled waters. 
 
We note in Section 5.4.30 ‘Groundwater’ onwards that the site is underlain by Secondary A 
aquifer with limited superficial coverage, resulting in a high groundwater vulnerability 
rating.  
 
Section 5.4.31 also states that groundwater depths across the site are unknown. It also 
states regional groundwater flow is expected to be in line with local topography and 
towards surface waters, however, flow dynamics more locally have not been monitoring or 
investigated. Our recommendation is that sufficient groundwater investigation be 
undertaken. 
 
Table 5.10 ‘Sensitive Receptors’ Land (potential contamination) discusses the potential or 
the introduction of contamination during the proposed development, and the interaction 
with known or unknown contamination from historical usage of the site, such as the four 
historical landfills and historical infilling with unknown material of quarries, earthwork 
excavations and the colliery workings. The quality of the land in these locations has not yet 
been quantified or characterisation through site investigation and therefore it is not 
possible to accurately assign a level of sensitivity or importance (we note the table has 
classified this as low).  
 
We would recommend a site investigation that focuses on particular infrastructure 
elements, notably turbine excavations, to assess groundwater and geo-environmental 
conditions. 
 
Table 5.10 ‘groundwater section’, we welcome that groundwater includes recognition of a 
groundwater assessment covering both quality and quantity as highlighted during the 
consultation.  
 
We note a discussion of ‘future baseline’ in Sections 5.4.40 - 5.4.42, we welcome this 
consideration, however without sufficient baseline characterisation at the Site (outlined in 
our previous response but for reference including but not limited to groundwater depths 
and fluctuations seasonally, groundwater flow dynamics including flow direction throughout 
the year, groundwater & surface water / groundwater & ecosystem interactions, quality of 
the land etc), the impacts of such considerations cannot be accurately determined. 
Considering the lifecycle of the project (circa 50 years with potential for extension), this 
assessment into the near and medium future should be looked into for future baseline. 
 
Section 5.6.4 ‘Groundwater (Quality and Quantity)’ - consideration of dewatering 
requirements during construction, and the quantity and quality impacts of this (impacts on 
groundwater dependent ecosystems and impacts of potential groundwater contaminant 
distribution) has not been included. We recommend this is included with the planning 
application. 
 



 
6.1 Battery Energy Storage Systems 
 
The proposed scheme involves the storage of large battery systems containing lithium ion 
electrolytes and hydrocarbons which have the potential to cause pollution in the event of 
fire at the site as a result of battery failure. 
 
We note in section 5.7.6 that a Battery Safety Management Plan (BSMP) will be produced 
and secured via condition, to ensure all safety concerns around the BESS element of the 
proposed development are addressed.  We note it is intended that water will not be used 
to extinguish fire but will be used to cool areas adjacent to prevent fire spread. We also 
note that a clean agent (aerosol) is intended to be used to extinguish the fire and therefore, 
its noted the water would not contain any chemicals. However, further details have not 
been provided and therefore we cannot comment on potential environmental impacts.  
 
We are not the expert body to advise as to whether measures proposed by the applicant to 
minimise the risk of fire, or to suppress a fire at the site are adequate. We recommend that 
the applicant seek advice from a Battery Energy and Electrical process safety expert and 
the relevant Fire and Rescue Service in determining whether the proposed measures to 
minimise the risk of fire, and to suppress a fire at the site are adequate. 
 
You may also wish to consult the below guidance in relation to such matters: Design of 
containment systems for the prevention of water pollution from industrial incidents 
 
You should be satisfied that in the event of a fire all contaminated firewater can be fully 
contained on site and cannot enter the wider environment. We advise that measures to 
avoid pollution from contaminated firewater should be clearly set out by the applicant and 
provide sufficient detail in support of the planning application. This should include 
demonstration, to your satisfaction, that: 
 

• Thermal runaway detection equipment, automated alert systems, automated fire 
suppression systems and planned responses to a fire are adequate in detecting and 
prevent the spread of fire. The relevant Fire and Rescue Service may advise you on 
these matters. 

• There is sufficient spacing between units to help to prevent further spread of fires; 
• Contaminated firewater and foam run-off is prevented from infiltrating the ground or 

any offsite drainage networks with the use of impermeable surfaces, secondary 
containment and sealed drainage systems. 

• The scheme includes sufficient storage capacity to contain contaminated firewater 
in the event of a fire. The relevant Fire and Rescue Service may advise you on what 
they consider to be adequate storage capacity. 

• Notwithstanding the wider TAN15 considerations, where the site is proposed within 
a flood risk area, the risk of fire from battery exposure to a flood event has been 
avoided, and the proposed method of containing contaminated firewater will operate 
effectively without the risk of pollution. 

• The proposed method of transporting contaminated firewater off-site will be 
effective, including under the prevailing conditions of a fire at the site. 

• Adequate post event cleanup and environmental remediation has been considered 
and planned. 

 
6.2 Decommissioning 



We note Section 2.5.2 of the Non-Technical Summary states ‘A decommissioning strategy 
would be submitted by the Applicant for agreement with the Local Planning Authority’s 
prior to the decommissioning works taking place, and this is likely to be secured by a 
suitably worded condition on any planning permission granted. A Decommissioning 
Environmental Management Plan would be produced for this phase. This would set out 
mitigation measures to be implemented throughout the decommissioning works and would 
also be secured via a planning condition’. We welcome this and recommend the 
assessment includes key tasks for decommissioning and estimated costs that should be 
signed off by the local authority within which the infrastructure will operate. 
 
As part of the decommissioning strategy, if buried materials will not be decommissioned 
such as cables, and that assumes that all above ground infrastructure is removed, there 
must be a Buried Cable Risk Assessment as the cables will be left buried in the 
environment forever, often in water-rich environments with peatland. 
 
We note Table 5.1 of the Environmental Statement Volume 2 states ‘Intrusive 
geoenvironmental and geotechnical site investigation has not been undertaken at the time 
of the ES being submitted; however, it is considered that the baseline information obtained 
to inform this assessment is sufficient to fully assess the likely effect of the Proposed 
Development for the purpose of EIA’. We continue to recommend that a site investigation 
be undertaken that focuses on particular infrastructure elements, notably turbine 
excavations, to assess groundwater and geo-environmental conditions. This is important in 
order to understand the impact of the development on the hydrogeological dynamics, 
noting the presence of groundwater springs / issues, surface waters (whether these are 
groundwater fed is not yet understood) and any groundwater dependent ecosystems).  
 
These would also help to inform upon geotechnical and temporary dewatering that may be 
required. Given the proposed height of the turbines, deep and spatially extensive 
foundations are expected. We do not believe that a sufficient and robust assessment of 
risk and impacts can be undertaken without appropriate site characterisation based on site 
specific information. 
 
7.0 Landscape 
 
Our advice relates to the landscape character and visual amenity of the Bannau 
Brycheiniog National Park (BBNP) and the Gower National Landscape (NL)1, and the 
statutory purpose of these designations to conserve and enhance their natural beauty. 
We have reviewed the Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement (ES), 
April 2025 prepared by RSK. In particular: 
 

• ES Volume 2: Chapter 8: Landscape and Visual (LVIA) 

• ES Volume 3 Appendices 8.1-8.12 

• ES Volume 4: Figures 

The proposed development includes 6 wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 
200m,  solar photovoltaic (PV) modules (55 MW), and a Battery Energy Storage System 
(BESS). Due to the distance between the site and the BBNP and Gower NL, it is unlikely 
the BESS or solar PV development would impact on the purpose of either designation. Our 
comments therefore focus on the impact of the proposed wind turbines.  
 

 
1 The name for the legally designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 



The proposed turbines are located outside of a Pre-Assessed Area (PAA) for Wind Energy 
in Future Wales: The National Plan 2040 (FW). To accord with FW Policy 18, the 
proposals should not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the surrounding landscape, 
particularly on the setting of the BBNP and Gower NL.  
 
Since our advice at scoping, the number of proposed turbines has reduced from 10 to 6, 
and the maximum height of the turbines has reduced from 230m to 200m.   
 
7.1 Bannau Brycheiniog National Park 
At its closest point, the BBNP is located just over 20km northeast of the site. Effects on the 
National Park and its Special Qualities are assessed within ES Volume III, Appendix 8.6; 
the findings are summarised in ES Paragraph 8.9.223. 
 
We note the LVIA reports no greater than minor adverse effects on receptors within the 
BBNP (Not Significant), including in relation to visual amenity receptors, landscape 
character, and Special Qualities of the National Park.  
 
With reference to the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) analysis (Figures 8.3 and 8.5), we 
note: 
 

• Within the National Park and within 30km of the turbines, visibility of all six turbines 

at blade tip height is unlikely.   

• Blade tip visibility of up to 4 turbines is likely at a limited number of locations around 

the 30km distance. 

• No visibility of any turbines at hub height is expected within the National Park at 

distances within 30km of the turbines.   

VP 15 (Ogof-Ffynnon-Ddu) is the only LVIA viewpoint located within the BBNP and it is 
within 30km of the proposed turbines in an area where the ZTV indicates no visibility – 
consequently, the supporting visualisation shows no visibility of the turbines (ES Appendix 
8.10).  
 
Within the National Park, the largest area of potential intervisibility lies beyond the 30km 
radius within the Black Mountain / Mynydd Du. This includes both blade tip and hub height 
visibility. The LVIA does not include any viewpoints within this area but we accept that 
impacts resulting from the proposed development at this distance are unlikely to be 
considered significant. Overall, based on the submitted information, we are satisfied that 
impacts on National Park receptors are unlikely to be significant.  
 
7.2 Gower National Landscape 
At its closest point, the Gower NL is located c.21 km from the site. Effects on the Gower 
NL are considered within ES Volume III, Appendix 8.6; the findings are summarised in ES 
Paragraph 8.9.224. 
 
We note the LVIA reports no greater than minor adverse effects on receptors within the 
Gower NL (Not Significant), including in relation to visual amenity receptors, landscape 
character, and Special Qualities of the NL.  
 
With reference to the ZTV analysis (Figures 8.3 and 8.5), we note: 
 

• Visibility of all six turbines at blade tip height is projected across different parts of 

the NL at distances within c.23km to 35km (extent of LVIA study area) from the site.  



• Within the NL, the extent of visibility of the six turbines at hub height is significantly 

reduced compared with blade tip visibility.  

VP 14 (Mumbles Hill) is the only LVIA viewpoint located within the Gower NL and it is 
within 25km of the proposed turbines. The supporting visualisations show visibility of five 
turbines at hub height and blade tip visibility of one turbine (T5) (ES Appendix 8.10).  
Currently, views from Mumbles Hill across Swansea Bay are characterised by a relatively 
balanced mixture of natural and built features. Swansea Bay has outstanding integrity as 
an intertidal landscape2 and its scenic qualities are complemented by the range of 
enclosing hills. Although these same views feature substantial urban areas and notable 
detractors such as the Port Talbot steelworks, the scale of the Bay and the dark backcloth 
of hills behind has, to a degree, enabled these elements to be absorbed without 
dominating the natural scenic qualities of the Bay. These qualities provide a positive 
setting to the National Landscape and contribute to the visual amenity experienced by its 
visitors.   
 
From Mumbles Hill, industry at Port Talbot is visible in the same field of view as the 
proposed turbines. However buildings at Port Talbot are backclothed by hills which 
reduces their visual prominence, with the hills being the dominant feature. The turbines 
would be visible on the ridgeline above the industrial area, and may attract attention on 
account of their scale, ridgeline location, and the rotation of turbine blades. Whilst the 
turbines would add to the presence of detractors in views from Mumbles Hill such as ‘the 
turbines on Mynydd Brombil’3, the impact individually or cumulatively is unlikely to be 
significant due to the existing nature of views from Mumbles Hill, the distance of separation 
between the turbines and the viewpoint, and the partial screening of the turbines by 
intervening landform. As this is expected to be the most impacted viewpoint within the NL, 
we are satisfied with the LVIA conclusion that impacts on receptors within the Gower NL 
are unlikely to be significant.  
 
We are satisfied with the information provided in the ES and do not require any further 
information at application. 
 
8.0 Flood risk 
 
Our Flood Risk Map confirms the site includes a small area of Zone C2 of the 
Development Advice Map (DAM) contained in Technical Advice Note (TAN) 15: 
Development and Flood Risk (2004). The Flood Map for Planning identifies the application 
site to be at risk of flooding and falls into Flood Zone 2 and 3 Rivers. 
 
Given the limited extent of flood risk/location of flood risk shown to be affecting the 
application site (and in the absence of a flood consequences assessment) we consider the 
proposals could be acceptable, subject to the developer being made aware of the potential 
flood risks to these areas. 
 
8.1 Flood Risk Activity Permit 
 

 
2 Gower Landscape Character Assessment, 2013 
3 These issues are noted in relation to SCA-9 described in the Carmarthen Bay, Gower and Swansea Bay 
Local Seascape Character Assessment, 2017 but are also considered relevant to the impact on views from 
the NL. 



Nant y Gadlys is to the north of the site and considered a main river, therefore, any work in 
or around the river should consider the need for a Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP). More 
information on obtaining a FRAP can be found here. 
  
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. 
 
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.  
 
If you have any queries on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yn gywir / Yours faithfully, 
 
Lindy Marshall 
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu/Advisor - Development Planning    
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru/Natural Resources Wales 
 
E-bost/E-mail: southeastplanning@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk 
 
Croesewir gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg a byddwn yn ymateb yn Gymraeg, heb i hynny arwain 
at oedi./Correspondence in Welsh is welcomed, and we will respond in Welsh without it 
leading to a delay.  
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Mr Rhodri Davies  

Bridgend County Borough Council          

Civic Offices 

Angel Street 

Bridgend 

CF31 4WB 

 

By email 

 

 Date: 30th May 2025 

 Reference: R10569-2 Rev 0 

 

Dear Rhodri 

RE: Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Energy Park – Chapter 9 Noise Technical Review 

 

I am pleased to provide this summary report following review of the background noise measurement 

results and relevant draft Environmental Statement Documents relating to the proposed Myndydd Ty-

Talwyn Energy Park development. 

 

A review has been completed of the draft Environmental Statement documents dated April 2025 made 

available by the applicant directly or via the project website (https://mttenergypark.co.uk/) and 

comprising the following: 

 

• ES-Vol-II-Chapter 9 Noise 

• Raw Baseline Noise and Wind Speed Data (provided directly by RSK) 

• ES-Vol-III-Appendix-9.3-Baseline Noise Survey 

• ES-Vol-III-Appendix-9.4-Construction Plant Lists and Assumptions 

• ES-Vol-III-Appendix-9.5-Proposed and Cumulative Wind Turbine Details 

 

It is noted that the documents are draft only and comments are provided based on preliminary review.   

 

The table appended to this letter provides detailed comments following review of these documents. A 

summary of key findings is provided below. 

 

Summary 

 

• The approach to cumulative noise assessment for operational noise effects due to wind turbines 

needs to be reviewed to align with the Institute of Acoustics Good Practice Guide where 

practicable; 

 

• Given that the proposals include new BESS and wind turbine noise sources consideration needs 

to be given to the cumulative impacts of these elements together on existing noise sensitive 

receptors; 
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• The construction noise assessment should be reviewed to ensure any mitigation measures are 

proportionate, will be effective and can be secured through inclusion within the CEMP or by 

condition; 

 

• The background noise measurement data has been reviewed.  Further analysis and clarification 

is required to demonstrate data is representative for assessment purposes and that processing 

data follows best practice; 

 

• Detailed review has not been undertaken for the operational noise assessment results.  Further 

clarification and analysis is required including propagation calculations, cumulative assessment 

approach and background noise data prior to detailed review of assessment results. 

 
I trust you will find the above satisfactory.  Should you have any queries, however, please do not hesitate 

to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

For 24 Acoustics Ltd 

 

 

Reuben Peckham BEng MPhil CEng MIOA 

Director & Principal Consultant 

 

Enc. 

  



Bridgend County Borough Council 
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Ref Document Section Comment 

1 Chapter 9 Noise Table 9.9 

Calculations of noise from wind turbines should not include the effect of 
screening from terrain using ground contours which may overestimate 
the level of screening provided.  The IOA GPG advises no more that 2dB 
attenuation due to screening from terrain should be applied.  Please 

confirm if modelling includes screening effects due to terrain. 

2 Chapter 9 Noise 9.3.44 
Please confirm which propagation paths have concave ground profile 

corrections have been applied. 

3 Chapter 9 Noise 9.3.52 
Please confirm which propagation paths have screening corrections been 

applied. 

4 Chapter 9 Noise 9.3.60 

As per IOA GPG guidance cumulative assessment should be undertaken 

initially accounting for the consented noise limits for relevant existing 
turbine sites.  Predicted noise levels based on manufacturers data can be 
used to inform the likely degree of headroom available.   

Please review and clarify if existing noise limits are applicable and 
notable headroom within limits exists such that using predicted noise 
levels based on manufacturers data is appropriate. 

