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Introduction
Egnedol Wales Limited wishes to obtain Planning Permission for development of land at Blackbridge
and Waterston, Milford Haven.
The development includes a Biomass to Energy Facility (BtEf) and Eco-parks which will utilise heat
recovered from the BtEf. The BtEf has been classified as a Development of National Significance (DNS)
with the Eco-parks being classified as Secondary Consents associated with the DNS application.
The application will be submitted to the DNS team at the Welsh Assembly Government.
As part of the DNS procedure, Egnedol were required to undertake pre-application consultation with
statutory stakeholders and the public.
Prior to the project being determined as a DNS application, extensive consultation and liaison
with the Local community took place. This is detailed in Section 18 of the EIA that accompanies
the application.
Following notification that the project would be considered via the DNS route, the application
documentation, including the Environmental Impact Assessment was uploaded to a project website
at www.egnedol.wales and a paper copy was provided for inspection in the site office at Waterston.
The website contained a feedback form which enabled responses to be sent directly to the company
in addition to an email and postal address.
In accordance with the DNS guidelines, the formal notice of Egnedol’s intention to submit the planning application was published in local papers. The notice was published in the Western Telegraph,
Milford Mercury and the Pembrokeshire Herald. In addition hard copies of the notice were displayed
at both the site office in Waterston and on the site gate at Blackbridge. The 42 day consultation period
end date was the 11th of May 2016. The notice was also included in the documentation published on
the company website.
Egnedol contacted the DNS team to confirm that the DNS requirements for pre-application consultation had been met. The DNS team advised that one form needed adding to the submission
information following which the pre application period could commence. The additional form was
added to the submission documentation as requested on the 8th of April 2016 and consequently the
consultation notices were updated to change the end date of the 42 day consultation period to the
20th of May 2016.
The DNS team confirmed that the notice of intent to submit the application did not require
re-publication in the media and that updating the dates on notice published online and at the site
would be sufficient.
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Consultees
Publication of the application notice in the local media and at the site enabled local residents to
provide feedback on the proposals.
In addition, Egnedol wrote a letter to regulators, local stakeholders and adjacent landowners to
inform them of the development application and to invite comments. A list of the parties contacted is
given below: •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CADW
Crown Estate C/O Cooke and Arkwright
Dragon LNG
Dyfed Archaeological Trust
Health and Safety Executive
Ms J James
Llanstadwell Community Council
Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
Milford Haven Port Authority
Milford Haven Town Council
Natural Resources Wales (NRW)
Neyland Community Council
Pembroke Dock Town Council
Pembrokeshire County Council
Philpin Agriculture Ltd
SEM Logistics
Venn Farm.

Copies of the letters sent to the consultees above are included in Appendix A.

1 Saint Marys Street, Carmarthen, Carmarthenshire, SA31 1TN, United Kingdom

Tel +44 (0)1267 234 231 Fax +44 (0)1269 841 867 Web egnedol.co.uk

Sustainable Energy Facility, Milford Haven
Development of National Significance
Pre-application Consultation Report

5

Consultation Responses

3.0
3.1

Consultation Response
Following completion of the pre-application consultation period, a total of 77 electronic and 5 written
responses have been received. Copies of these responses are included in Appendix B.
Several additional responses were received from local companies, national companies, educational
institutions and charities who were interested in collaboration with the company.
Of the responses received, 24 were supportive with 22 of these specifically requesting information
enquiring about employment opportunities at the site.
An online campaign opposing the development was orchestrated by Biofuelwatch. Biofuelwatch are
an organisation who are opposed to, and campaign against, the use of biomass for power generation.
The objections received via the Biofuelwatch campaign website generally comprised a pre-written
objection response from Biofuelwatch which required the objector to insert a name and email prior to
submission directly to Egnedol. The website did not contain a link or acknowledge the Egnedol website or direct any visitors to review the information provided by Egnedol regarding the development
provided both online and at the Site office prior to objecting.
A total of 35 electronic objections and 4 printed objections were received which were exact or slightly modified version of the pre-written objection letter posted on the Biofuelwatch website. One of
the objections was itself directly from Biofuelwatch, Friends of the Earth Cymru and Pembrokeshire
Friends of the Earth.
A further 8 electronic objections and 1 printed objection were also received during the pre-application
consultation period.
The total number of objection does include duplicates, with one interested party submitting 3 separate objections.

3.2

Objections
Following completion of the pre-application period, all of the responses were reviewed.
The objections include a number of items which are not planning issues, such as questions regarding
Egnedol’s finances or expertise to operate the facility. Issues of this nature are not planning issues or
grounds for objecting to a planning application.
Any issues of this nature have therefore not been discussed further in this report.
Table 3.1 below summarises the points raised during the consultation and provides Egnedol’s
response to each.
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Table 3.1 – Public Consultation Responses
ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

Any problems arising with the Biomass to Energy Facility (BtEf) would interrupt or \ stop the
heat supply to the Eco-park units, rendering the activities and jobs unviable.
The BtEf will be the primary mechanism for providing heat to the downstream industries. However,
provision for back-up supplies have been made within the downstream units to ensure business
continuity.
The feedstock for the BtEf has not been made clear.
The feedstock provenance has been clarified within Chapter 3 of the EIA.
High levels of toxic Aerial Emissions
Comprehensive atmospheric emission modelling has been undertaken and is described at Chapter 8
of the EIA. The model shows that the ground level concentrations of all determinants are well below
published limits.
The emission stack is not a suitable height
The stack height has been determined via the air quality model described in Chapter 8 of the EIA and
shows that the determinands are adequately dispersed.
Concerns over Noise
A noise assessment has been undertaken and is discussed in Chapter 11 of the EIA. Noise levels
from the development will be regulated by a combination of planning conditions and permit conditions, both of which are enforceable by the respective authorities.
Concerns over Fire/Explosions
The Mid and West Wales Fire Service and The Health and Safety Executive have both been consulted
during the pre-application consultation exercise. Neither has offered any objections to the proposals.
Egnedol will work with both parties during the delivery of the project to ensure the risk of fire or
explosion is adequately managed.
Concerns over Biodiversity impacts
Independent experts have been commissioned to undertake detailed and extensive ecological
surveys at the site over a full period of seasonal variation. The scope of the studies has been
discussed with the appropriate regulatory authorities (NRW and Pembrokeshire County Council).
Following completion of the surveys, and in accordance with published planning guidance and
ecological best practice standards, detailed and suitable mitigation proposals have been designed
based on the experience of the suitably qualified ecologists and in line with best practice.
Details of the surveys undertaken, the findings and of the proposed mitigation are provided at
Chapter 10 the EIA.

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

Concerns over proximity of the Egnedol Site to Dragon LNG and SEM Logistics
Detailed consultation has taken place with both Dragon LNG and SEM Logistics prior to and during
the preparation of the design and subsequent EIA.
Site Selection
The site has been selected following a detailed review of available suitable sites throughout the UK.
The site offers unique characteristics that make it suitable for the development, including sea access
for feedstock supply, capacity in the National Electricity and Gas grids and availability of workforce
trained in aspects of the proposed operation.
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The jetty is beyond repair
A structural survey has been undertaken by an independent industry specialist who regularly works
on structures in the Haven on behalf of other industries and Milford Haven Port Authority (MHPA). The
supporting piles to the jetty have been found to be structurally intact and suitable for the proposed
use. However, the jetty bracing has corroded and will be replaced to provide sufficient structural
support to allow boats to berth and a new deck will be provided. The refurbishment works will take
place under the provisions of a Marine Works Licence Application that will be submitted to NRW and
MHPA.
The site will have a detrimental effect on the landscape and amenities of the national park
An independent specialist landscape and visual impact company was commissioned to undertake
a visual impact assessment of the development which included 3-D photomontages of existing and
proposed views. The assessment process was undertaken in consultation with Pembrokeshire County Council. The conclusion of this assessment was that the proposed developed was suitable and
would blend well with the existing setting which is currently characterised by the surrounding heavy
industrial development. The Pembrokeshire County Council Landscape Officer agreed with these
conclusions in his consultation response.
The National Park were consulted as part of the pre-application consultation and offered no objections
as the site lies outside of their jurisdiction.

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

Waste Hierarchy and Proximity principals are not being followed
The project has been designed to be in line with UK and Welsh policy with respect to sustainable
energy production from virgin biomass and biomass recovered from waste derived fuels. The UK,
Wales and Local policy with respect to developments of this type is detailed in Chapter 6 of the EIA.
The road structure is not adequate
A Transport Impact Assessment and Travel Plan have been prepared following detailed scoping request and consultation exercise with the Pembrokeshire County Council Highways
Department.
The outcome of the assessment shows that the road network and proposed transport arrangements
are suitable for the development.