5 Chapter 9 Noise 9.3.66 

This section indicates only daytime works are proposed.   
Please confirm if works are proposed during other time periods (i.e. 
evening, night-time or weekend periods).   

If works are proposed during these other time periods please state 
threshold values and include appropriate assessment of potential 
impacts. If not please include a statement to confirm no works are 
proposed other than daytime.  
Management of potential impacts due to over-runs or exceptional 
works/activities (e.g. night-time road closures, out-of-hours deliveries) 
could be addressed within a CEMP. 

6 Chapter 9 Noise Table 9.17 

The duration of vibration due to construction activity a factor that should 

be considered within significance criteria.  Continuous vibration with a 

level of 0.9 mm/s PPV is likely to be more significant than a single event 
with a level of 1.0 mm/s. 

7 Chapter 9 Noise Table 9.17 
What is the change magnitude classification for construction noise which 
does not exceed duration criteria. 

8 Chapter 9 Noise Section 9.6 

This section is titled 'Assessment of Likley Effects (Without Additional 
Mitigation) but does not assess impacts or significance. Clarification is 
required if assessment has been undertaken with or without additional 
mitigation in this and following sections. 

9 Chapter 9 Noise 9.6.9 

Tables summarise the full ETSU-R-97 noise limits derived from 
background noise measurements.  Please see comments relating to 
Appendix 9.3. 
Please note, on the basis cumulative noise impacts are acceptable, 

conditioned noise limits would be based on the predicted noise levels the 

proposed turbine site alone at nearest receptors in accordance with the 
IOA GPG guidance, not ETSU limits derived from background noise 
levels. 

10 Chapter 9 Noise 9.7.4 

Please see comments relating to Appendix 9.4 and plant source noise 
levels. Please review the need for additional mitigation measures 
including temporary noise barriers during construction. The assessment 
makes no reference to the duration of construction activities which is a 
factor in the determination of significance and the need for additional 
mitigation. Where necessary additional mitigation should be included 

within the CEMP. 



Bridgend County Borough Council 
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Ref Document Section Comment 

11 Chapter 9 Noise 
9.8.15-
9.8.22 

No consideration is given to the cumulative noise impact from proposed 
BESS and wind turbines. It is noted these are assessed under different 
methodologies however this is not considered within the context 
discussion section. 

Where BESS alone approaches a level which may result in adverse 
impacts, depending on the context, the combination with noise from new 
wind turbines may result in higher overall impacts.  This is an indication 
mitigation should be considered to minimise impacts from the BESS to 
ensure the cumulative effect of different aspects of the scheme are 
reduced where possible.  This should also be considered within the 

cumulative effects sections. 

12 Chapter 9 Noise 
9.11.5-

9.11.18 

Please see comments regarding propagation calculations, cumulative 
assessment approach and background noise data.   

Further clarification and analysis is required prior to detailed review of 

assessment results. 

13 

Appendix 9.3 - 

Baseline Noise 
Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

The charts showing background noise measurement results and 
polynomial lines do not clearly show measurement results. It is difficult 
to see the datapoints in these charts which merge into each other.  
Please update these charts to show more clearly the measurement 
results, exclusions and trendlines. 
 

Given the large spread in results at some locations it is recommended 
time history charts are also provided to clarify data exclusions and show 
the effect wind speed has on each location. See IOA GPG SGN2. 

14 

Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 
Survey, & Raw 

Baseline Data 

- 

Background noise data has not been filtered to exclude periods affected 
by dawn chorus. Review of data clearly shows data is affected by dawn 
chorus.  
 

Please filter data to exclude the dawn chorus and in accordance with IOA 
GPG. 

15 

Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 
Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

Additional filtering has been applied to exclude unrepresentative or 
extranuous periods. This appears to include excluding data less than 20 

dB LA90,T for several monitoring locations. It is not clear however how 
this has been completed or which periods have been excluded.  This has 
the potential to affect the polynomial fit for background noise data. 
 
Please clarify how background data has been filtered and which periods 
are excluded.  Exclusions should be marked on time history charts. 

16 

Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 

Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

Given the exposed and rural nature of the majority of measurement 
locations it is expected background noise levels would be controlled by 
wind especially at higher wind speeds.  Background measurement 

results at several locations however appear to have a weak correlation 

with wind speed.  
 
Please check and confirm datasets are time syncronised and relevant 
exclusions have been made which may affect correlation with wind 
speed. 



Bridgend County Borough Council 
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Ref Document Section Comment 
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Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 

Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

Several measurement locations appear to have a split in the data (e.g. 
MP2 Night, MP5 Night, MP6 Night, MP7 Night) which may be due to wind 
direction. Wind direction data has not been provided for review. 
 

Given that wind direction is considered within the operational noise 
assessment it is important that comparison of prediction results is made 
against background noise levels and derived limits representative for 
these conditions. There is potential background noise levels are lower 
under certain wind direction conditions where resulting impacts are 
higher owing to wind direction. 

 
Please provide wind direction data for review and confirm if wind 
direction affects background noise level and assessment results. 

18 

Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 

Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

It is noted location MP4 is near to existing wind turbines.   

 
Please confirm if any corrections have been made to background 
measurement data to account for operational noise from existing wind 
turbines at MP4 or any other measurement locations. 
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Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 

Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

Given the exposed and rural nature of the majority of measurement 
locations it is expected background noise levels would be controlled by 
wind especially at higher wind speeds.  Background measurement 

results at several locations however appear to have a weak correlation 
with wind speed (e.g. flat polynomial line or large spread in data). 
 
There is a large spread in measured background noise levels for several 
of the monitoring locations (e.g. MP5 indicates background noise levels 
are between 25 and 50 dB LA90,T during the daytime).  
 

It is noted that polynomial best fit lines derived from data where a large 
spread in data occurs may result in higher limits and potential adverse 
impacts during operation of the proposed turbines (i.e. background noise 
levels may regularly be lower than assumed within derived limits). Whilst 
it is acknowledged using polynomial best fit lines is recommended within 
ETSU and the IOA GPG the underlying assumption is that background 
data is representative for assessment locations. 

 
Please check and confirm datasets are time syncronised and relevant 
exclusions have been made which may affect correlation with wind 
speed, and that data is representative for assessment purposes. 
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Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 

Survey, & Raw 

Baseline Data 

- 

The polynomial lines for several monitoring locations reduce at higher 
wind speeds resulting in lower derived limits for the highest wind speeds 
compared to lowers speeds.  These should be limited to the maxima for 
highest wind speeds and similarly the minima for lower wind speeds if 

using third order polynomials. See IOA GPG 3.1.20-3.1.21. 

 
Please update derived background noise levels and ETSU limits 
accounting for these limitations in the data. 

21 

Appendix 9.3 - 
Baseline Noise 
Survey, & Raw 
Baseline Data 

- 

Based on the above comments regarding background data, further 
analysis and clarification is required to demonstrate measured 
background noise levels are representative for assessment purposes. 
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Appendix 9.4 - 
Construction 
Plant Lists and 
Project 

Assumptions 

Tables 1-6 

Several plant items have very high source noise levels such as Dump 
Truck and Grader. Values selected from BS5228 refer to maximum 
drive-by noise levels instead of Leq values.  These levels should be 
reviewed to ensure construction noise is appropriately assessed. 



Bridgend County Borough Council 
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Ref Document Section Comment 
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Appendix 9.4 - 
Construction 
Plant Lists and 
Project 

Assumptions 

Tables 1-6 

The final column states 'Cumulative noise level'. The assessment does 
not consider noise impact from simultaneous or cumulative construction 
activities. This column should be renamed 'Total activity noise level' or 
similar. 

24 

Appendix 9.5 - 

Proposed and 
Cumulative 
Wind Turbine 
Details 

- 

Please see previous comment relating to approach for cumulative 

assessment which should be undertaken initially accounting for the 
consented noise limits for relevant existing turbine sites.   
 

Table 1 -  ES Chapter 9 Noise and Vibration, Review Comments May 2025 







200 Lichfield Lane
Mansfield

Nottinghamshire
NG18 4RG

T: 01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries) 

E: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

W: www.gov.uk/coalauthority

For the attention of: Megan Dennison – Consultant Planner 
Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Energy Park

[By email: mtt@galileoempower.uk]

5th June 2025 

Dear Ms Dennison

Re: DNS CAS-03018-G7G6H7 - Installation of an Energy Park comprising: up to 6 wind 
turbines and ancillary infrastructure including turbine foundations, crane 
hardstandings and erection areas; Land at Mynydd Ty-talwyn, between the A4063 
and New Road, Bridgend and Neath Port Talbot

Thank  you  for  your  notification  of  the  25th  April  2025  seeking  the  views  of  the  Coal  
Authority on the above.

The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department for 
Energy Security and Net Zero. As a statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has a duty to 
respond to planning applications and development plans in order to protect the public and 
the environment in mining areas.

Our records indicate that there are approximately 32 mine entries, within the site, or within 
20m of the site boundary.  The site is also in an area of mine workings and surface mining  
activity and within the site boundary our records indicate the presence of mine water sites 
as well as monitoring and discharge points.  The Mining Remediation Authority may need 
ongoing access to these monitoring points.  

The Coal Authority is of the opinion that building over the top of, or in close proximity to, 
mine entries should be avoided wherever possible, even after they have been capped, in 
line with our adopted policy:



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/building-on-or-within-the-influencing-
distance-of-mine-entries

The submission is supported, at Appendix 5.2 of the ES, by a Coal Mining Risk Assessment,  
dated April 2025 and prepared by RSK.  The report authors have identified the recorded 
coal mining features on the site and assessed the potential risks they pose.  We note that 
this report is stamped draft and our comments on this document are made on the basis 
that there are no changes to this document when a final version is submitted.   

Having reviewed the available coal mining and geological information the authors of the 
report conclude that there is a potential risk posed to the development by past coal mining 
activity and recommend that intrusive site investigations are carried out to locate mine 
entries and investigate the presence of shallow coal workings.  

Where mine entries are present on site, we would recommend that building close to, or 
over these features, and their zones of influence is avoided.  Where structures, such as 
wind turbines,  and other  infrastructure  is  proposed in  areas  of  coal  mining we would 
encourage the ability to micro site once the findings of investigations are known to avoid 
any conflict.   This would ensure that operational infrastructure is not put at risk from land 
instability.  We are pleased to see that RSK have provided a Coal Mining Constraints Plan, at  
Figure 11, although we note that not all supporting infrastructure appears to be included 
on this plan.  However, it does not appear from this that the wind turbines themselves are 
in locations where mine entries are present.   

We would recommend that a final version of the CMRA is submitted to support any formal 
submission  as  the  project  progresses.   We  do  however  concur  with  the  conclusions 
reached by  the  report  authors,  that  where  coal  mining  legacy  features  pose  a  risk  to 
surface stability  they should be investigated and remediated as necessary to ensure the 
safety and stability of the project infrastructure and its operational capability.   

Wherever coal resources or coal mine features exist at shallow depth or at the surface, 
there is the potential for mine gases to exist. These risks should always be considered. The 
Planning & Development team at the Coal Authority, in its role of statutory consultee in the 
planning process, only comment on gas issues if our data indicates that gas emissions have 
been recorded on  the  site.  However,  the  absence  of  such  a  comment  should  not  be 
interpreted to imply that there are no gas risks present.  Whether or not specific emissions 
have been noted by the Coal Authority, you should seek your own technical advice on the 





In  formulating  this  response  the  Coal  Authority  has  taken  full  account  of  the  professional  
conclusions  reached  by  the  competent  person  who  has  prepared  the  Coal  Mining  Risk  
Assessment or  other similar  report.  In the event  that  any future claim for  liability  arises  in  
relation to this development the Coal Authority will take full account of the views, conclusions  
and  mitigation  previously  expressed  by  the  professional  advisors  for  this  development  in  
relation to ground conditions and the acceptability of development.





5 285732 186989 119m 200m 162m 
6 284680 186285 119m 200m 162m 

 
The principal safeguarding concerns of the MOD with respect to this development of wind turbines 
relates to their potential to create a physical obstruction to air traffic movements. 
 
Physical Obstruction 
 
In this case the development falls within an area designated Low Flying Area 7 (LFA 7). Within this area 
fixed wing aircraft may operate as low as 250 feet or 76.2 metres above ground level to conduct low 
level flight training. The addition of turbines in this location has the potential to introduce a physical 
obstruction to low flying aircraft operating in the area. 
 
To address this impact, and given the location and scale of the development, the MOD require 
conditions are added to any consent that might be issued requiring that the development is fitted with 
aviation safety lighting, and that sufficient data is submitted to ensure that structures can be accurately 
charted to allow deconfliction. Suggested condition wordings are set out in Appendix A. 
 
The development proposed includes wind turbine generators that are a maximum height of 200m 
above ground level (agl) and which would be subject to the lighting requirements set out in the Air 
Navigation Order 2016. In addition to any CAA requirements, the MOD will require the submission, 
approval, and implementation of an aviation safety lighting specification.  
 
As a minimum the MOD would require the perimeter turbines to be fitted with MOD accredited Infra-red 
(IR) lighting.  
 
Summary 
 
Subject to the two conditions requested above and provided in Appendix A, the MOD has no objections 
to the development.  
  
The MOD must emphasise that the advice provided within this letter is in response to the information 
contained within the Environmental Statement documents, all dated April 2025, that are published on 
the applicant’s website www.mttenergypark.co.uk. Any variation of the parameters (which include the 
location, dimensions, form, and finishing materials) detailed may significantly alter how the 
development relates to MOD safeguarding requirements and cause adverse impacts to safeguarded 
defence assets or capabilities. In the event that any amendment, whether considered material or not by 
the determining authority, is submitted for approval, the MOD should be consulted and provided with 
adequate time to carry out assessments and provide a formal response. 
 
Further information about the effects of wind turbines on MOD interests can be obtained from the 
following websites: 
 
MOD: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wind-farms-ministry-of-defence-safeguarding  
 
I trust this adequately explains our position on this matter.   
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 

Wendy Talbot 
Assistant Safeguarding Manager 
 
(Appendix A enc) 



Appendix A 
 
Condition - Aviation Lighting 
 
Prior to commencing construction of any wind turbine generators, or deploying any 
construction equipment or temporal structure(s) 50 metres or more in height (above 
ground level) the undertaker must submit an aviation lighting scheme for the approval of 
the relevant Planning Authority in conjunction with the Civil Aviation Authority and the 
Ministry of Defence defining how the development will be lit throughout its life to maintain 
civil and military aviation safety requirements as required under the Air Navigation Order 
2016 determined necessary for aviation safety by the Civil Aviation Authority. 
 
This should set out:  
 

a) details of any construction equipment and temporal structures with a total height 
of 50 metres or greater (above terrain features) that will be deployed during the 
construction of wind turbine generators and details of any aviation warning 
lighting that they will be fitted with; and  

b) the location and heights of all wind turbine generators and any anemometry mast 
featured in the development identifying the position of the lights on the wind 
turbine generators; the type(s) of lights that will be fitted and the performance 
specification(s) of the lighting type(s) to be used. 

 
Thereafter, the undertaker must exhibit such lights as detailed in the approved aviation 
lighting scheme. The lighting installed will remain operational for the lifetime of the 
development. 
 
Reason for condition. 
To maintain aviation safety.  
 
 
Condition - Aviation Charting and Safety Management  
 
The undertaker must notify the Ministry of Defence, at least 14 days prior to the 
commencement of the works, in writing of the following information: 

 
a) the date of the commencement of the erection of wind turbine generators;  
b) the maximum height of any construction equipment to be used in the 

erection of the wind turbines generators;  
c) the date any wind turbine generators are brought into use;  
d) the latitude and longitude and maximum heights of each wind turbine 

generator and any anemometer mast(s).  
 
The Ministry of Defence must be notified of any changes to the information supplied in 
accordance with these requirements and of the completion of the construction of the 
development. 
 
Reason for condition. 
To maintain aviation safety.  
 

 



 

Amgylchedd ac Adfywio Environment and Regeneration 

Ceri Morris Pennaeth Cynllunio a Gwarchod y Cyhoedd  Ceri Morris Head of Planning and Public Protection 

Y Ceiau, Ffordd Brunel, Parc Ynni Baglan, Castell-nedd SA11 2GG  The Quays, Brunel Way, Baglan Energy Park, Neath SA11 2GG 

Ffôn 01639 686868  Tel 01639 686868 

 

Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a byddwn yn ymdrin â gohebiaeth Gymraeg a Saesneg i’r un safonau ac amserlenni. 

We welcome correspondence in Welsh and will deal with Welsh and English correspondence to the same standards and timescales. 