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

The consultation undertaken by Egnedol has not been appropriate
Egnedol undertook voluntary public consultation exercises during early 2016 when it was considered
that the Planning Application would be submitted to Pembrokeshire County Council. A summary is
provided in Chapter 18 of the EIA.
Following confirmation that the application would be submitted via the DNS route, Egnedol
confirmed that any steps taken prior to starting the DNS procedure were not to be treated as
constituting formal consultation.
Following this step, further pre-application consultation was undertaken in accordance with the DNS
regulations.

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

What will happen to the waste material from scrubbers/algae production
Waste from the scrubber will be removed from site by a suitably licensed contractor. This is dealt
with in the EIA.
There will not be any process waste from the algae production that will require off site disposal.
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The number of jobs projected are incorrect
Egnedol have made projections for jobs based upon the business models and plans for each element
of the process.

Responses received from Consultees
In addition to public consultation, Egnedol wrote to regulators, local stakeholders and adjacent landowners to inform them of the development application and invite comments. A list of the consultees
who provided a response is given below: •
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dragon LNG
Health and Safety Executive Land Use Planning Division
Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
Milford Haven Port Authority
Natural Resources Wales (NRW)
Pembrokeshire Council
SEM Logistics.

Table 3.2 below summarises the points raised from consultees relating to the planning application
where a response of clarification was required from Egnedol and outlines the response or action
taken to resolve the issue.
Table 3.2 – Consultee Consultation Responses
CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

Dragon LNG
The Egnedol cable route could prejudice the construction and operation of a second Dragon
Jetty and so any increase to the Dragon capacity.
Egnedol has confirmed that it will plan its cable to be laid so as not to impact Dragon and will provide
Dragon with the detailed plan of this cable route when it becomes available. Egnedol also confirmed
that it has reviewed the land demised to Dragon under Dragon’s Jetty Lease.
Dragon is concerned that the development at Waterston would rely on substation 1, which has
no spare capacity.
Egnedol confirmed that the power supply for the development at Waterston will be supplied from a
new off-site connection on Hazelbeach Road.
Dragon is concerned about Egnedol’s connection to existing sewerage and in particular a lack
of capacity.
Egnedol has provided Dragon with outline information and will keep Dragon updated
Dragon is concerned that composite NOx emissions at the site as a result of the whole
development could restrict Dragon’s future expansion.
Egnedol have carried out NOx modelling with the information supplied by Dragon and returned the
results for Dragon’s review.
Dragon has queries on the heat main route.
Dragon and Egnedol are working to agree a route which is acceptable to all affected parties.
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CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

CONSULTEE:
ISSUE:
RESPONSE:
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HSE
The HSE have confirmed that they do not object to the development
No response required

Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
Liaison required between MWWFRS, regulators and Egnedol to ensure controls and plans are
in place to mitigate risks.
Egnedol will facilitate liaison with MWWFRS following receipt of planning permission to ensure
appropriate plans and controls are developed and implemented.

Milford Haven Port Authority
More detail is required regarding the import strategy for the feedstock.
The information provided in Chapter 15 of the EIA has been reinforced.
Marine Works License will be required.
Noted.

Natural Resources Wales
Comments relating to Ecology. These related primarily to the time period over which the
ecological surveys are undertaken.
A meeting was held between NRW representatives and the project ecology team. The NRW
concerns relating to ecology were fully debated and discussed and most of the issues were clarified
or resolved. The Egnedol team subsequently provided a written response to NRW confirming how
each of the issues had been addressed, clarified or resolved.
Full details of the Air Quality Data not included in the pre-application submission.
Where the emission concentrations predicted by the model are well below published guideline
figures, the data had not been incorporated within the EIA. The EIA has been modified to include all
of the data.
Drainage and water abstractions. The NRW response required clarification with respect to
methods of drainage and the requirements for water abstractions from the reservoir.
The design team have reviewed the drainage and abstraction elements of the project. The design
team and EIA team have clarified the final design and this is now reflected in the EIA. There will be
no water abstractions from the reservoirs or from the Haven. Foul and process water will be directed
to foul sewer or to full containment cess pits. There will be no discharge to the Haven or to groundwater of foul or process water. The quality of surface water discharge will not deteriorate as a result
of the development.
NRW note that the scope and nature of site investigation should be decided, agreed and implemented prior to commencement of development.
Egnedol agree and anticipate that there will be a standard pre-commencement planning condition
with respect to contaminated land investigation.