 
 Date Dyddiad 11 June 2025 
 Direct line Rhif ffôn 01639 686737 
 Email Ebost n.lake@npt.gov.uk 
 Contact Cyswllt Nicola Lake 
 Your ref Eich cyf  
 Our ref Ein cyf P2025/0290 
 

Megan Dennison 
Stephenson Halliday 
Via Email 

 

 
 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

 
Dear Ms. Dennison 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990  
 
Pre-App. Ref.: P2025/0290 
PROPOSAL: Pre-application Consultation as Neighbouring Authority in 

relation to construction of Installation of an Energy Park 
comprising: up to 6 wind turbines and ancillary infrastructure 
including turbine foundations, crane hardstandings and erection 
areas; Solar PV Panels and ancillary infrastructure including 
invertors and transformers; battery energy storage system 
compound and ancillary infrastructure; substation compound 
and ancillary infrastructure including control building; fencing 
and CCTV; upgraded and new access tracks, watercourse and 
pipeline crossings, highway junctions and highway remedial 
works; underground cabling; associated construction enabling 
earthworks; associated drainage; landscaping, ecological 
mitigation/enhancement; temporary construction compounds; 
and, other associated ancillary works. 

LOCATION: Land At Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Between The A4063 And New Road 
Bridgend And Neath Port Talbot   

 
I refer to your correspondence received on 25 April 2025, concerning the above Potential DNS 
application and your request for Pre-application Consultation advice.  Having considered the 
nature of submission, I respond as follows. 



 

 

While the majority of the proposed development is located across the jurisdiction boundary and 
within the Bridgend Country Borough Council area; it is noted that the proposed development has 
been amended since the request for a screening opinion was submitted to PEDW.  The proposed 
development located within the jurisdiction of Neath Port Talbot Council (NPTC) now includes 
only one wind turbines (labelled No. 6) and an area of solar panels.  The previous scheme 
included two wind turbines but no solar panel development.   
 
While it is noted that we have been consulted under the PAC regulations as a neighbouring 
Authority, our response will also provide information in relation to the proposed development 
included within our Authority area.   
 
 
Local Context and Constraints 
 

- Public Rights of Way: 9/64.PT/3 
     9/65.PT/1 
     9/67.PT/2. 
 

- An area of the site that is located within our jurisdiction is located within the Coal 
Authority’s High Risk Development area. 

 
- The Council’s records show that there is the potential for Historic Ground Contamination 

within the area of the site within our Authority. 
 

- Part of the application area within the NPTC boundary is located within the outer zone of a 
Health and Safety Executive’s consultation area. 
 

- The application area is shown to be located within a National Grid – Overhead Powerline – 
Plant Protection zone. 
 

- The area a number of Cadw Registered Features located within the Development 
Management Order’s consultation zones for the proposed development.  

 
Please note that this information is based on our current records and is, as far as possible, 
accurate. Nevertheless, we reserve the right to advise you of any additional constraints that may 
be identified at the time of your application. 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
From an examination of our records, the application site/ property has the following relevant 
planning history: 
 
Reference: P2023/0895 
Site Address:  Land Approx. 4 Km South-east Of Bridgend And 8 Km West Of Port Talbot 
Proposal: Consultation Request from PEDW: DNS for information to inform a Scoping Opinion 
under the Town and Country (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 in relation to 
the construction and operation of; up to 10 wind turbines, ground mounted solar photovoltaic 
modules, Battery Energy Storage Systems, substation, permanent anemometer mast, ancillary 
infrastructure works, habitat management, and, works to facilitate vehicular access to the Site. 



 

 

(Only wind turbines numbered 8 and 10 are located within NPTCBC all other development is 
located within BCBC). 
Decision:  Comments submitted.  
Decision Date: 19-JAN-24 
 
Reference: P2015/0785 
Site Address: Coed Cwm Kenfig, Pyle, Port Talbot 
Proposal: Erection and extension of a 66,000 Volt overhead line together with associated wooden 
poles and stays and rebuild and reposition existing 132KV tower under Electricity Act 1989: 
Overhead lines (Exemption) (England and Wales) Regulations 2009. 
Decision: No objection. 
Decision Date: 01-OCT-15 
 
Reference: P2012/0935 
Site Address: Land at Craig yr Aber, Kenfig, Margam. 
Proposal: Request for screening opinion under EIA regulations for the erection of 2no. wind 
turbines (71m high to tip.) 
Decision: No EIA Development. 
Decision Date: 23-OCT-12 
 
Reference: P2011/1116 
Site Address: Ty Fry Farm, Ty Fry Road, Cefn Cribwr, Bridgend 
Proposal: Request for screening opinion under EIA regulations for the erection of a wind turbine 
(34.2m high to tip.) 
Decision: Not EIA development 
Decision Date: 16-JAN-12 
 
Reference: P2010/0743 
Site Address: Margam Mountain, Port Talbot 
Proposal: Notification under part 22 class B of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 1995 Proposed Margam 3D Seismic Survey 
Decision: Prior Approval Not Required. 
Decision Date: 12-AUG-10 
 
Reference: P2006/0990 
Site Address: Mynydd Ty Talwyn, Approx 2.5km Due South of West Coythrahen, Bridgend. 
Proposal: Renewal Of Temporary Permission For A 40 Metre Anemometry Mast 
Decision: No objection. 
Decision Date: 21-JUL-06 
 
Reference: P2004/1216 
Site Address: Cefn Gelli, Cefn Cribwr, Bridgend 
Proposal: Motorcross Track 
Decision: No objection. 
Decision Date: 22-OCT-04 
 
Reference: P2004/0413 
Site Address: Field Approx. 2.5m Due South Of Llangynwyd, Bridgend 
Proposal: Installation Of Anemometry Mast 40m High For No More Than 24 Months 
Decision: No objection.  



 

 

Decision Date: 25-MAY-04 
 
 
Relevant Planning Policies 
 
The following comments are made in relation to the submitted information and the reference 
made within the submitted documents to the relevant planning policies:   
 

- Within Chapter 12 – Traffic and Movement – reference is made to the Neath Port Talbot 
Council, Replacement Local Development Plan 2023 - 2038: Transport Topic Paper 
(Neath Port Talbot Council, 2024), but no reference is made to the current adopted Neath 
Port Talbot Local Development Plan. 

 
 
Analysis of Proposal  
 
The figure 2 – Proposed Development Layout appears to show turbine 6 located within 185m of 
the public highway – Heol Y Glo.  As such, the proposed turbine would be located with the topple 
distance of this highway.  It is generally understood that the ‘Topple Distance’ is taken to be the 
height of the turbine plus 10% or where related to a highway, the height of the turbine plus 50m.  
It is understood that the proposed turbines would be 200m in height which would make the 
required topple distance for the proposed turbines to be between 220m and 250m.  Based on the 
information shown on figure 2 – Proposed Development Layout, turbines 6 would be located 
approximately 185m from the closest edge of the public highway, which is well within the 
guidance for a potential adverse impact upon highway safety in the event of a turbine fall.  While 
it is agreed that commercial wind turbines rarely fall, with the last documented case being only in 
2022, it is considered that the submitted application should explain why turbine 6 has been 
located in such close proximity to a public highway and why it cannot be located in a position 
outside of a topple distance to a highway and if that is not possible a risk assessment together 
with any proposed mitigation measures that would justify the turbine remaining in the current 
proposed location.  Issues regarding topple distances were included in our earlier Scoping 
information response to PEDW. 
 
The comments made within Chapter 12 – in the table of responses to comments raised during 
the scoping response are noted (pg. 12-8 and 12-9), however when the position of the turbine is 
measured on the submitted drawing as detailed above it is shown to be only approximately 185m 
from the closest edge of the carriageway. 
 
It is noted that the proposed boundary fencing associated with the development is shown as a 
mixture of 3.6m and 2.4m high deer fencing (figure 2.20 – Solar Fencing and Security Gate 
Elevation) and 2.4m high palisade fencing (Figure 2.21 – BESS and Substation Fencing and 
Security Gate).  The Authority would suggest that a weld mesh product is use instead of a 
palisade fence as it less visually intrusive, while still offering a similar, if not better level of 
security. 
 
Biodiversity 
 
The Council’s Ecologist has considered the submitted information and at this time has no 
comment that they wish to make.  
 



 

 

Landscape Visual Impact Assessment. 
 
Not withstanding the above comments in relation to turbine 6 and potential topple distances, the 
Authority raises no objection at this time to the Landscape Visual Impacts associated with both 
this and the other 5 turbines proposed as part of the proposed development.   
 
In relation to the proposed Solar Array and BESS aspects of the proposed development, the 
Councils’ jointly commissioned Landscape Visual Impact Assessment Consultant has raised a 
number of concerns within her report to the visual impacts associated with these aspects of the 
proposed development.   
 
It is noted that Councils’ consultant has stated that in relations to the proposed A-C sections of 
the proposed solar array which are the sections of the proposed solar development proposed to 
be located within the NPTC jurisdiction that “I have no concerns with the actual siting of the 
arrays.  They relate to the forestry land appear to be well-sited.  The configuration of the 
woodland planting needs further refinement so that post-development the landscape patterns 
created respond well to the landform and forestry and inherent field patterns.  Currently they 
respond to electricity and scheme infrastructure.  Consider selecting species that can be 
accommodated under the overhead lines without the need to leave clear gaps that create 
discordant patterns.” 
 
In response to the other aspects of the proposed solar and BESS development, the Council’s 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Consultant has stated that they would advise against 
areas D, E, J and K; in relation to the impacts associated with these areas.  However, she has 
also identified the need to refine the proposed woodland planting, in relation to the areas F, G, H, 
I, L, M and N so that the post development responds to the landform and inherent field pattern 
rather than the proposed development itself.  Nevertheless, it is noted that much of the potential 
impacts identified would have limited impact upon the Jurisdiction of NPTC.  
 
 
Highway and Pedestrian Safety. 
 
It would appear from Figure 2.1D – Proposed Development Layout Inset D – that the proposed 
development of the solar panels A-C and turbine 6 would be accessed from Heol Y Glo a a 
number of new or improved vehicle access points.  It is noted that the proposed engineering work 
to improve the 90 degree turn in the road to the north of the Inset D development is located within 
BCBC jurisdiction.    
 
The Council’s Public Rights of Way Officer has stated that the Public Rights of Way should be 
protected at all times and any damage to should be rectified by the applicant. 
 
 
Archaeology and The Historic Environment. 
 
Heneb (Formally The Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological Trust) who are the Authority’s 
consultants on archaeological and historical related matters have responded to the PAC 
documents with the following comments: 
 
“We can confirm that the proposal has an archaeological restraint. We have consulted the 
regional Historic Environment Record (HER) and note the submission of an Environmental 



 

 

Statement which includes a Cultural Heritage section (Chapter 7), a Heritage Desk Based 
Assessment (Appendix 7.2), a Geophysical Survey for the Solar Panels and BESS (Appendix 
7.4) and a Geophysical Survey for the Wind Turbines and Substation (Appendix 7.6). The 
archaeological work to date has identified potential Bronze Age burial mounds, a medieval road, 
several enclosures, as well as linear, discrete and magnetic enhancement anomalies. As a result 
there is the potential of encountering archaeological features and structures during the course of 
the proposed development. However, the exact nature and significance of the identified features 
is not currently known. It is proposed to undertake ‘intrusive archaeological investigations’ 
composed of trial trenches, potentially followed by further investigations and mitigation, as 
appropriate. As noted in the submitted documentation, we concur with such an approach. 
However, also as noted, our recommendation would be for such work to be carried out pre-
determination as set out in Planning Policy Wales and TAN 24. 
 
Specifically, Planning Policy Wales 2024 (Edition 12) Section 6.1.26 states that “Where 
archaeological remains are known to exist or there is a potential for them to survive, an 
application should be accompanied by sufficient information, through desk-based assessment 
and/or field evaluation, to allow a full understanding of the impact of the proposal on the 
significance of the remains” More detail on this guidance can be found in TAN24 sections 4.7 and 
4.8. 
 
It remains our assertion that a field evaluation is appropriate in this particular case and should be 
conducted pre-determination. 
 
It is therefore still our opinion that the applicant should be requested to commission the required 
archaeological work. Consequently, as the impact of the development on the archaeological 
resource will be a material consideration in the determination of any planning application 
this should be deferred until a report on the evaluation has been submitted. It should also 
be noted that additional archaeological mitigation could be required, following the completion of 
the evaluation works. 
 
The scope and methodology for the evaluation will need to be detailed in a written scheme of 
investigation (WSI), compiled by the archaeological contractor and submitted to us for approval. It 
is our policy to recommend that all archaeological work is carried out either by a Registered 
Organisation (RO) with the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA), or by a full Member 
(MCIfA) of CIfA.” 
 
Cumulative Impact Assessment. 
 
It is noted that the Figure 8.34 – Other Non-Wind Cumulative Development within 10Km and 
Figure 8.35 – Other Non-Wind Cumulative Development within 5Km appear to suggest that the 
Eirlys Solar Farm development is already consent, which is incorrect.  It is also noted that 
reference is also made on these documents to Dyfed Reinforcement Riverside Road scheme, 
however this is not a project that the planning department recognises as having been consented.  
 
Supporting Information. 
 
In accordance with TAN 15 :  Development, Flooding and Coastal Erosion (2025), unless the 
application has secured SAB Approval, it would need to be supported by a Drainage Statement 
produced in accordance with the guidance as set out within section 7 of TAN 15.   
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Nicola Lake 
 

If you require this information in larger print, or in an alternative format, please contact 
the above named officer. 



 

Amgylchedd ac Adfywio Environment and Regeneration 

Ceri Morris Pennaeth Cynllunio a Gwarchod y Cyhoedd  Ceri Morris Head of Planning and Public Protection 

Y Ceiau, Ffordd Brunel, Parc Ynni Baglan, Castell-nedd SA11 2GG  The Quays, Brunel Way, Baglan Energy Park, Neath SA11 2GG 

Ffôn 01639 686868  Tel 01639 686868 

 

Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a byddwn yn ymdrin â gohebiaeth Gymraeg a Saesneg i’r un safonau ac amserlenni. 

We welcome correspondence in Welsh and will deal with Welsh and English correspondence to the same standards and timescales. 

 

 
 Date Dyddiad 12th June 2025 
 Direct line Rhif ffôn 01639 686737 
 Email Ebost  
 Contact Cyswllt Nicola Lake 
 Your ref Eich cyf  
 Our ref Ein cyf P2025/0290 
 

Megan Dennison 
Stephenson Halliday 
Via Email 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) (WALES) 
ORDER 2012 
CONSULTATION WITH NEIGHBOURING LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE 14(1) 
 
PROPOSAL: Pre-application Consultation as Neighbouring Authority in relation to 

construction of Installation of an Energy Park comprising: up to 6 wind 
turbines and ancillary infrastructure including turbine foundations, crane 
hardstandings and erection areas; Solar PV Panels and ancillary 
infrastructure including invertors and transformers; battery energy storage 
system compound and ancillary infrastructure; substation compound and 
ancillary infrastructure including control building; fencing and CCTV; 
upgraded and new access tracks, watercourse and pipeline crossings, 
highway junctions and highway remedial works; underground cabling; 
associated construction enabling earthworks; associated drainage; 
landscaping, ecological mitigation/enhancement; temporary construction 
compounds; and, other associated ancillary works. 

LOCATION Land At Mynydd Ty-Talwyn 
Between The A4063 And New Road 
Bridgend And Neath Port Talbot 

APPLICANTS NAME 
& ADDRESS 

Megan Dennison  
 

YOUR REF:  



 

 

 
I refer to the above planning application referred to this Council in accordance with the above Act 
and order and would offer no objections. 
 
Yours faithfully 

Ceri Morris – Head of Planning & Public Protection 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

  
mtt@galileoenergy.uk 
 
 
 
Dyddiad/Date: 20 June 2025 
 
Annwyl Syr/Madam/Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
STATUTORY PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION – TOWN AND COUNTRY 
PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) (WALES) ORDER 2012 
AS AMENDED 
 
BWRIAD/PROPOSAL: Installation of an Energy Park comprising: up to 6 wind 
turbines and ancillary infrastructure including turbine foundations, crane 
hardstandings and erection areas; Solar PV Panels and ancillary infrastructure 
including invertors and transformers; battery energy storage system compound and 
ancillary infrastructure; substation compound and ancillary infrastructure including 
control building; fencing and CCTV; upgraded and new access tracks, watercourse 
and pipeline crossings, highway junctions and highway remedial works; 
underground cabling; associated construction enabling earthworks; associated 
drainage; landscaping, ecological mitigation/enhancement; temporary construction 
compounds; and, other associated ancillary works 
 
LLEOLIAD/LOCATION: Land at Mynydd Ty-Talwyn, between the A4063 and New 
Road, Bridgend and Neath Port Talbot 
 
Thank you for providing a requisite notice to us under Article 2D of the above Order. We 
received a copy of your proposed application on 25 April 2025.  
 
We have previously provided a Scoping Response (our reference: CAS-244326-T8P9, 
dated 18 January 2024). 
 
We have concerns with the application as proposed because inadequate 
information has been provided. To overcome these concerns, you should provide 
further information in your planning application regarding European protected 
species, designated sites, ornithology and land contamination. If this information is 
not provided, we may object to the planning application when formally consulted by 
the determining body.  
 
On receipt of further information, we would consider planning conditions to be 
secured on any permission granted. Further details are provided below.  
 