Pembrokeshire County Council
The Design and Access Statement lacks detailed analysis of the relevant issues
The DAS has been reviewed and additional information has been added.
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RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:
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Pembrokeshire County Council raised the issue of the potential for the Coastal Path re-routing
through the site and re-instatement of pedestrian access across the Castle Pill bridge.
Egnedol have noted the request. However do not consider this to be a viable proposal for this phase
of the project due to the operational requirements of feedstock supply via the jetty.
There may be an opportunity to provide a protected walkway during later phases of the project and
the design team is aware of this aspiration.
Transportation Comments. A Traffic Impact assessment was requested.
Following review of the comments, a detailed scoping note was agreed with the Pembrokeshire
County Council Highways Department. A Transport Impact Assessment has been completed which
addresses the issues contained in the response. This is detailed at Chapter 12 of the EIA and in
Appendix 3.10.
Feedstock requires clarification.
The provenance of the feedstock has been discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIA.
Consideration needs to be given to the number of additional piles required and the impact of
the proposals on the marine habitats surrounding the Jetty.
Detailed structural analysis confirms that new piles will not be required. The refurbishment will require
replacement of the bracing and of the decking. The will require a Marine Works License.
Clarification required regarding abstraction and discharges for the development.
This has been clarified within Chapter 13 of the EIA. There will be no abstractions. Foul and process
water will be directed to foul sewer or full containment cess pits only. Surface water quality will not
be adversely affected.
The consequences of Surface Water Flooding should be assessed.
An assessment of surface water flooding has been completed and is included within Chapter 5 of
the EIA.
Concerns regarding the re-opening of the access track to service the facility and the
potential requirement for significant widening, with passing places and resurfacing before
any proposed use, which would require the removal of considerable areas and lengths of
hedgerow, trees and vegetation.
The road has been utilised by the Operator since the site was purchased. The road surface currently
comprises concrete or compacted hardstanding. The existing layout and topography allows use of
the road and the provision of new passing places without the requirement for hedgerows, trees or
considerable areas of vegetation to be removed. A new road alignment will require some removal of
some vegetation. Mitigation in the form of ecological landscaping is proposed.
Comments relating to Ecological Surveys, Protected Species Surveys and mitigation.
Egnedol have commissioned work from experts in respect of ecology, with additional surveys completed since the pre-application consultation exercise. Discussions specifically relating to protected
species have been held with NRW on site. The final EIA is supported by robust ecological surveys
that have informed a detailed mitigation strategy included in line with best practice. This is contained
at Chapter 10 of the EIA and in Appendix 3.9. A Habitat Regulation Assessment is provided with the
application for both the terrestrial and aquatic elements of the proposal.
Odour control details were not included in the submission.
Details regarding odour control have been added to Chapter 8 of the EIA.
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ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:

RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
RESPONSE:
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ISSUE:
RESPONSE:

ISSUE:
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No assessment has been made of glint and glare from the glasshouses.
The greenhouses are constructed from industrial plastic in the form of double skinned polytunnels
and are not expected to generate glint or glare. Following consultation response from the landscape
officer of Pembrokeshire County Council, an additional landscape bund has also been proposed
between the horticultural units and the sensitive receptors to the west in Milford Haven.
Comments relating to drainage and flood risk.
The drainage section has been updated to clarify the design and provide additional information
requested.
Comments relating to contaminated land.
Egnedol are in agreement with the consultation response from NRW in that the scope and nature
of a site investigation will be discussed, agreed and implemented prior to commencement of development. Egnedol anticipate that this will be a standard pre commencement planning condition. The
discussion with respect to this has been reinforced in Chapter 7 of the EIA.
Comments relating to Noise.
Operational Hours and monitoring proposals have been added to Chapter 11 of the EIA. Where the
exact plant and machinery make are not yet known, conservative estimates of noise levels have been
utilised. It is expected that a standard boundary noise planning condition will be incorporated within
the planning permission. The Environmental Permit will also contain operational noise limits.
Comments relating to piling.
Piling is expected to be required at the site. However the exact piling method has not been
determined.
Location of Waterston Eco-park Car Park – Masterplan item 8A is prominent and could be better
located to the east of the site.
Following consultation response from Pembrokeshire County Council, the car park (masterplan location 8a) has been moved to the eastern end of the Blackbridge Eco-park in order to reduce its potential
visual impact.
Some simple bunding to screen views from the west would provide immediate and worthwhile visual mitigation.
Based upon this comment, proposals have been modified to include provision of bunding around the
Waterston eco-park to provide additional screening.
The potential for light pollution or regarding any plume from the stack has not been mentioned.
A section has been added to the EIA to discuss both of these issues.