1.0 Protected Species 
 

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-279518-L7K9 
Eich cyf/Your ref: 0582 



We welcome the preparation of the following documents in support of an application for the 
above proposed renewable energy scheme: 
 

• Mynydd Ty Talwyn Energy Park Environmental Statement Volumes 2 (Main Text), 3 

(Appendices) & 4 (Figures) by RSK dated April 2025. 

We note that the proposed development comprises six wind turbines (up to 200m to blade 
tip), a solar farm, Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS), on-site substation and 
associated infrastructure. We also note that consent is sought with a 50metre (m) micro-
siting tolerance for the turbines and associated infrastructure.  We note that a number of 
protected species have been identified on site. 
 
1.1 European Protected Species – Legislation and policy  
 
Bats, dormice, and their breeding sites and resting places are protected under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Where bats or great crested 
newts are present and a 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. A 
licence may only be authorised if: 
 

• The development works to be authorised are for the purpose of preserving public 

health or safety, or for other imperative reasons of overriding public interest, 

including those of a social or economic nature and beneficial consequences of 

primary importance for the environment;  

• There is no satisfactory alternative; and  

• The action authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of 

the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in its natural range.   

Paragraph 6.3.7 of Technical Advice Note 5: Nature Conservation and Planning (TAN5) 
states that your Authority should not grant planning permission without having satisfied 
itself that the proposed development either would not impact adversely on any bats on the 
site or that, in its opinion, all three conditions for the eventual grant of a licence are likely to 
be satisfied.   
 
Water Vole – Legislation 
Water voles are fully protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and are a species of conservation concerns in Wales through their inclusion on lists 
published by the Welsh Government under section 7 of the Environment (Wales) Act 2016.  
There is no licensing provision of the intentional destruction of water vole habitat. A licence 
may only be issued for conservation purposes, and will only be required if water voles or 
their habitat are likely to be affected. Where this applies the licence application will need to 
demonstrate a conservation benefit to water voles. 
 
1.2 Bats 
 
Bat activity on site 
We welcome that bat activity surveys of the site have been carried out. The Environmental 
Statement (ES) confirms that these have comprised: 
 

• Static detectors deployed on site during May, July and August 2023; 

• Transect surveys (3 transects) on-site June, August and October 2024; 



• Four static detectors deployed in the solar array areas in July and September 2024. 

With reference to Table 7 of the baseline ecology report, whilst the timing of the static 
detector surveys appears to accord with the published guidance we seek the following 
further information to fully consider the adequacy of the surveys: 
 

• A map which shows the static detector locations in 2023 and 2024 surveys and their 

position relative to the proposed locations of the development infrastructure.  The 

information provided should be consistent between ES Chapter 10 and the 

supporting appendices and figures.   

• The weather conditions at the time of the static surveys, along with confirmation of 

the dates for which the weather conditions were deemed unsuitable for bats 

throughout the night; and 

• A map clarifying the transect route in June and October 2024. 

 

Bats are known to be vulnerable to, and collide with, wind turbines but the species are 
variable in terms of this risk. We welcome that the online Ecobat tool has been used to 
analyse the bat activity data obtained from the surveys. 
 
Of the information available to date, we note that there is significant proportion of activity 
by pipistrelle and noctule bats, along with some activity by barbastelle bats across all three 
seasons.   
 
Turbine Siting 
Published guidance (Bats and onshore wind turbines - survey, assessment and mitigation | 
NatureScot) advises that minimum 50m buffer is maintained between wind turbine blade 
tips and nearest bat habitat features (E.g. woodland edge, hedgerow, watercourses) where 
bat activity or other key habitat features such as wetlands). We advise that this 
requirement applies irrespective of other micro-siting constraints. 
 
We note that large turbine models are proposed to be used and that minimum 50m turbine 
buffers are referenced as embedded mitigation (Table 10.11). However we advise that 
further information is included with the submitted application to support this statement 
including: 
 

• Confirmation of what the bat buffer is for each turbine (with reference to the 

calculation in Figure 1 of the above guidance); and, 

• Illustrate both the bat buffer and the full extent of the micro-siting tolerance for each 

turbine on a map of new and retained habitats. 

• Clarification is sought that appropriate bat buffers relevant to the turbine dimensions 

and height of nearest bat habitat feature will be employed and will not be 

compromised by new and retained habitats. 

 
Having established the bat buffers at the micro-siting stage, we advise that those buffers 
are maintained throughout the operational phase; we consider that this aspect could be 
dealt with via an appropriately worded Habitat Management Plan planning condition  
attached to any consent issued for the scheme. 
 
Feathering turbine blades 



We advise that blade feathering is applied to all wind turbine schemes as it can help 
minimise the potential for killing and injury of bats at lower wind speeds without 
compromising energy generation. We advise feathering is applied to all turbine blades 
between April – October to reduce rotation speeds to below 2rpm while idling.  
 
We consider that this aspect could be secured through the use of an appropriately worded 
planning condition attached to any consent issued for the scheme. 
 
Turbine Curtailment 
In order to assess whether any additional operational mitigation measures such as 
curtailment may be required, we advise that the submitted application also includes the 
following: 
 

• Information on the proportion of bat activity above the cut-in speed of the turbines in 

each of the seasons by bat species at medium and high risk of collision with wind 

turbines. 

We also note that passes of both horseshoe bat species were recorded on site in each of 
the three seasons. These are low risk from a turbine collision perspective, but are a 
consideration in terms of habitat connectivity.   
 
Whilst we welcome that important habitat features for bats are illustrated on Figure 10.4, 
and that habitats to be created are shown on Figure 10.6, in order to consider this further 
we seek a map that brings this together and shows on one map the bat habitat features 
that horseshoe bats are likely to use which will be lost, retained and created as part of the 
development.   
 
Post-construction monitoring 
We note and welcome the reference in ES para 10.8.62 and Table 10.14 to bat monitoring, 
though we think what is meant here is a ‘Bat Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy’ (BMMS). 
 
We  advise that the submitted ES outlines the mitigation that will be required from the 
outset of the operation of the development (based on the assessment of impacts) and the 
monitoring commitments, for the Inspector’s consideration as part of the determination of 
the application.  With that sufficiently addressed, we would be content to agree the 
remaining details as part of the BMMS.  
 
Bat Roosts 
We welcome that 16 trees with potential to support roosting bats have been subject to 
ground level assessment of roost features and climbed endoscope inspections. Of these 
we note that T3 and T72 have potential to support a maternity roost (PRF-M) and T72, 
T88, T97 and T98 have potential to support non-breeding bat roosts (PRF-I).   
 
As above, we advise that the ES sets out the proposed mitigation for the loss of these 
roosts.   
 
1.3 Dormice 
 
We note that the application is progressed assuming presence of dormice, which we would 
consider to be a reasonable approach given the records of dormice nearby.  
 



To help inform an assessment of the significance of impacts of the scheme on dormice, we 
advise that the following further information is provided: 
 

• A plan showing dormouse habitat to be lost, retained and created which should 

identify the extent and location on appropriate scale; 

We welcome that a minimum 15m buffer will apply between built development and 
woodland, and a 10m buffer will apply between built development and existing hedgerows; 
we advise that these buffers are shown on the scheme layout drawings. We also welcome 
that hedgerow gaps will be used wherever possible for the placement of access tracks. 
 
1.4 Great Crested Newts 
 
We note that waterbodies within the site and on land within 250m of the site boundary 
have been assessed for their potential to support great crested newts (GCN). 
 
From the information available to date, it appears that GCN are absent from the application 
site itself. We note that a number of ponds on land within 250m of the site boundary were 
not surveyed due to access restrictions.  
 
We advise that a map is provided to confirm the location of all the waterbodies identified 
on site and on land within 250m of the site boundary, and identify those that were subject 
to survey and those that were not.   
 
We advise clarification is provided regarding the pond numbers referenced in paras 2.14.7 
and 2.14.8 of the ecology baseline report, and justification for assumptions of GCN 
presence that have been assigned to other ponds inaccessible for survey as listed in Table 
24 of the same report. 
 
At this time we note that one waterbody to the south of the site (P77) has a positive record 
for GCN, but that there are no development works or habitat creation works are proposed 
within 250m of this pond.   
 
1.5 Otters 
 
We seek clarification of the areas that were subject to otter (and water vole) surveys in 
2023 and 2024, and those areas where survey access was not possible.   
 
Whilst we note that no evidence of otters or otter holts or resting places were found during 
the surveys, we note that the presence of otters dispersing through the landscape cannot 
be ruled out. 
 
We welcome that a 10m buffer will be applied between built development and 
watercourses; we advise that these are shown on scheme layout drawings.   
 
We also welcome that mammal gates will be installed as part of security fencing to allow 
permeability of the developed site by mammals including otters. We advise that a planning 
condition is attached to any permission granted for the scheme requiring the submission of 
the fencing specification, including design and proposed location of mammal gates, for 
approval prior to works commencing on site.   
 
We also note the proposal to use an open span bridges at a watercourse crossings in the 
north-east of the site. We advise that any consent issued for the scheme includes a 



suitably worded planning condition to require the detail of the specification of the structure 
to be agreed prior to development works commencing.   
 
1.6 Water Voles 
 
Whilst we note that there are records of water voles within approximately 1km of the site, 
we observe that no evidence of water voles was found within the site itself. We welcome 
that watercourses shall be buffered from development works and an open span bridge 
used for the watercourse crossing. Accordingly we refer to our advice above for otters.   
 
1.7 Lighting 
 
We understand that turbines of the height proposed to be used are likely to require aviation 
lighting; we have no concerns to this in respect of protected species.  
 
We note that some security lighting may be required for other parts of the development Eg, 
Solar farm, BESS. We therefore advise that a suitably worded lighting plan condition is 
attached to any consent issued for the scheme, requiring  the details of proposed lighting 
to be agreed prior to works commencing on site.   
 
Summary 
We have concerns with the above application pending the provision of further information 
regarding bats, dormice, GCN. We would be pleased to review our position and provide 
further advice when consulted on the information specified below. We advise that the 
information below is provided to aid the determination of the application: 

Further information relating to bats:  

• A map which shows the static detector locations in 2023 and 2024 surveys and their 

position relative to the proposed locations of the development infrastructure. The 

information provided to be consistent between ES Chapter 10 and the supporting 

appendices and figures.   

• The weather conditions at the time of the static surveys, along with confirmation of 

the dates for which the weather conditions were deemed unsuitable for bats 

throughout the night. 

• A map clarifying the transect route in June and October 2024. 

• To confirm what the bat buffer is for each turbine (with reference to the calculation 

in Figure 1 of the above guidance).  

• Illustrate both the bat buffer and the full extent of the micro-siting tolerance for each 

turbine on a map of new and retained habitats. 

• Information on the proportion of bat activity above the cut-in speed of the turbines in 

each of the seasons by bat species at medium and high risk of collision with wind 

turbines. 

• A map that brings this together and shows on one map the bat habitat features that 

horseshoe bats are likely to use which will be lost, retained and created as part of 

the development.   

• An outline of the mitigation that will be required from the outset of the operation of 

the development (based on the assessment of impacts) and the monitoring 

commitments for the lifetime of the scheme. 



Further information relating to dormice:  

• A plan showing dormouse habitat to be lost, retained and created which should 

identify the extent and location on appropriate scale. 

Further Information relating to GCN: 
 

• A map to confirm the location of all the waterbodies identified on site and on land 

within 250m of the site boundary, and identify those that were subject to survey and 

those that were not.  

•   Clarification regarding the pond numbers referenced in paras 2.14.7 and 2.14.8 of 

the ecology baseline report, and justification for assumptions of GCN presence that 

have been assigned to other ponds inaccessible for survey as listed in Table 24 of 

the same report. 

Further information relating to otters: 
 

• Clarification of the areas that were subject to otter (and water vole) surveys in 2023 

and 2024, and those areas where survey access was not possible.   

Further information relating to scheme layout: 
 

• Scheme layout drawings which show the buffers to watercourses, woodlands and 

hedgerows. 

Notwithstanding the above, we consider that appropriately worded planning conditions will 
be in respect of turbine micro-siting, turbine blade feathering, Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP), Habitat Management Plan, and the detail of the security 
fencing specification (incorporating mammal gates), scheme lighting, and watercourse 
crossings.  We shall advise further on the wording for these when the above information 
has been received.  
 
2.0 Protected Sites 
 
2.1 Cwm Risca, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
 
The application site is adjacent to the Cwm Risca, Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
which supports the key habitat features of marshy grassland (predominantly NVC M23, 
M24 and M25 grassland communities) and the marsh fritillary butterfly (Euphydryas 
aurinia). These features rely upon the current hydrological regime to maintain the scarce 
and protected habitat and species that they support.  
 
Paragraph 6.4.26 of Planning Policy Wales states that proposals must be carefully 
assessed to ensure that effects on those nature conservation interests which the 
designation is intended to protect are clearly understood; development should be refused 
where there are adverse impacts on the features for which a site has been designated.  
 
We have concerns that the Cwm Risca SSSI could be indirectly impacted by the proposed 
access road to the east and north of the site altering the hydrological connections to the 
SSSI and thus altering the current hydrology, which could adversely impact the protected 
features. In addition, any airborne or pollution runoff during the construction phase of the 
roads, from fuel and oils in the use of on-site machinery and subsequent use of the access 
road could also potentially adversely impact the SSSI. In addition, careful consideration 



within any detailed CEMP and risk assessment and working method statement (RAMS) 
which will be required to prevent either an interruption or alteration of the hydrological links 
and minimise any pollution resulting from the creation and use of this access road. This will 
also be the case for the development of the solar panel array situated directly east of the 
SSSI where there is a watercourse that enters the SSSI on its eastern boundary.  
  
In addition, the position of the solar panel arrays (‘J-N’) in fields directly to the north of the 
SSSI may have an impact on how rainwater is directed and focussed uphill of the SSSI, 
which may have some impacts on the hydrology supporting the SSSI.  
  
The presence of solar panel arrays can disrupt the rainfall patterns across the field, 
capturing more on the panels that drip into distinct zones and because of their alignment, 
could affect infiltration and how rainfall passively drains from the fields. This has a potential 
to impact the hydrology supporting Cwm Risca SSSI and we request further assurance 
that these aspects are assessed and adjusted for in the design of this development where 
these concerns are substantiated. The proposals for the use of swales within the solar 
panel array fields are welcomed but need to be carefully designed and monitored to 
ensure their effectiveness in preventing damage to the SSSI and its protected features.  
  
SSSI buffer 
 
There appears to be a proposed buffer zone approximately 50m wide, between the solar 
panel array (labelled ‘O’ on the designs) and the eastern boundary of the SSSI. It would be 
good to see a wider buffer zone allocated given the scale of this development and to 
award the protected site greater ecosystem protection to increase its resilience to future 
changes, such as climate change. It can be argued that the solar panel array to the east of 
the SSSI may not be deemed to pose a significant, direct impacts on the protected SSSI 
features. We advise further consideration is given to allocate a wider buffer to the 
protected sites and to sympathetically manage that buffer to afford a level of habitat 
protection that allows for greater, future habitat resilience and allow space for wildlife 
utilizing the SSSI to have an enhanced habitat resource to boost and assist the overall 
effectiveness of the ecology of this small, protected site.   
  
We have been developing our approach to ecosystem resilience and affording critical 
areas of land and habitats around protected sites as part of highlighting and planning 
resilient ecological networks (REN). This approach, as shown within NRW mapping, 
illustrates a buffer of at least 120m would be more appropriate to support this resilience 
approach to the protected habitat features. Thus, this buffer allocation should be looked at 
again by the developer to assess if this impact on the ‘resilience buffer,’ as attributed to 
Cwm Risca SSSI within NRW’s REN can be amended to support the future resilience of 
this protected site.  
  
As part of the biodiversity gains within these proposals, the buffer could include 
implementation of appropriate restoration and management techniques to support and 
maximise the ecological functioning of the SSSI within the buffer land. This could be 
achieved through appropriate modification towards sympathetic drainage, extensive 
grazing with appropriate livestock and planting of suitable species, where beneficial and 
supportive the ecological function of the protected habitats within the SSSI.  
 
2.2 Marsh Fritillary Butterfly  
 



The Marsh Fritillary butterfly (Euphydryas aurinia) is a designated feature of both the Cwm 
Risca SSSI. The butterfly exists as a ‘meta population’ and relies upon a network of 
marshy grassland sites both within and outside of the designated sites network.  
 
The allocation of mitigation land to be restored as marshy grassland habitat to benefit 
marsh fritillary butterflies is welcomed. This area is an important landscape for this species 
and these proposals could assist in their conservation in the future. Some fields within the 
allocated area appear to support existing marshy grassland, due to the dominant 
appearance of purple moor grass on aerial photos, and adjacent fields appear to have 
been agriculturally modified to an extent.  
  
However, we have concerns with the management prescriptions within the ‘Appendix 10.4: 
Net Benefit Report (including Habitat Management Plan), Feature 3: Wet Grassland 
Management’.’  
  
We do not agree with the statement in section 5.3.12, ‘Management of wet grassland will 
follow similar management styles to the dry meadow creation with short cutting throughout 
the winter, growth in spring – summer, hay cut in late summer and autumn to spring 
mowing/grazing’. The restoration of these fields should be undertaken via low intensity 
cattle grazing regime in general, with some, targeted mowing/topping or potentially use of 
‘cut and collect’ machinery in parts where purple moor grass (Molinia caerulea) is 
dominating or where species such as soft rush (Juncus effusus) or similar needs to be 
managed. Only parts of each field should be cut each year to reduce impacts on existing 
invertebrate and other species, in any, one-year cycle. Sensitive, gradual changes are best 
for nature conservation but where grass tussocks are dense, more intensive cattle grazing 
may be an option to consider as a short-term tool to help break up the sward.  
  
Section 5.3.14 suggests the use of a seed mix if initial restoration is unsuccessful. The 
prescription to re-seed the more modified fields through use of seed mixes would be 
inappropriate here. The use of the suggested EM4 seed mix is not welcomed and many of 
the species in the list would not be suitable for inclusion within a marshy grassland in 
South Wales. The development should rely on appropriate, sympathetic management 
techniques to allow the regeneration of species within the existing ‘seed bank’ to germinate 
and to supplement this with the planting of local provenance species such as devil’s bit 
scabious to directly assist marsh fritillary butterfly as part of any initial restoration work, 
followed by other species such as meadow thistle, greater bird’s foot trefoil, marsh 
bedstraw and ragged robin amongst others.  
  
No application of fertiliser, manure or lime should be undertaken on these fields.  
  
We  recommend the developer refers to INNC publication INCC-Habitat-Management.-
The-Marsh-Fritillary-Butterfly-Eng.pdf regarding appropriate restoration and management 
techniques. Following submission of additional information as part of the full planning 
application, we would expect a suitably worded condition to be included to ensure the 
future management of any mitigation proposed. 
 
General Advice – Grassland Fungi 
 
We note the submission within Appendix 10.2: Grassland Fungi Survey Report however, 
the survey effort is limited in some areas. The grassland fungi survey only considers the 
land that is not being covered with infrastructure and there is no information on the 
grassland fungi of the land that will be lost/ subject to infrastructure.  Although we note that 



the proposal will unlikely affect SSSI areas, the habitat on site may be of local significance.  
We therefore recommend further consultation with the Local Authorities in house ecologist 
on future mitigation.  
 
3.0 Peat 
 
We have reviewed Appendix 5.4: Outline Soil Management Plan.  
 
Section 2.3.2. Soil and peat thickness, figure 2-2 indicates a good spread of probing points 
supported by a fairly strong representation of 66 core locations. We note that peat was 
encountered at one location and this is unaffected by infrastructure.  There is no report of 
any peat being encountered by coring and not probing.   
 
The Peatlands of Wales Map (View map | DataMapWales) indicates there is no peat within 
the site boundary.  In addition, there appears to be no evidence for the presence of 
peatland habitat or other section 7 habitat likely to have been derived from peatland habitat 
by modification. 
 
Given that the higher resolution peat mapping at the location of proposed infrastructure 
has also not located peat then we have no further observations to make 
 
4.0 Terrestrial Ornithology 
 
Lapwing is a species of high conservation concern; owing to severe short-term and long-
term decline of the breeding population Lapwing is listed under Section 7 of the 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016, and Red-listed in Wales (BoCCW4). There were estimated 
to be fewer than 1000 breeding pairs of Lapwing in Wales (Pritchard et al. 
2021).  Schemes involving solar development should first seek to avoid development of 
fields identified as containing breeding lapwing and follow the DECCA principals laid out in 
PPW 12.  
 
We have concerns regarding the impacts of the proposals on breeding lapwing.  
 
A total of 4 pairs of breeding lapwing were observed over 2 breeding seasons and all 4 
pairs utilised different fields over the 2 seasons. All fields appear on aerials to be in open 
habitats, consistent with the species reluctance to nest in habitats where tall tree, hedges 
and other tall vegetation is present.  
  
The pairs utilised parts of the proposed ‘bird mitigation area’ in year 1 but preferred other 
fields in year 2 assuming the breeding birds were the same each year. However, the 
proposed solar panel array G appears to be directly impacting the most recent nesting 
sites of 2 pairs and could indirectly impact a third pair to the east.  
  
The proposal for woodland planting around solar array G, J and K could impact their future 
breeding success due to the species preference for nesting sites in open habitats with 
minimal trees and low vegetation to minimise predation of their eggs and chicks from 
predatory bird species. These proposals could have a dramatic impact on this species by 
reducing suitable habitats available for their preferred breeding sites which could be 
further impacted by any alterations to future agricultural management of fields across the 
site. Tree planting around any existing surface ditches could also impact their ability to 
forage and feed their chicks.  
  



There is a concentration of skylark and meadow pipits breeding records shown in the fields 
impacted by solar arrays G, H, and I and to a lesser extent, J and K, as shown within the 
2-year breeding bird survey data across both years. In addition, the nest sites of both 
species appear to be present in the fields impacted by solar arrays B, D, H, and I, as well 
as the fields planned for turbines 1-6. The documents reflect that disturbances will occur, 
and breeding habitat will be reduced.  
  
Within the Environmental Statement Volume II Main Written Statement, Chapter 11: 
Ornithology, I Table 11:14, it states, ‘additional mitigation measure Securing mechanism 
Non-target Breeding bird assemblage (nesting) Non-target Wintering bird assemblage 
(foraging) features and breeding/wintering bird assemblage species which would utilise 
grassland and wet grassland habitat (e.g., lapwing, snipe and skylark) for both nesting and 
foraging.’ 
  
We have concerns that the additional marshy grassland habitat stated above, primarily 
being created as mitigation for marsh fritillary butterfly will not be preferred habitat chosen 
by breeding lapwing, due to the small field patterns, surrounding hedgerows and hedgerow 
trees. It is not clear from the document and maps provided, where other grassland habitat 
is being created. 
  
The currently apportioned mitigation habitat for birds is focussed for mitigating losses for 
skylark, meadow pipit, foraging species, and foraging raptors. This area has shown to 
have been used by breeding lapwing and the management of this area for the proposed 
target species, may be detrimental to future use of this area for breeding lapwing, 
especially given the proposed tree planting areas around the solar panel arrays.  
 
Our experience from other solar schemes is that mitigation/compensation that relies on 
land near to fields currently used by the species is largely unsuccessful in retaining 
breeding lapwing within the landscape.  
 
Clarification is needed to understand which fields within the development site are being 
enhanced to allow lapwing to prospect for breeding sites, given their specific breeding 
requirements.  
 
We note the winter bird surveys only appear to comprise two visits we advise that such a 
restricted winter survey may not properly characterise the winter use of the site. We 
recommend further surveys are undertaken or if not further justification for this is provided.  
 
5.0 Pollution Prevention 
 
The documents provided consider the potential environmental effects in terms of water 
quality for the multiple watercourses which run through the site. Silt pollution due to runoff 
from exposed ground and containment of pollutants such as concrete in the construction 
phase are the main water quality concerns. Mitigation is listed primarily as part of the 
Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (OCEMP) which is stated to be 
developed into a detailed CEMP by the Principal Contractor.  
 
We would advise that a full CEMP is conditioned if future planning permission is granted.  
  
Annex C of the OCEMP lists numerous buffer regions between the work site and 
watercourses. Surface water and drain mitigation is listed to be inspected by the Senior 
Foreman, this is suggested to be weekly. We advise that this may not be sufficient under 



periods of heavy rainfall and increased runoff and recommend that inspections are 
increased to daily during heavy rainfall periods with records kept on site of their 
inspections/actions taken. In addition to this, we recommend that inspections of the 
watercourses themselves should be monitored for any impact from the work. 
  
Annex C states ‘Contaminated water must be treated or discharged off site using an 
appropriate waste permit’ and ‘If necessary temporary bunding and/or settlement ponds 
will be installed to allow for isolation and onsite treatment of any sediment laden or 
contaminated water prior to managed discharge’. If any discharge from proposed ponds 
cannot be considered as clean uncontaminated water a discharge permit will be required.  
 
As previously advised in our scoping response any chemical dosing e.g., using a SiltBuster 
unit would also require a discharge permit. Further advise can be found via our website, 
Natural Resources Wales / Find out if you need a permit for discharges to surface water 
and groundwater. 
 
3.11.5 of the OCEMP suggests that water requirements may be met using a private water 
supply. If this is to be managed via an abstraction, please note that a licence may be 
required if >20m3 per day. Further advise can be found via our website, Natural Resources 
Wales / Find out if you need a water abstraction or impoundment licence 
  
Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS)  
 
We note there are Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) on site, a full INNS management 
plan will need to be produced and submitted with the full planning application. 
 
6.0 Groundwater Protection and Land Contamination 
 
We have reviewed the following documents: 
 

• Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Energy Park – Environmental Statement Volume I. Non-
Technical Summary. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). Project No: 663870, dated: April 
2025 

• Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement Volume II. Main Written 
Statement- Chapters 1 to 4. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). Project Ref: 663870, 
dated: April 2025. 

• Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement Volume II. Main Written 
Statement - Chapter 5: Land, Soil and Groundwater. RSK Environment Ltd (RSK). 
Project Ref: 663870, dated: April 2025. 

 
It is imperative for sites like this that the nature of the ground in which the development is 
proposed to take place is sufficiently investigated, characterised and risk assessed to 
ensure sensitive environmental receptors are appropriately protected. In terms of 
background and site setting we note that the majority of the site has historically comprised 
of agricultural land, grassland and woodland which we agree is unlikely to have caused 
significant land contamination.  
 
The following references refer to - Chapter 5: Land, Soil and Groundwater dated: April 
2025. 
 
There are four on-site historical landfills (3No. considered to be inert but one no 
information supplied Table 5.9), areas of earthworks and quarries and part of a historical 



Colliery which have been acknowledged as potentially infilled with material of unknown 
composition during the construction of historical features (Section 5.4.7).  
 
We note the presence of a number of surface water features and springs/issues within the 
study area (Section 5.4.3), indicating shallow groundwater body(s) may be present 
(whether these re continue or discontinues, either consistently or not throughout the year is 
unknown with an absence in groundwater monitoring). This background information 
informs the degree of assessment and investigation that is required in order to make an 
accurate assessment of risks to controlled waters. 
 
We note in Section 5.4.30 ‘Groundwater’ onwards that the site is underlain by Secondary A 
aquifer with limited superficial coverage, resulting in a high groundwater vulnerability 
rating.  
 
Section 5.4.31 also states that groundwater depths across the site are unknown. It also 
states regional groundwater flow is expected to be in line with local topography and 
towards surface waters, however, flow dynamics more locally have not been monitoring or 
investigated. Our recommendation is that sufficient groundwater investigation be 
undertaken. 
 
Table 5.10 ‘Sensitive Receptors’ Land (potential contamination) discusses the potential or 
the introduction of contamination during the proposed development, and the interaction 
with known or unknown contamination from historical usage of the site, such as the four 
historical landfills and historical infilling with unknown material of quarries, earthwork 
excavations and the colliery workings. The quality of the land in these locations has not yet 
been quantified or characterisation through site investigation and therefore it is not 
possible to accurately assign a level of sensitivity or importance (we note the table has 
classified this as low).  
 
We would recommend a site investigation that focuses on particular infrastructure 
elements, notably turbine excavations, to assess groundwater and geo-environmental 
conditions. 
 
Table 5.10 ‘groundwater section’, we welcome that groundwater includes recognition of a 
groundwater assessment covering both quality and quantity as highlighted during the 
consultation.  
 
We note a discussion of ‘future baseline’ in Sections 5.4.40 - 5.4.42, we welcome this 
consideration, however without sufficient baseline characterisation at the Site (outlined in 
our previous response but for reference including but not limited to groundwater depths 
and fluctuations seasonally, groundwater flow dynamics including flow direction throughout 
the year, groundwater & surface water / groundwater & ecosystem interactions, quality of 
the land etc), the impacts of such considerations cannot be accurately determined. 
Considering the lifecycle of the project (circa 50 years with potential for extension), this 
assessment into the near and medium future should be looked into for future baseline. 
 
Section 5.6.4 ‘Groundwater (Quality and Quantity)’ - consideration of dewatering 
requirements during construction, and the quantity and quality impacts of this (impacts on 
groundwater dependent ecosystems and impacts of potential groundwater contaminant 
distribution) has not been included. We recommend this is included with the planning 
application. 
 



 
6.1 Battery Energy Storage Systems 
 
The proposed scheme involves the storage of large battery systems containing lithium ion 
electrolytes and hydrocarbons which have the potential to cause pollution in the event of 
fire at the site as a result of battery failure. 
 
We note in section 5.7.6 that a Battery Safety Management Plan (BSMP) will be produced 
and secured via condition, to ensure all safety concerns around the BESS element of the 
proposed development are addressed.  We note it is intended that water will not be used 
to extinguish fire but will be used to cool areas adjacent to prevent fire spread. We also 
note that a clean agent (aerosol) is intended to be used to extinguish the fire and therefore, 
its noted the water would not contain any chemicals. However, further details have not 
been provided and therefore we cannot comment on potential environmental impacts.  
 
We are not the expert body to advise as to whether measures proposed by the applicant to 
minimise the risk of fire, or to suppress a fire at the site are adequate. We recommend that 
the applicant seek advice from a Battery Energy and Electrical process safety expert and 
the relevant Fire and Rescue Service in determining whether the proposed measures to 
minimise the risk of fire, and to suppress a fire at the site are adequate. 
 
You may also wish to consult the below guidance in relation to such matters: Design of 
containment systems for the prevention of water pollution from industrial incidents 
 
You should be satisfied that in the event of a fire all contaminated firewater can be fully 
contained on site and cannot enter the wider environment. We advise that measures to 
avoid pollution from contaminated firewater should be clearly set out by the applicant and 
provide sufficient detail in support of the planning application. This should include 
demonstration, to your satisfaction, that: 
 

• Thermal runaway detection equipment, automated alert systems, automated fire 
suppression systems and planned responses to a fire are adequate in detecting and 
prevent the spread of fire. The relevant Fire and Rescue Service may advise you on 
these matters. 

• There is sufficient spacing between units to help to prevent further spread of fires; 
• Contaminated firewater and foam run-off is prevented from infiltrating the ground or 

any offsite drainage networks with the use of impermeable surfaces, secondary 
containment and sealed drainage systems. 

• The scheme includes sufficient storage capacity to contain contaminated firewater 
in the event of a fire. The relevant Fire and Rescue Service may advise you on what 
they consider to be adequate storage capacity. 

• Notwithstanding the wider TAN15 considerations, where the site is proposed within 
a flood risk area, the risk of fire from battery exposure to a flood event has been 
avoided, and the proposed method of containing contaminated firewater will operate 
effectively without the risk of pollution. 

• The proposed method of transporting contaminated firewater off-site will be 
effective, including under the prevailing conditions of a fire at the site. 

• Adequate post event cleanup and environmental remediation has been considered 
and planned. 

 
6.2 Decommissioning 



We note Section 2.5.2 of the Non-Technical Summary states ‘A decommissioning strategy 
would be submitted by the Applicant for agreement with the Local Planning Authority’s 
prior to the decommissioning works taking place, and this is likely to be secured by a 
suitably worded condition on any planning permission granted. A Decommissioning 
Environmental Management Plan would be produced for this phase. This would set out 
mitigation measures to be implemented throughout the decommissioning works and would 
also be secured via a planning condition’. We welcome this and recommend the 
assessment includes key tasks for decommissioning and estimated costs that should be 
signed off by the local authority within which the infrastructure will operate. 
 
As part of the decommissioning strategy, if buried materials will not be decommissioned 
such as cables, and that assumes that all above ground infrastructure is removed, there 
must be a Buried Cable Risk Assessment as the cables will be left buried in the 
environment forever, often in water-rich environments with peatland. 
 
We note Table 5.1 of the Environmental Statement Volume 2 states ‘Intrusive 
geoenvironmental and geotechnical site investigation has not been undertaken at the time 
of the ES being submitted; however, it is considered that the baseline information obtained 
to inform this assessment is sufficient to fully assess the likely effect of the Proposed 
Development for the purpose of EIA’. We continue to recommend that a site investigation 
be undertaken that focuses on particular infrastructure elements, notably turbine 
excavations, to assess groundwater and geo-environmental conditions. This is important in 
order to understand the impact of the development on the hydrogeological dynamics, 
noting the presence of groundwater springs / issues, surface waters (whether these are 
groundwater fed is not yet understood) and any groundwater dependent ecosystems).  
 
These would also help to inform upon geotechnical and temporary dewatering that may be 
required. Given the proposed height of the turbines, deep and spatially extensive 
foundations are expected. We do not believe that a sufficient and robust assessment of 
risk and impacts can be undertaken without appropriate site characterisation based on site 
specific information. 
 