SEM Logistics
HSE consultation response required.
The Land Use Planning department of the HSE has been consulted and their response is included
within the application. The do not advise against the development.
Security of access concerns due to Domino classification.
Specific section inserted in DAS to describe security provision

The Environmental Impact Assessment and Application documentation have been updated following
completion of the pre-application phase.
Modifications and alterations to the design have been incorporated where appropriate.
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Appendix A
Notice of Planning Application
CADW
Crown Estate C/O Cooke and Arkwright
Dragon LNG
Dyfed Archaeological Trust
Health and Safety Executive
Ms J James
Llanstadwell Community Council
Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
Milford Haven Port Authority
Milford Haven Town Council
Natural Resources Wales (NRW)
Neyland Community Council
Pembroke Dock Town Council
Pembrokeshire County Council
Philpin Agriculture Ltd
SEM Logistics
Venn Farm.
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Appendix B
Consultation Responses
APPENDIX B1 – Dragon LNG
APPENDIX B2 – Health and Safety Executive
APPENDIX B3 – Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
APPENDIX B4 – Milford Haven Port Authority
APPENDIX B5 – Natural Resources Wales (NRW)
APPENDIX B6 - Pembrokeshire County Council and Pembrokeshire Coast National Park
APPENDIX B7 – SEM LOGISTICS
APPENDIX B8 – General Web Responses
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Appendix B1
Dragon LNG
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Appendix B2
Health and Safety Executive
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Appendix B3
Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service
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Appendix B4
Milford Haven Port Authority
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Appendix B5
Natural Resources Wales (NRW)

1 Saint Marys Street, Carmarthen, Carmarthenshire, SA31 1TN, United Kingdom

Tel +44 (0)1267 234 231 Fax +44 (0)1269 841 867 Web egnedol.co.uk

Daniel Simons
Project Manager
Egnedol Limited
1 Saint Marys Street
Carmarthen
Carmarthenshire
SA31 1TN

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-17861-B2J4
Eich cyf/Your ref: DS/246-0101/6488KE
Dyddiad/Date 19 May 2016

Annwyl / Dear Mr Simons
DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE PRE-APPLICATION
CONSULTATION – DEVELOPMENT AT WATERSTON AND BLACKBRIDGE.
Thank you for consulting Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru (CNC)/Natural Resources Wales
(NRW), on the above Development of National Significance (DNS) pre-application
consultation which we received on 11 April 2016.
Please accept the following as pre-application advice under the Town and Country
Planning, Wales - The Developments of National Significance (Wales) Regulations
2016.
We should like to begin by saying that we are disappointed to see that our comments
made at the scoping stage have not been taken into account when producing the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). The document does not contain sufficient
information to adequately assess any likely impacts on the marine and terrestrial
habitat in and around the site. As a result, NRW is presently not in a position to
advise fully on the impacts of the development.
Whilst of this view we hope that the following comments will be helpful to you in
progressing the project.
Please note that our comments are made purely on the information contained within
the submitted Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), they are without prejudice to
any comments we may subsequently wish to make, including upon receipt of further
or more detailed information, which we may need to take into account in making
formal comments, or in determining any Environmental Permit, European Protected
Species or Marine Licence applications.

www.cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk

www.naturalresourceswales.gov.uk

Natural Resources Wales, Llys Afon, Hawthorn Rise, Haverfordwest, Pembrokeshire, SA61 2BQ
Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a'r Saesneg
Correspondence welcomed in Welsh and English