7.0 Landscape 
 
Our advice relates to the landscape character and visual amenity of the Bannau 
Brycheiniog National Park (BBNP) and the Gower National Landscape (NL)1, and the 
statutory purpose of these designations to conserve and enhance their natural beauty. 
We have reviewed the Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park - Environmental Statement (ES), 
April 2025 prepared by RSK. In particular: 
 

• ES Volume 2: Chapter 8: Landscape and Visual (LVIA) 

• ES Volume 3 Appendices 8.1-8.12 

• ES Volume 4: Figures 

The proposed development includes 6 wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 
200m,  solar photovoltaic (PV) modules (55 MW), and a Battery Energy Storage System 
(BESS). Due to the distance between the site and the BBNP and Gower NL, it is unlikely 
the BESS or solar PV development would impact on the purpose of either designation. Our 
comments therefore focus on the impact of the proposed wind turbines.  
 

 
1 The name for the legally designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 



The proposed turbines are located outside of a Pre-Assessed Area (PAA) for Wind Energy 
in Future Wales: The National Plan 2040 (FW). To accord with FW Policy 18, the 
proposals should not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the surrounding landscape, 
particularly on the setting of the BBNP and Gower NL.  
 
Since our advice at scoping, the number of proposed turbines has reduced from 10 to 6, 
and the maximum height of the turbines has reduced from 230m to 200m.   
 
7.1 Bannau Brycheiniog National Park 
At its closest point, the BBNP is located just over 20km northeast of the site. Effects on the 
National Park and its Special Qualities are assessed within ES Volume III, Appendix 8.6; 
the findings are summarised in ES Paragraph 8.9.223. 
 
We note the LVIA reports no greater than minor adverse effects on receptors within the 
BBNP (Not Significant), including in relation to visual amenity receptors, landscape 
character, and Special Qualities of the National Park.  
 
With reference to the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) analysis (Figures 8.3 and 8.5), we 
note: 
 

• Within the National Park and within 30km of the turbines, visibility of all six turbines 

at blade tip height is unlikely.   

• Blade tip visibility of up to 4 turbines is likely at a limited number of locations around 

the 30km distance. 

• No visibility of any turbines at hub height is expected within the National Park at 

distances within 30km of the turbines.   

VP 15 (Ogof-Ffynnon-Ddu) is the only LVIA viewpoint located within the BBNP and it is 
within 30km of the proposed turbines in an area where the ZTV indicates no visibility – 
consequently, the supporting visualisation shows no visibility of the turbines (ES Appendix 
8.10).  
 
Within the National Park, the largest area of potential intervisibility lies beyond the 30km 
radius within the Black Mountain / Mynydd Du. This includes both blade tip and hub height 
visibility. The LVIA does not include any viewpoints within this area but we accept that 
impacts resulting from the proposed development at this distance are unlikely to be 
considered significant. Overall, based on the submitted information, we are satisfied that 
impacts on National Park receptors are unlikely to be significant.  
 
7.2 Gower National Landscape 
At its closest point, the Gower NL is located c.21 km from the site. Effects on the Gower 
NL are considered within ES Volume III, Appendix 8.6; the findings are summarised in ES 
Paragraph 8.9.224. 
 
We note the LVIA reports no greater than minor adverse effects on receptors within the 
Gower NL (Not Significant), including in relation to visual amenity receptors, landscape 
character, and Special Qualities of the NL.  
 
With reference to the ZTV analysis (Figures 8.3 and 8.5), we note: 
 

• Visibility of all six turbines at blade tip height is projected across different parts of 

the NL at distances within c.23km to 35km (extent of LVIA study area) from the site.  



• Within the NL, the extent of visibility of the six turbines at hub height is significantly 

reduced compared with blade tip visibility.  

VP 14 (Mumbles Hill) is the only LVIA viewpoint located within the Gower NL and it is 
within 25km of the proposed turbines. The supporting visualisations show visibility of five 
turbines at hub height and blade tip visibility of one turbine (T5) (ES Appendix 8.10).  
Currently, views from Mumbles Hill across Swansea Bay are characterised by a relatively 
balanced mixture of natural and built features. Swansea Bay has outstanding integrity as 
an intertidal landscape2 and its scenic qualities are complemented by the range of 
enclosing hills. Although these same views feature substantial urban areas and notable 
detractors such as the Port Talbot steelworks, the scale of the Bay and the dark backcloth 
of hills behind has, to a degree, enabled these elements to be absorbed without 
dominating the natural scenic qualities of the Bay. These qualities provide a positive 
setting to the National Landscape and contribute to the visual amenity experienced by its 
visitors.   
 
From Mumbles Hill, industry at Port Talbot is visible in the same field of view as the 
proposed turbines. However buildings at Port Talbot are backclothed by hills which 
reduces their visual prominence, with the hills being the dominant feature. The turbines 
would be visible on the ridgeline above the industrial area, and may attract attention on 
account of their scale, ridgeline location, and the rotation of turbine blades. Whilst the 
turbines would add to the presence of detractors in views from Mumbles Hill such as ‘the 
turbines on Mynydd Brombil’3, the impact individually or cumulatively is unlikely to be 
significant due to the existing nature of views from Mumbles Hill, the distance of separation 
between the turbines and the viewpoint, and the partial screening of the turbines by 
intervening landform. As this is expected to be the most impacted viewpoint within the NL, 
we are satisfied with the LVIA conclusion that impacts on receptors within the Gower NL 
are unlikely to be significant.  
 
We are satisfied with the information provided in the ES and do not require any further 
information at application. 
 
8.0 Flood risk 
 
Our Flood Risk Map confirms the site includes a small area of Zone C2 of the 
Development Advice Map (DAM) contained in Technical Advice Note (TAN) 15: 
Development and Flood Risk (2004). The Flood Map for Planning identifies the application 
site to be at risk of flooding and falls into Flood Zone 2 and 3 Rivers. 
 
Given the limited extent of flood risk/location of flood risk shown to be affecting the 
application site (and in the absence of a flood consequences assessment) we consider the 
proposals could be acceptable, subject to the developer being made aware of the potential 
flood risks to these areas. 
 
8.1 Flood Risk Activity Permit 
 

 
2 Gower Landscape Character Assessment, 2013 
3 These issues are noted in relation to SCA-9 described in the Carmarthen Bay, Gower and Swansea Bay 
Local Seascape Character Assessment, 2017 but are also considered relevant to the impact on views from 
the NL. 



Nant y Gadlys is to the north of the site and considered a main river, therefore, any work in 
or around the river should consider the need for a Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP). More 
information on obtaining a FRAP can be found here. 
  
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. 
 
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.  
 
If you have any queries on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yn gywir / Yours faithfully, 
 
Lindy Marshall 
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu/Advisor - Development Planning    
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru/Natural Resources Wales 
 
E-bost/E-mail: southeastplanning@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk 
 
Croesewir gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg a byddwn yn ymateb yn Gymraeg, heb i hynny arwain 
at oedi./Correspondence in Welsh is welcomed, and we will respond in Welsh without it 
leading to a delay.  
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          INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Anne Priscott, I am a chartered landscape architect with 30 years experience 

and have designed renewable energy schemes and represented renewable energy 

developers at public inquiries into renewable developments including section 36 

electricity act public inquiries in England and National Infrastructure Planning 

examinations in Wales.  I am currently also representing local planning authorities on 

the local impact aspects of DNS examinations. I have written over 200 LVAs and LVIAs 

and reviewed many complex major development LVIAs for local planning authorities.  

2. I have reviewed the proposals and LVIA for this site at the request of Neath Port Talbot 

and Bridgend County Boroughs (NPTCBC and BCBC) to address the landscape and visual 

impact issues relating to the proposed wind farm, solar farm and battery storage 

development. Through my review I consider the effects of the proposed development 

upon the landscape and visual receptors and landscape related policy within the 

confines of the Neath Port Talbot and Bridgend local authority areas only. 

3. The proposal is a Development of National Significance (DNS). The LVIA related 

information has been prepared by Pegasus Ltd.  

4. The proposed development is expected to generate up to 98 megawatts (Mw) and 

comprises the following main elements: 42Mw through 6 Wind turbines (200m to tip), 

55Mw of solar installations and 50Mw of BESS and the upgraded of existing and creation 

of new access tracks. 

5. Future Wales 2040/National Plan published in February 2021 sets out the overarching 

policies.  Policy 17 states that in pre-assessed areas the Welsh Government has already 

modelled the likely impact on the landscape and found them to be capable of 

accommodating development in an acceptable way and there is a presumption in favour 

of large-scale development, subject to  Policy 18.  

6. Policy 18 states that a DNS will be permitted outside pre-assessed areas for wind 

development providing the proposal: 
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• Does not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the surrounding landscape 

(particularly on the setting of National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty). 

• The proposal is designed to minimise its visual impact on nearby communities and 

individual dwellings and a cumulative impact of the proposal with other existing or 

proposed development is acceptable. 

7. This replaced TAN 8 as the national spatial strategy for wind farm development within 

the context of PPW 10, now PPW 11. This policy defines strategically pre-assessed areas. 

The Proposed Development is located outside of a Pre-Assessed Area (PAA) 9 for Wind 

Energy, as set out on page 94 of Future Wales. The nearest Pre-Assessed Area is to the 

north-east. 

8. The National Plan sets out on page 97 that irrespective of location or scale, the design 

and micro-siting of proposals must seek to minimise the landscape and visual impact, 

particularly those in close proximity to homes and tourism receptors. Both within and 

outside Pre-Assessed Areas, communities should be protected from significant 

cumulative impacts to avoid unacceptable situations whereby, for example, smaller 

settlements could be potentially surrounded by large wind schemes.  

9. The pre-assessed areas are modelled on the basis of likely impact on the landscape and 

found that the areas identified capable of accommodating development in an 

acceptable way and therefore within these areas, there is a presumption in favour of 

large-scale development, subject to policy 18, which sets out the development should 

not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the surrounding landscape, particularly the 

settings of national parks and areas of outstanding natural beauty, that the design 

minimises its visual impact on nearby communities and individual dwellings and a 

cumulative impact of opposing with other existing a proposed development is 

acceptable. 

10. Bridgend local policy SP13 is reasonably supportive of wind turbine development in this 

part of the borough, subject to the assessment of local impacts and the careful siting so 

as to avoid unacceptable impacts. The policy is very clear in identifying that within local 
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search areas: LCA1: Llanqynwyd Rolling Uplands and Forestry and LCA 8:Ogmore Forest 

and Surrounding Uplands are suitable for wind turbine development and the LCA 12: 

Newton Down Limestone Plateau for solar, all subject to the above qualifications. The 

policy is not supportive of both solar and wind in the same areas.  

11. A number of studies have been undertaken that underpin the Local Plan and the 

development policies set out within it. These evidence-base studies form a key part of 

the landscape analysis underpinning this report. The site straddles the border between 

Neath Port Talbot and Bridgend, with the majority of the site being within Bridgend.   

12. NPT and Bridgend produced a scoping consultation response and set out a number of 

points in relation to issues with the methodology proposed, including the number of 

viewpoints and their locations, and issues relating to the actual ability of the landscape 

to accommodate the development as proposed. Since scoping the number of turbines 

has been reduced from 10 to 6. The height of these turbines, at 200m to tip, would all 

be the same.  

Major development in terms of scale and impacts: Evaluation of the proposals  

13. The first point to record is that this is a major development in terms of scale and 

complexity, and in this regard offers many challenges form each of the three main 

components and the connecting infrastructure. 

14. Wind turbines: The challenges include that the proposed 200m height of the turbines is 

large in scale and could impact significantly on both landscape and visual receptors.  

Early in my commission I discussed impacts with the applicants and through a joint site 

visit to all of the nearest properties in spring 2025 I ascertained that no dwellings likely 

to experience impacts on residential amenity that would fail to pass the Lavender Test. 

This gives an element of comfort.  

15. However, understanding the nature of likely cumulative impacts with other schemes on 

long-distance walking routes and cherished places, such as Margam Park is key.  
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16. Initially I had concerns that the scale of the turbines proposed in terms of height has the 

potential for turbines on this site to be out of scale with the landform on which they sit.   

17. An important point that I have given due consideration is the positioning of individual 

turbines whether they would produce an appropriate overall scheme in terms of how 

they are viewed in the landscape. I consider that whilst generally the proposed 

development is larger proportionately than the scale of the landscape, my opinion is 

that the turbines are well-positioned in the landscape and that overall, in landscape 

terms, the proposals can be accommodated as a stand-alone scheme.  

18. The long-distance Ridgeway Walk runs along the ridge through this proposed 

development and is a highly valued route that affords users long-range views across to 

the parallel ridges of high land to the north and to the coast and as far as Exmoor to the 

south.  These views are afforded along a number of kilometres providing rare and 

spectacular experiences.  The users of this and other long-distance paths are highly 

susceptible to changes that would impact on the views afforded and therefore highly 

sensitive to change.  Near-range views would be afforded of the wind turbines for a 

substantial length of the route along the ridge and the proposed turbines would be in 

close proximity. The change, whilst significant, would still enable these long-range views 

to be appreciated and therefore the visitor experience not changed to such a great 

degree to being about an unacceptable effect. 

19. Solar Arrays: The solar arrays bring greater challenges.  The proposed arrays are spatially 

spread out into the surrounding landscape, in close proximity to the turbines and in 

areas that are not physically related to the turbines. As currently proposed, the way the 

scheme has been designed, to be so spread out in this landscape, creates the perception 

of the proliferation of development that would bring about unacceptable landscape and 

visual impacts.  

20. The changes in view and visual context will make this a far less attractive place to walk 

and bring about impacts on the long-distance Ridgeway Walk users and raise further 

substantial and significant visual impacts. 
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21.  The character of the landscape in these different areas is rural and predominantly 

pastoral with forestry, but the land itself is heavily dissected and geologically complex 

and therefore, in terms of siting modular elements at a field-scale, the landscape is too 

complex to be able to accommodate the proposals successfully.   

22. The LPA have significant concerns in this regard and will object on landscape and visual 

grounds to the solar elements if this scheme is taken forward.  

23. As an overarching observation, the woodland planting shown is located to screen the 

solar and BESS and turbine foundation parts of the development.  I consider that this is 

the wrong approach.  If the development is appropriate, arbitrary screening should not 

be required.  What I seek to see is well-planned landscape enhancement and mitigation 

of discordant elements by re-siting or removal from the scheme, not by screening. There 

are (broadly) six separate areas of arrays.  Taking the arrays field by field I have the 

following observations:  

24. A, B & C: This part of the scheme lies in NPT.  I have no concerns with the actual siting 

of the arrays.  They relate to the forestry land appear to be well-sited.  The configuration 

of the woodland planting needs further refinement so that post-development the 

landscape patterns created respond well to the landform and forestry and inherent field 

patterns.  Currently they respond to electricity and scheme infrastructure.  Consider 

selecting species that can be accommodated under the overhead lines without the need 

to leave clear gaps that create discordant patterns. 

25. D: Whilst screened from longer-range views to the south by the adjacent forestry, this 

array sits on upper north-facing slopes and is close to the Ridgeway Walk.   

26. I note that there will be significant changes in view and in the foreground of views of T5. 

Array D will block the long-range views to the uplands to the north for a walker for a 

duration /distance of over 600m.   

27. The proposed woodland screening would introduce an incongruous element into the 

landscape in perpetuity that will exacerbate this impact. The walker will become 

enclosed by woodland to the north and the forestry to the south, thus creating a tunnel 
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experience where an open ridgetop character is highly valued.  The impacts would be 

substantial and adverse and permanent.   My advice is to remove this entire area from 

the scheme.  

28. As a fall-back, the applicants could model moving the solar farther to the north so that 

no elements are visible from the Ridgeway Walk even in winter. However, this would 

have consequences for long-range views from the north looking back towards the south 

from the north of Maesteg and the Llynfi Valley that are also highly sensitive to change. 

29. E: Again, whilst screened from longer-range views to the south by the adjacent forestry, 

this array sits on upper south-facing slopes/narrow ridge top and is adjacent to the 

Ridgeway Walk.  There will be significant changes in view and in the foreground of views 

of T4 and T5. I advise that this element can be accommodated as a stand-alone element, 

but that the cumulative effects with other elements of this complex scheme mean that 

this is a small area of solar that adds to the complexity of the resultant impacts on highly 

sensitive viewers. The woodland planting would introduce an incongruous element into 

the landscape in perpetuity, not just for the 50-year life of the consent, and needs 

careful re-designing so as to create appropriate long-term landscape patterns or should 

be removed from the proposals.  When on site on 5th June with the applicant’s agents 

the magnitude of change that this woodland would being was very evidently seen. The 

views north from the Ridgeway Walk of the coast and Exmoor would be blocked 

impacting significantly upon the walkers’ experience. 

30. F: As a stand-alone element this is predominantly screened from most views by the 

adjacent riparian woodland and longer-range view interruption by forestry to the north-

east, this array sits on north-facing slopes and this is counter-intuitive. There are a 

number of public rights of way in this area that are difficult to navigate.  There will be 

limited changes in view and in this regard the scheme can be accommodated here 

without the perception of significant visual impacts.   

31. I consider this would be a better location for the BESS (discussed in more detail in this 

report).  
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32. I advise that this element can be accommodated as a stand-alone element, but that the 

this will add to the overarching perception of the proliferation of solar developments in 

the landscape. The woodland planting would introduce a compatible element into the 

and is likely to create appropriate long-term landscape patterns.    

33. G, H & I: I have less concerns with the actual siting of the arrays in this group of field-

scale parcels.  They appear to be well-sited.  The configuration of the woodland planting 

around G needs further refinement so that post-development the landscape patterns 

created respond well to the landform and inherent field patterns.  Currently the 

woodland shown around G appears to be designed to screen the solar arrays rather than 

provide long-term landscape enhancement.  This mitigation needs to be re-designed to 

only enhance long-term landscape patterns and not to screen views. 

34. J & K: The landscape character and resultant patterns created in this part of the scheme 

is really complex.  There are important cultural heritage aspects and the valley form 

between areas of ridge mean that I consider that J and the western part of K should be 

removed from the scheme.  The configuration of the woodland planting needs further 

refinement so that post-development the landscape patterns created respond well to 

the landform and inherent field patterns.  Currently the woodland shown around K in 

particular appears to be designed to screen the solar arrays rather than provide long-

term landscape enhancement.  In the long-term the woodland would obscure the field 

pattern, creating an adverse landscape impact.  

35. L, M & N: No concerns with the actual siting of the arrays.  Appear to be well-sited.  

Again, the same comments apply, the configuration of the woodland planting needs 

further refinement so that post-development the landscape patterns created respond 

well to the landform and inherent field patterns.  Currently they respond to the scheme 

not the receiving landscape.   

36. O: No concerns with the actual siting of the arrays.  Appear to be well-sited.  Again, the 

same comments apply, the configuration of the woodland planting needs further 

refinement so that post-development the landscape patterns created respond well to 

the landform and inherent field patterns.  Currently they respond to electricity and 
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scheme infrastructure.  Consider selecting species that can be accommodated under the 

overhead lines without the need to leave clear gaps that create discordant patterns. 

Look at the character of the adjoining fields to the west for visual clues as to how to 

make this work better with the inherent landscape patterns present. 

37. Solar overarching conclusion: The landscape does not have the capacity for all of the 

solar elements shown in the pre-application plans.  The development as shown currently 

would lead to the over proliferation of solar in particular, creating discordant images 

and impacting unacceptably on highly sensitive receptors.  The advice from the LPA is to 

remove the most impactful parts of the scheme, namely parcels D, E, F, J and K.  Parcels 

J & K may be perceived as being less impactful in terms of proliferation and impacts on 

the users of the Ridgeway Walk in particular if D, E and F are removed.  The screening 

tree and shrub planting also needs a dramatic re-design so that long-range and other 

highly valued views are not blocked and disrupted and to design the scheme to work 

with and enhance the inherent landscape patterns rather than to screen this badly 

designed development.  

38. BESS: The battery storage element of the scheme is located on the top of the ridge and 

gives me the greatest concerns because it has an industrial character that is at odds with 

the rurality of the site.  I consider that this would be better located near to solar arrays 

at F, to the north, or in one of the more visually isolated locations.  My recommendation 

after my site visit on 5th June 2025 remains that this is moved. In addition, there is 

insufficient information on the detail of the BESS development including an absence of 

engineering drawings, for an assessment to be made of the impacts the below ground 

works will have on the ground and where the earth removed from the site will be placed 

/ stored / disposed. This is a notable shortcoming and needs to be resolved prior to 

submission of the final documents. The submission of 1:100 scale cross sections will 

assist in this regard. 

39. Access: The new tracks will bring about their own impacts. The ones that give me most 

concern are those located close to the / physically impacting on the Ridgeway Walk.  The 

tracks west of G give the greatest concerns. These should be re-located because they 

will impact significantly on both landscape and visual receptors.   
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LVIA Review 

40. The LVIA has a topic-based structure broadly appropriate to a scheme of this scale and 

complexity.  The following section sets out brief notes, topic-by topic, highlighting parts 

that require updating before the PAC submission.  As an overarching series of 

comments:  

41. Appendix 8.8 and 8.9 both contain the residential amenity assessment and the 

viewpoint assessment that should be at 8.8 is missing.  Appendix 8.8 has been sent to 

me by the applicants but will need re-issuing for other responders to view.. 

42. The baseline descriptions of the landscape and views along linear routes and from point 

receptors are very clear and well-articulated.  This is pleasing to read. However, the way 

the LVIA is structured makes it difficult to untangle the different effects, and there are 

some issues with the methodology selected and how this is applied. 

43. The assessors have used a five-point scale: very high to very low.  Whilst theoretically 

this is acceptable, the reality is that they have not identified any very high value, 

susceptibility, sensitivity, magnitudes of change or magnitudes of effect throughout the 

LVIA. For example, the matrix of significance (Table 8.5), re-printed for ease of reference 

below, uses this five-point scale.  The resultant LVIA records no very high magnitude of 

changes.   

44. The methodology at Vol II Appendix 8.1 sets out the criteria for a very high magnitude 

of landscape change being: the total loss or alteration to existing landscape features; 

introduction of dominant new features into the landscape; a very major change to the 

key physical and/or perceptual attributes of the landscape.  On the basis of the scale 

used I would expect the users of the Ridgeway Walk to be very highly sensitive and the 

impact to be very high magnitude creating a major / substantial adverse effect. 

Effectively a four-point scale has been used.  The criteria for a very high magnitude of 

visual change is: a change in view that has a dominating or overbearing influence on the 

overall view.  
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45. My opinion is that the authors have set the barre too high, and it would be better to go 

back to GLVIA3 and reconsider the basis for this assessment approach, and revert to a 

four-point scale, omitting the very high category. At para 5.49 GLVIA3: Judgements are 

needed about the size or scale of change in the landscape that is likely to be experienced 

as a result of each effect. This should be described, and also categorised on a verbal scale 

that distinguishes the amount of change but is not overly complex. For example, the 

effect of both loss and addition of new features may be judged as major, moderate, 

minor or none, or other equivalent words. The judgements should, for example, take 

account of:  

• the extent of existing landscape elements that will be lost, the proportion of the total 

extent that this represents and the contribution of that element to the character of the 

landscape – in some cases this may be quantified;  

• the degree to which aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape are altered either 

by removal of existing components of the landscape or by addition of new ones – for 

example, removal of hedges may change a small-scale, intimate landscape into a large-

scale, open one, or introduction of new buildings or tall structures may alter open 

skylines; 

• whether the effect changes the key characteristics of the landscape, which are critical 

to its distinctive character. 
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46. The matrix needs to be re-configured such that a medium magnitude of change / 

sensitivity with a high magnitude of change / sensitivity leads to a moderate to major 

effect not a moderate effect etc. The approach taken in the LVIA leads to confusion and 

the miss-representation of the magnitude and significance of effects. I have set out a 

few examples below to illustrate these issues. 

Landscape Impacts. 

47. The LVIA records (para 8.9.17-18) the value of the receiving landscape, the CYNONVS473 

- Mynydd Baedan visual and sensory layer to be high, high susceptibility and high 

sensitivity.  This is agreed.  

48. The magnitude of change is recorded at para 8.9.20 as medium and resultant effect 

moderate. However, at paragraph 8.9.26 the author records: Overall, the effects on 

CYNONVS473 - Mynydd Baedan during the operation phase are judged to be major and 

significant, with the effects on the southern half of the aspect area, which covers the 

Site, being direct effects and the effects on the northern parts of the aspect area beyond 

the Site being indirect effects. 

49. The LVIA identified significant construction and operational stage landscape effects on 

CYNONVS473 - Mynydd Baedan, the receiving landscape, to 5km, (para 8.7.22-24).  In 

the NTS at chapter 16 (pdf page 12) the tables record moderate adverse (significant). I 

cannot work out, on the basis of my experience of visiting turbine, solar and BESS sites 

during both construction and operation, why the magnitude of changes would be lower 

during the construction period than during operation.  The construction stages bring 

about considerable disruption to the landscape and to views and are accompanied by 

audible effects and movement that add to the effects perceived by those in the 

landscape. 

50. I consider that the magnitude should be high or very high on the five-point scale used, 

and the effect would be major.   This distance of 5km seems reasonable. However, the 

assessment of impacts in chapter 8 is very hard to follow and I am concerned that the 

effects of the development have been under reported through muddling of data.  
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51. At this stage in the local planning authorities responding to the draft submission 

documents I am highlighting a few issues and areas where the reporting needs to be 

simplified and reconciled.  However, these errors are peppered throughout the LVIA.  

Visual Impacts. 

52. The same issues apply to the assessment of visual effects.  The LVIA identified significant 

construction and operational stage effects on residential receptors, users of PRoW and 

road users up to 3 km from the Site boundary. (para 8.7.20-22) This seems close-rage 

considering that the users of the Ridgeway Walk and the residential receptors should be 

assessed on the basis of high sensitivity. But para 8.7.25 identifies that these will reduce 

to 1km with mitigation from tree planting.  I do not agree with this conclusion and with 

the premiss that screening should be engaged.  

53. For the Ridgeway Walk, high sensitivity is set out (para 8.9.107) agreed.  Table 8.12 sets 

out that: 

 

 

54. I consider that the methodology flaws are hampering the clear determination of effects.  

The magnitude during construction would be higher than during operation because of 

the additional disruptions to the walker’s experience. High + high = major, High + 

medium should be moderate-major, not moderate.   

55. For the section 5-10km distant Table 8.12 records high sensitivity and low magnitude of 

change being slight.  By my methods this should be moderate, and by the Matrix (see 

extract above) the resultant effect should be moderate-minor.    
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56. These errors continue into the cumulative assessment.  

Cumulative assessment:  

57. The baseline is again very well described. 

58.  Minor but important factual point: The Eirlys Solar Farm is not consented.  It is still at 

the pre-planning stage.  

59. Conclusions: As an overarching observation, the LVIA assessment contains a large 

volume of data that has been collected.  The quality of analysis of that data and the 

format in which it is presented has an influence on how effects are quantified and 

presented and on how conclusions are drawn. Resolving the issues with the 

methodology and the transcribing of effects set out above needs to be done as a priority, 

and then this will start to read as a well-assessed document.  The bones are strong, the 

flesh needs tweaking.  

60. The scoping consultation report suggested a study area out to 35km with an inner 20km 

study area.  I feel the application would benefit from a 5-7.5km detailed study area for 

both the solar and the wind turbines with 5/7.5km bare ground ZTVs (and surface model 

ZTVs if the consultants with to add these). By being supported by mapping information 

at a more detailed scale the reader will get closer in to understanding effects at this key 

threshold of significance area.  Using a 1:25,000 base map will also make the project 

much more readily understood in terms of the geographic locations of potential imapcts.  

61. The need to possibly divert parts of / interrupt usage of the route of the Ridgeway Walk 

and the impact this will have on the quality of walking experience and the historic 

relationship between this walking route and the landscape is not fully evaluated.  The 

application is complex covering three main energy generation / storage elements.  It 

might be easier to break down the assessments from Chaper 15 into the solar + BESS 

and the wind. Then have scenario 0 being the combined effects in the cumulative 

assessment.  Then the overall effects will be more clearly presented, and I would hope 

a lot of the confusion would be resolved.  
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62. Delete para 8.12.123 – balancing planning arguments should not be in the LVIA.  

Special Landscape Areas  

63. T1 and solar arrays in field parcels A, B & C are located within SLA 4 Margam. The 

assessment of effects in Appendix 8.5 identifies significant effects not carried through 

to the NTS tables at chapter 16.  The effects need to be broken down into magnitude of 

change, sensitivity of receptor and combined magnitude of effect so that a reader can 

understand how the conclusions presented have been drawn.   

Margam Historic Park and Garden  

64. The effect on the setting of the Margam Historic Park and Garden and associated visitors 

to the Country Park forms a key consideration of effects on highly sensitive landscape 

and visual receptors. Views of two turbines will be afforded, and they will contribute to 

cumulative effects experienced through the park through the Y Bryn, Eirlys and other 

developments.  The greatest combined impacts will be from the upper parkland, near 

the Bro stone, and for users of the long-distance paths crossing this well used plateau.  

   

 
Anne Priscott (CMLI) June 2025 
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Hi Sally,
 
Please see comments forwarded onto myself from Anne ahead of tomorrows meeting.
Apologies I have not had time to refine or alter them in anyway following my leave period
and I will be in meetings for the remainder of most of today but I wanted them brought to
your attention ahead of tomorrows meeting for yourselves to digest as soon as possible.
 
See you tomorrow,
 
Lee.
 
From: Anne Priscott <  
Sent: 01 August 2025 13:26
To: Lee Evans <L >
Cc: Rhodri Davies < k>
Subject: Re: Mynydd Ty-Talwyn Energy Park - Revised Landscape Design

 
Rhybudd: E-bost allanol yw hwn - sy wedi dod o sefydliad/unigolyn y tu allan i'r
Cyngor. Byddwch yn wyliadwrus wrth glicio ar ddolenni neu agor atodiadau.
Caution: This is an external email and did not originate from within the Council.
Please take care when clicking links or opening attachments.

Dear Lee
Thank you for your email.  I hope you have had a good holiday. 



 
Whilst I welcome the changes made, I would also add that I would still like the developer to
go further and resolve outstanding issues to help with minimising effects.  So far, the
changes made do not cross this landscape threshold.  I have set out more detail below. 
 

·         This part of the development brings concerns from a visual perspective
because the panels, at 3m high would screen views of the distant skyline
that are particularly highly valued by users of the long-distance path.  We
need to see a bare ground ZTV that demonstrates how the changes will
impact on views.  The scrub/shrubs instead of woodland do not assist and
should not be included.  They will grow to over eye level at c 1.5-2m and
remove the view that is valued.

 
 

·         I have asked several developers, and they all tell me, inc REW project
managers building out recently consented schemes, that the BESS can be,
and in many scenarios is better being linked to the solar and put in
individual fields with the panels.  I continue to object to the BESS being on
the top of the hill.  The removal of woodland is welcomed but replacement
with scrub will alter landscape patterns and is about screening a bad
development concept and not bringing landscape benefits.

 
·         Welcomed



 
·         Welcomed

 
·         This change is welcomed; however, it was not the most impactful part of

the proposals, but will help with removal of some of the perception of
proliferation.  Ironically, they have removed the solar from what is probably
the most accommodating part of the landscape on these more disrupted
lower-lying parts of the landscape closer to the electricity infrastructure.

 
·         Substantial issues remain.  Please see attached diagram where I set out my

original concerns.
·         I would like to see the solar and BESS removed from the ridge at D & E. 

These are impactful on landscape and visual receptors.  The developer will
argue that from the viewpoints the impact is not so bad; but when you are
on the ground and experience the change from the whole Ridge way walk
route and the local landscape with strong evidence of time-depth, the
impacts are too high.



·         They haven’t addressed my access concerns.
·         Overall, we still have the proliferation of developments across the

landscape and this spreading out adds to the impact.  I really do not like this
scheme in terms of how the solar and BESS impact on landscape and
views.

·         Happy still with the wind turbines.
·         Uncomfortable over the cumulative impact of the solar, BESS and turbines

introducing too complex a series of views and landscape impacts on this
simple upland highly valued landscape.

Kind regards, Anne
 

anne priscott associates ltd
chartered landscape architect

 

Oxhayne House .· Ford Street
Wellington · Somerset  · TA21 9PE

01823 660868 |

www.annepriscott.co.uk
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Hi Jo,
 
Apologies for the delay.
 
We have now had the chance to consider your additional information/potential revisions and our observation/comments are as follows (guided largely by our Specialist Landscape advisor),
following last week’s meet:
 
Firstly we welcome the amendments and changes made and thank you for the positive approach adopted here in working with the LPA.
  
Access:

1. It is noted that the Tondu bridge is still a sticking point.  A pre submission run may have helped in this case but the reasons and status of the application/timescales are acknowledged.
2. 7 major access points run along the ridge from the road.  It has been set out that the legal advice received by yourselves, that you have to show bell mouths and couldn’t present options

– It is appreciated that this is the case and you have to assess the worst case.  A condition that no commencement takes place before this is resolved could address this.
3. Sally set out that as part of the DNS they are seeking to agree conditions – this is a key one.
4. On landscape grounds the southern route (as shown in Jo’s Email of the 26/08/2025) would be slightly better in our view, but this is not a stumbling block if the northern route was utilised

– particularly given the overall changes made to the scheme.  
 
Turbines:

1. We remain happy with the turbine layout.
2. No concerns over residential amenity.
3. No cumulative concerns with other wind developments – It is noted that there are 3 smaller turbines to the south and Y Bryn to the west (decision likely in October).

 
Relocation of sub-station:

1. We welcome the move.  Substation structures can be somewhat incongruous, but the new location works better than the previous – it would have been quite stark against the skyline and
interrupt ridge-to-ridge views from the Ogwr Ridgeway Walk.