For ease of reference we provide our comments into three sections, the first section
covers the submitted EIA, the second section focusses on the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) and Annex A contains detailed comments on each chapter of the
EIA.
1. Environmental Impact Assessment
We have significant concerns regarding the adequacy of the Environmental
Impact Assessment as submitted; the information contained within the
document is insufficient to assess the full impacts of the project on the
environment.
The proposed development comprises a 49.9MW Biomass from Energy Facility
together with associated ecoparks at Blackbridge and Waterston. We note that in
addition to the consent required for the DNS (the Biomass from Energy Facility
itself), secondary consents for the eco-parks, and other consents will be required as
part of the Town and Country Planning Act.
We advise that the EIA should consider the project as a whole, (biomass from
energy facility, ecoparks, jetty refurbishment and grid connection). The cumulative
impacts of the project and ancillary development could potentially be significant. By
not including the ancillary development the assessment does not fully reflect the
environmental impacts of the whole project. Please refer to The Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations 2016.
Marine Licensing
You have submitted a scoping request to our Marine Licensing Team and we advise
that the submitted EIA should be updated to take account of any advice on potential
impacts we provide in our response.
The EIA should therefore assess potential impacts arising from the marine elements
of the proposal, including jetty refurbishment and operation, coastal defence works,
directional drilling under the estuary and any other marine works.
Jetty
The jetty lies within the Estuaries, Large Shallow Inlet and Bays, Mudflats and
Sandflats features of the Pembrokeshire Marine SAC. The Reef feature may also be
present in the impact area. Any refurbishment works will require a Habitats
Regulation Assessment, which should be carried out in line with the Conservation
Objectives of the features as found within the Reg. 35 package:
http://naturalresources.wales/media/673806/Pembrokeshire%20Marine%20Reg%20
33%20Advice%20Feb%202009.doc.pdf
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No detail has yet been provided with regards to the scope and methodology of
construction works, we advise that the construction phase should be carried out in
line with Conservation Objectives in order to ensure that the sea bed is not impacted
by debris, sediment deposition, scour or other damaging impacts and that other
parameters such as the potential for reduction in water quality, pollution, noise
impacts and light impacts are also considered. Finally, the maintenance and
operation of the jetty following construction will also need to be considered in order
to avoid adverse impacts over the lifespan of the proposal, this includes impacts as a
result of the jetty receiving ships that will deliver feedstock and remove waste from
the site.
Grid Connection
A number of options have been considered in terms of the grid connection
crossing the Haven, some of these options will potentially impact on the
Pembrokeshire Marine SAC and a Habitats Regulation Assessment will also be
required. Impacts could be in the form of loss of extent of habitat(s), damage to
sensitive species, electromagnetic field impacts, scour, barrier effects etc.
However as no information has been provided, we cannot advise on such
impacts.
We advise that you contact Pembrokeshire County Council to discuss the Shoreline
Management Plan so there is a clear understanding of any risk associated with this
site.
European Protected Species
At present it is unlikely that the required European Protected Species licences would
be granted for the proposals, as there is insufficient information to assess the full
impacts of the proposed development on bats, otters and dormice and species which
are also features of designated sites in the vicinity.
European Protected Species: Legislation and Policy
Otters, dormice and all species of British bats are European Protected Species,
under the Habitats Directive and The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010 (as amended). The protection afforded under the legislation
relates to the animals themselves and the places they use to rest and breed.
Where a European Protected Species is present and a development proposal is
likely to contravene the legislation, the development may only proceed under licence
issued by NRW.
These requirements are translated into planning policy through Planning Policy
Wales (PPW) July 2014, section 5.5.11 and 5.5.12, and Technical Advice Note
(TAN) 5 , Nature Conservation and Planning (September 2009). The planning
authority should take them into account when considering development proposals
where a European Protected Species is present.
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Bats
We note the statement in sections 10.12.2 and 10.13 that a bat survey strategy was
discussed and agreed with us. Whilst there were discussions between your original
ecological consultant (Biodiversity Solutions) and NRW about this, a strategy was
not agreed.
In our last correspondence with Biodiversity Solutions (prior to their ceasing
involvement in the scheme) (ref. NRW email to Anna Sutcliffe dated 8 October
2015), we raised a number of issues including the proposed level of survey effort
and timing of surveys. We specifically advised that you should complete their bat
surveys, including those required to be undertaken over the 2016 active bat season
(May – October) prior to submitting their application.
The lack of detail in the EIA regarding the bat survey methodologies employed
means that it is not possible to determine if those surveys were adequate. In
addition, given that the EIA has been submitted for comment prior to surveys being
completed over the 2016 active bat season, it is clear that a significant level of
survey data is currently missing from the EIA. In this context, we would advise that
the EIA does not fully assess or demonstrate the impacts of the proposals on bat
roosts and their foraging areas.
From the survey information that has been provided in the EIA, we have concerns
over the survey effort employed to date, the interpretation of the survey results,
arising impact assessment, and proposed mitigation. Of particular concern is the
omission within the assessment of consideration of impacts to all bat species,
including lesser and greater horseshoe bats, within the tunnels. This is of significant
concern with respect to likely effects on the Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and Bosheston
Lakes SAC and the Limestone Coast of South-West Wales SAC.
The EIA does not consider the impacts of the proposal on designated sites notified
for bats within the vicinity. This is despite the EIA identifying relevant sites and the
surveys finding the presence of roosts of SAC bat species.
From the limited surveys that were undertaken late in the 2015 active season it is
clear that a large number of the buildings and tunnels are used by bats, and that the
proposed development will impact on a number of roost sites. The type of roosts
has yet to be established but is likely to include summer roosts, mating roosts and
hibernation sites.
In the absence of comprehensive bat survey information (including roost
characterisation surveys) and a detailed assessment of impacts, it is not possible to
assess whether the proposed mitigation will be sufficient. In that respect it will not be
possible for NRW as the competent authority to fully consider the proposals under
Regulations 61 (as part of a Habitats Regulations Assessment) and 53 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, and S28 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
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We advise that a comprehensive bat mitigation strategy will be required as part of
the formal EIA submission to Welsh Government. It will not be appropriate to leave
the details of this to be resolved through planning conditions.
Otters
We note that only the Blackbridge part of the proposed development site was
assessed for its potential to support otters during the September and November
2015 otter surveys. Although the EIA suggests that the Waterston site is not
considered suitable for the species, no detailed justification is provided to support
this view.
An up-to-date walkover survey of the site would have assessed the potential of the
whole site to support otters, to corroborate or otherwise the evidence presented by
historical information, records or aerial photos, and otherwise inform the scope of
more detailed, species-specific surveys.
In this instance, we observe that part of the Waterston site includes the upper
reaches of a wooded, stream valley that leads up from the Haven at
Hazelbeach/Llanstadwell. At this location the Haven is notified as part of the
Pembrokeshire Marine SAC, and underpinning Milford Haven Waterway Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). Although otters are not a primary reason for the
selection of the SAC, they are a qualifying feature. They are also a feature of the
SSSI. As a mobile species it is entirely possible that they may travel along the
watercourse into the Waterston part of the site.
In view of the above, we consider that the otter surveys have not been sufficiently
extensive to establish the distribution of otters across the development site and allow
a full assessment of the impacts of the proposals on this species.
We advise that all watercourses and coastline within or adjacent to the proposed
development area are surveyed along with at minimum 100m either side. This
should include the Waterston area. Furthermore, we advise that the results of these
surveys are included with any application for planning consent
NRW’s EIA scoping advice for the development to Pembrokeshire Council (dated 27
November 2015) confirmed the need to consider otters in the context of EPS as well
features of nearby designated sites. Unfortunately the EIA has failed to do this and
as such, we consider this a major omission of the application. The EIA should
consider the impacts on otters both in terms of disturbance (e.g. from lighting, human
activity etc.), impacts to breeding sites and resting place, as well as connectivity
between suitable otter habitats within the site and in the wider area (e.g. between
Pembrokeshire Marine SAC/Milford Haven Waterway SSSI and the reservoir).
From the information provided to date, evidence of otters is concentrated around the
jetty and along a watercourse that leads in a north-easterly direction towards the
reservoir. Further evidence of otters was also found around the reservoir.
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The project description suggests the installation of a conveyor along the length of the
jetty to the storage hall (Building 4), along with new and improved access tracks in
this area of the eastern end of the Blackbridge site. This will introduce a
considerable level of engineering and consequently disturbance, both during the
construction and operational phases of the development and is likely to have an
impact on the existing movements of otters in this location. We are of the view that
these impacts have not been suitably addressed or mitigated for in the EIA.
In this context, Section 10.11.5 (Page 184) refers to otter mitigation, and Figure
10.12 (Page 185) suggests that a new culvert with otter ledges and steps will be
provided specially for otters through the eastern end of the Blackbridge site. We do
not consider that such a long culvert would be used by otters, and whilst normally
retention of the existing habitat features of importance to EPS would be encouraged
within the developed area, in this case we remain concerned about the level of
disturbance that otters may experience here, particularly if the site is operating 24
hours a day. We therefore advise that alternative mitigation is put forward.
We advise that proposals for mitigation should be set out in a detailed otter
mitigation plan, to be submitted as part of the application(s) for consent(s). The
mitigation plan should be a firm commitment of all the mitigation that will be done.
We do not agree that the proposals will result in an improved status of the site for
otters (section 10.11). As in the absence of comprehensive otter survey information,
and a detailed assessment of the proposals on otters as EPS and features of
designated sites, it is not possible to assess whether the proposed mitigation will be
sufficient. In that respect it will not be possible for the competent/determining
authority to fully consider the proposals under Regulations 61 (as part of a Habitats
Regulations Assessment) and 53 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010, and S28 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
Given that otters are a feature of a number of designated sites and a EPS in their
own right, we advise that any planning submission includes a comprehensive otter
mitigation strategy.
Dormice
We note that the survey for dormice did not follow a methodology advocated in
published survey guidance. We consider that the dormouse survey effort has not
been sufficient to establish presence or likely absence of the species from the
development area, and therefore the conclusions in section 10.10.5 of the EIA
cannot be justified.
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Consideration of the impacts of the proposals on SSSI features is required to ensure
that sufficient information is contained within the submission to enable us to advise
the determining authority in the context of impacts to SSSIs under S28I of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
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Geoscience
It is necessary, for an EIA, to establish prevailing baseline conditions. Collating and
presenting of existing data is also required. We note within the EIA the applicant
intends to agree the scope and nature of investigations prior to commencement of
development. However, in our view this approach is unacceptable and the scope and
nature of investigation should be decided, agreed and implemented prior to
commencement of development. We would have no objection to this being applied
in a phased manner across the site.
Industry Regulation
The current proposal is for a 49.9 MW plant with future upscaling as a modular
operation. The origin and type of fuel is unclear and this will make a big difference on
the type of permit required. If it is the intent to burn dirty wood e.g. construction
waste wood, wood from civic amenity sites then it is likely to be captured under
chapter IV of the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED). The following table provides
an indication of the type of permit required based on the fuel type and the rated
thermal input of the proposed plant. It has been created based on defra’s
Environmental permitting guidance: waste incineration.
Rated
Thermal
Input
≤49.9MW
≥50MW
≤49.9MW
≥50MW
≤49.9MW
≥50MW