2. It will need to be surrounded by a metal fence compound, not a think of beauty but a necessity. 
3. The submission will need a bit more information on how this is accessed which is likely to open to the road and so it will be very visible.

 
Solar

1. Much better all round. 
2. The removal of parcel  D from the northside of the ridge is welcomed and makes an appreciable difference to the ridge experience.
3. Appreciate the new area D on the south side of the ridge is adjacent to the sub-station and will be dwarfed by this.  On balance it is better located than before so a good change.

 
BESS

4. Removal is welcomed.  It just didn’t fit in this landscape. This is a positive.
 
Planting /mitigation:

5. Scrub is not characteristic of this landscape in the locations tended.  This needs to be changed to hedge planting.
6. Much happier with the woodland planting.  It now responds to the landscape rather than being screening that would look out of place.

 
 
We trust the above is of assistance and will allow matters to move forward.   
 
Kind Regards,
 
Lee
 
 
(Mr.) Lee Evans   BSc, MSc
Prif Swyddog Cynllunio |Principal Planning Officer
Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau |
Communities Directorate                                                      
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-Bont ar Ogwr |
Bridgend County Borough Council        
Swyddfeydd Dinesig | Civic Offices
Stryd-y-Angel | Angel Street
Pen-y-Bont | Bridgend
CF31 4WB

Rhif ffôn | Phone: 01656 643373
 
E-bost | E-mail:

Gwefan | Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk
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From: Joanna Berlyn
To: Joanna Berlyn
Subject: FW: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park
Date: 27 January 2026 16:08:48

 

From: Lee Evans < > 
Sent: 02 July 2025 13:28
To: Joanna Berlyn <j >
Subject: FW: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park [Filed 02 Jul 2025 14:07]
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Hi Jo,
 
Positive comments from PROW Officer just received………
 
 
Hi Lee,
 

Thank you for your emails dated 13th April, 13th May 18th June 2005 regarding the above
planning application.
 
Firstly, I must apologise for the delay in replying, however, I trust that the following information
will be of assistance to you.  
 
The Rights of Way team have now had an opportunity to consider the documents associated
with planning application and would advise that the public rights of way across the development
site have clearly been considered throughout the development process. In fact, as is noted in the
documents, there have been a number of meetings between the developer and the Rights of
Way team. In addition the developers representatives also attended a recent meeting of the
Bridgend Local Access Forum.
 
As a result of those meetings the proposed development will not impact on any of the public
rights of way crossing the site meaning there will be no requirement for any paths to be
permanently diverted. It has also been agreed that the developer will provide a financial
contribution via a s.106 Agreement for enhancements to the rights of way network across the
site. The amount of funding still has to be determined.
 
In addition the developer has agreed to provide an Access Management Plan which will need to
be agreed by the County Borough Council and Neath Port Talbot CBC prior to construction and
operation.
 
In light of the above I can confirm that the Rights of Way team would have no objection to the
proposed development subject to the proposed financial contribution for improvements to the
rights of way network and the Access Management Plan being covered by relevant conditions.
 



Andrew Mason
Rheolwr Hawliau Tramwy | Rights of Way Manager 
Y Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau | Communities Directorate
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County
Borough Council

Ffôn/Phone: (01656) 642537
 
E-bost/Email: a
Gwefan/ Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk

I trust that the above information will be of assistance to you, however, should you have any
queries just let me know.
 
I have copied Tim and Lucy into this email in case you do have any queries as I will be away for
almost a week from tomorrow
 
Regards
 
Andrew
 
 

 
Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth yn Gymraeg. Rhowch wybod i ni os mai Cymraeg yw eich dewis iaith.
We welcome correspondence in Welsh. Please let us know if your language choice is Welsh.
 

 



 

From: Joanna Berlyn
To: Joanna Berlyn
Subject: FW: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park
Date: 27 January 2026 16:12:39

 

From: Lee Evans < > 
Sent: 02 July 2025 15:24
To: Joanna Berlyn < >
Subject: FW: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Jo,
 
Our ecologist Jess has confirmed…..
 
NPT and I are in agreement that there isn’t a great deal to provide in depth comments on thus far in terms of ecology. There is more work to be done as indicated in the submitted documentation. With that being said, I
welcome proposals to mitigate the likely effects to the ecological features and species using the site as a result of the development and to secure an appropriate net benefit to biodiversity, and once we have the detail on
these we will be able to provide further, more in-depth comments.
 
Moira has also commented she will try to provide comments asap.
 
Regards,
 
Lee.
 
(Mr.) Lee Evans   BSc, MSc
Prif Swyddog Cynllunio |Principal Planning Officer
Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau |
Communities Directorate                                                      
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-Bont ar Ogwr |
Bridgend County Borough Council        
Swyddfeydd Dinesig | Civic Offices
Stryd-y-Angel | Angel Street
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From: Joanna Berlyn
To: Joanna Berlyn
Subject: FW: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park
Date: 27 January 2026 16:11:01

 

From: Lee Evans < > 
Sent: 16 July 2025 15:55
To: Joanna Berlyn < >
Subject: RE: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
HI Jo,
 
Moira has raised the following comments (apologies for the delay) on the current proposals that appear to echo Annes concerns to some degree.
 
Conservation initial comments:
 
My overarching concerns are the physical and visual impact on the historic sites of Llangwynwyd, Coytrehen and Tondu in respect of transport movement, vibration,  visual glare from large areas of solar panels, physical
and visual impact on green landscape to be used for storage containers in considerable numbers,
 
Extract below from Cadws’ map and key. The list refers to the historic structures just in Llangwynyd.The blue dots indicate alllistings
 

 
The following map shows the extent of the Registered Historic Landscape:
 

 
Also the setting of Pentre Farm will be impacted on.
 

 
I have concerns over the scale of vehicles travelling on roads that were shown to us, that in part, are single track roads.
 
Whilst I appreciate the need for each country to generate its own energy, the use of green field sites that form part of historic landscapes, should not be the first choice of implementing schemes, that currently will be
switched off due to lack of generated energy, being stored. Similarly, 40 odd shipping containers to act as battery storage on green field sites is both visually and physically harmful.
 
There must be less sensitive sites that can be used?
 
From a heritage and historic landscape perspective, this is very difficult to support for any approval.
 



 

 
Kind Regards,
 
Lee.
 
(Mr.) Lee Evans   BSc, MSc
Prif Swyddog Cynllunio |Principal Planning Officer
Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau |
Communities Directorate                                                      
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-Bont ar Ogwr |
Bridgend County Borough Council        
Swyddfeydd Dinesig | Civic Offices
Stryd-y-Angel | Angel Street
Pen-y-Bont | Bridgend
CF31 4WB
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside the Organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Jo,
 
Please see attached below Highway’s Officer comments as discussed.
 
Moira (Conservation) had unplanned leave towards the end of last week and she is prioritising the Appeal for the demolition of the building in Maesteg Con Area for the Foel Trawsnat Windfarm to be honest which is due
Tuesday. Although hopefully you had a good gage of her views and issues during the site visit we undertook with her early in the year.
 
Kind Regards,
 
Lee
 
 
(Mr.) Lee Evans   BSc, MSc
Prif Swyddog Cynllunio |Principal Planning Officer
Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau |
Communities Directorate                                                      
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-Bont ar Ogwr |
Bridgend County Borough Council        
Swyddfeydd Dinesig | Civic Offices
Stryd-y-Angel | Angel Street
Pen-y-Bont | Bridgend
CF31 4WB

Rhif ffôn | Phone: 01656 643373
 
E-bost | E-mail:

Gwefan | Website: www.bridgend.gov.uk
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From: Leigh Tuck <L > 
Sent: 30 June 2025 12:54
To: >
Subject: CAS-03018-G7G6H7 Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park

 
Lee,
 
Apologies for the delay in responding to you on this application.
 
We have considered the above pre application DNS and the documents and plans submitted as part of the Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) process. The highway authority comments are based on a
review of the following Environmental Statement (ES) technical appendices submitted by the applicant:

Appendix 12.1: Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan
Appendix 12.2: Route Feasibility Study   Appendix 4.2: Abnormal Load Delivery Route Assessment
Appendix 12.3: Highway Junction General Arrangement
Appendix 13.1: Outline Access Management Plan

 
Abnormal Loads

The applicant proposes to deliver abnormal loads from the Port of Swansea and two potential AIL delivery routes have been shortlisted Option 3 and Option 5 each accessing the site via a newly formed
southern access off New Road, with AILs exiting via the northern access onto the A4063.

At this stage, the applicant has not identified a single preferred AIL route, instead deferring the final selection until a later stage, following further engagement and technical assessments. Both shortlisted
routes involve extensive physical mitigation, including vegetation clearance, temporary removal of lighting and signage, and potential oversail of third-party land.

At the full application stage, a single, clearly preferred AIL route must be presented with the full planning application, supported by swept path analysis, construction methodology, and detailed mitigation
proposals. Swept path analysis is not currently provided for several key junctions of the highway network, particularly within Option 5 (e.g. Fountain Road and New Road junctions). This information will
be required to assess the viability and safety of the route, particularly where oversail or road modifications are anticipated.

The use of the southern access (New Road) is acceptable in principle for inbound AILs only, but must be strictly controlled, physically restricted to general construction traffic, and subject to agreed
delivery windows and traffic management measures. It is noted that all AILs will exit via the northern access (A4063) after unloading. Any temporary modifications to this access point to accommodate
these movements should be clearly defined and included in any future submission.

CTMP

The applicant has submitted an Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) as Appendix 12.1 of the Environmental Statement. While it outlines the overall access strategy and projected
construction traffic volumes, the document remains high level and lacks sufficient detail to assess the impact of the development on the local highway network or confirm the adequacy of mitigation
measures.

It is considered that the outline CTMP is insufficient for a development of this scale and sensitivity, and will therefore require the submission of a detailed, finalised CTMP to be secured via condition. The
CTMP must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, in consultation with the Highway Authority, prior to any commencement of works including enabling or clearance
activities.

The full CTMP should include, as a minimum:

The routeing and timing of HGV construction traffic to/from the site in order to avoid network peaks



the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors
loading and unloading of plant and materials
storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development
wheel washing facilities on site
measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction
the provision of temporary traffic and pedestrian management where required
Identification of any required temporary traffic orders, parking suspensions, or road closures
A strategy for HGV layover, waiting, and marshalling, particularly near the northern access
Swept path analysis for all site access junctions and any constrained pinch points along the route
Details of pre-commencement road condition surveys and monitoring arrangements
Identification of abnormal weather or seasonal constraints affecting rural lanes

 
Northern Access and Visibility Splays
 
The access for general construction and operational traffic is proposed via a new priority junction on the A4063, approximately 200 m south of its junction with Ffordd-y-Gyfraith.
 
This access is intended to serve all inbound and outbound general construction traffic as well as all post-construction operational access.
The submitted design (Appendix 12.3) proposes a left-in, left-out arrangement and shows visibility splays of 2.4 m x 120 m, based on a recorded 85th percentile vehicle speed of 48 mph.
 
However, this section of the A4063 is a single carriageway subject to the national speed limit, and no Temporary Traffic Regulation Order (TTRO) has been proposed to formalise any reduction in design
speed.
 
The Highway Authority does not accept the use of reduced visibility splays based solely on recorded speeds where the national speed limit applies. In line with recognised design guidance (including TAN
18, DMRB, and MfS2), visibility splays must be based on the road’s design speed, which in this case is 60 mph. As such, the access should provide visibility splays of 2.4 m x 215 m in both directions unless
a formal TTRO is proposed and progressed to reduce the posted speed limit to 40 mph, alongside enforceable traffic-calming and signage
 
At present, neither option is referenced within the PAC submission, nor is a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit provided for the new access, therefore the Highway Authority requires the above at full planning
application stage.
 

A second access point is proposed off New Road forming the southern access to the site. This access is intended to be used exclusively for inbound Abnormal Loads (AILs) during the turbine delivery
phase, after which it will be physically restricted and not used for general construction or operational traffic. The Highway Authority accepts the principle of a dedicated AIL access however, a number of
issues remain unresolved in the current submission:

No swept path analysis has been provided for key junctions along the southern route, including the New Road / Fountain Road junction, which is known to be geometrically constrained.
The applicant proposes to enter via the southern access and exit via the northern access, which indicates that AILs will need to turn within the site or complete a loop through internal roads. No detail
is provided to confirm how this will be achieved or managed.

Temporary Road Closures

The applicant identifies the need for temporary road closures to facilitate construction traffic and AIL movements. Specifically, the following closures are referenced:

Ffordd-y-Gyfraith – anticipated closure of up to three weeks
Llangynwyd Mountain Road – anticipated closure of up to six weeks

While the Highway Authority acknowledges the closures are necessary for safety and vehicle movement reasons, the full application should also include diversion route plans or traffic management
layouts.  In addition a clear strategy for maintaining pedestrian, cyclist, and emergency access throughout closure periods will be required. It would be beneficial to contact the councils Streetworks
department streetworks@bridgend.gov.uk as soon as possible to discuss requirements.

I trust the above assists

Regards

Leigh

 
Leigh Tuck                                                                                                                          
Prif Swyddog Rheoli Datblygu Priffyrdd | Principal Officer Highways Development Control     
Y Gyfarwyddiaeth Cymunedau | Communities Directorate                                                                                              Ffôn/Phone: (01656) 642504
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol Pen-y-bont ar Ogwr | Bridgend County Borough Council                                                    Ebost/Email: 
Ysgrifennydd y Fforwm Rheoli Datblygu Priffyrdd De Cymru |                                                                                       Gwefan/ website: www.bridgend.gov.uk
Secretary to South Wales Highways Development Control Forum
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we would welcome the opportunity, in due course, to discuss working with you and 
any opportunities to invest either in the public engagement and learning on the 
site, or in the management of the site for its many important habitats and species. 
 
4. If Mynydd Ty-talwyn Energy Park is approved, we would like to offer the 
community up to 10% ownership in the wind farm. Is this of interest to you? 
No 
 
5. Are there any issues you believe we should address in our final project 
revisions? 
We are aware that you have ecologists working on the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed development. We would just like to highlight some areas 
that we feel it is important that the ecological assessment should consider: 
 

Bats There are many bat records from this local area, as will be 
immediately apparent in biological records from SEWBReC. Flight 
lines, migration roots and any nearby roosts all need to be assessed. 

Ground-nesting 
birds 

The proposed Energy Park lies in an important landscape for 
breeding Lapwing. Other ground-nesting species such as Skylark 
also occur and should be assessed. 

Reptiles Parc Slip, immediately adjacent to the proposed energy park, is 
regionally significant for its reptile populations (including Adder, 
Grass Snake, Common Lizard and Slow Worm). The footprint of the 
Energy Park should therefore be assessed for any risk to reptiles. 

Great Crested 
Newts 

Great Crested Newts are a European Protected Species and also 
occur at Parc Slip; the potential impact on this species should be 
assessed. 

Dormouse Dormice are a European Protected Species and also occur at Parc 
Slip; the potential impact on this species should be assessed. 

Schedule 1 birds Barn Owl and Goshawk have been recorded in the local area, both 
are protected under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act. 
Others may also occur. 

Grassland fungi Wales has an international responsibility for communities of 
grassland fungi, because of the prevalence and richness of these 
habitats (‘waxcap grasslands’) in the country. Waxcaps and other 
grassland fungi are under-recorded but often occur on botanically 
species-poor sheep-grazed grasslands if they have otherwise been 
protected (e.g. unploughed). We strongly recommend a mycological 
assessment of the fields affected by the proposal, because the fields 
may hold potential that is not reflected in desktop data searches, and 
other ecological field assessments tend to take place at the wrong 
time of year to identify fungal interest. 

Brown Hare Brown hare are a species of conservation concern in Wales and are 
regularly seen in the proposed Energy Park area. We would like to 
see mitigation for the potential impacts on them. 

 
6. Let us know any other feedback you have about the plans for Mynydd Ty-
talwyn Energy Park 
 
SEWBReC hold many other biological data records for the proposed development 
footprint; please ensure that these data have been received and appropriate 
surveys and mitigation put in place on the basis of these records. 
 
We would also note that the original Phase I data set of habitats in this area 
indicates the presence of some priority habitats (semi-natural broadleaf woodland, 
semi-improved acid grassland, semi-improved neutral grassland, marshy 



grassland, dry acid heath, and dry heath / acid grassland mosaic). These are not 
extensive in area, but their presence should be confirmed and any impacts on 
them mitigated. Wales has lost over 90% of its lowland species-rich grasslands 
over the last century and so it’s essential that no further losses occur.  
 
7. Do you want to be kept up to date as the plans progress (mainly via 
email)? 
Yes. 
 
We hope this information is helpful and we hope to hear from you as your 
proposal develops. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
 
Dr Lizzie Wilberforce 
Head of Terrestrial Nature Reserves 
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Appendix 22 – Copy of the newspaper notice in situ 
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Appendix 23 - Letter to political representatives launching statutory consultation  
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