Fuel

Permit

Wood
Wood
Wood & ‘clean’
waste wood
Wood & ‘clean’
waste wood
Wood & ‘dirty’
waste wood
Wood & ‘dirty’
waste wood

Part B (Local Authority Permit)
Part A Combustion (NRW Permit)
Part A, Co-incineration (Chapter IV of IED doesn’t
apply) (NRW Permit)
Part A, Co-incineration (Chapter IV of IED doesn’t
apply) (NRW Permit)
Part A, Co-incineration (Chapter IV applies) (NRW
Permit
Part A, Co-incineration (Chapter IV applies) (NRW
Permit

At this stage, from the information provided we cannot advise who would regulate
the site.
We strongly advise that the permitting process is parallel tracked with the planning
process.
Air Quality
We require Air Quality data on the impacts for all the designated sites within the
relevant screening distance as required under the Air Emissions Risk Assessment
for the environmental permit (i.e. H1 annex F air emissions). The data should then
be presented in such a way that we can provide informed advice. Information has
been provided for acid deposition at Hook Wood SSSI but we require all other
relevant pollutants for all of the designated sites.
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Water Management
We require full details on any new discharges into the Haven, which includes, but not
limited to the nature, capacity and ownership of the treatment systems. The Milford
Haven Waterway is a waterbody designated under Water Framework Directive. The
current status for overall ecological status is Moderate due to elevated Dissolved
Inorganic Nitrogen. Any increase in such levels would not be permitted.
As made clear in our scoping opinion response letter, we suggest that you contact us
at the earliest opportunity to discuss any proposal to discharge to the Milford Haven
Waterway. Please contact Bob Phillips on 03000 653553 to discuss.
Further, the EIA states that aquaculture tanks will be emptied into Hazel Beach
stream under a discharge consent. It is not possible to assess the impact of this
activity on the Marine SAC (or the intertidal Milford Haven Waterway SSSI) without
further information (e.g. volume, frequency, temperature, nutrients and
contaminants).
There is insufficient detail in the document on the following proposed elements of the
proposal.








Biomass Power plant
Fish Farm
Prawn Farm
Algae farm
Cheese production unit
Packaging unit
Greenhouses

We require specific details on water use, disposal/discharge, and storage areas for
waste, detailed drainage plans showing how waste water will be transferred from one
process to another. If, however, as the document states, all water will be recirculated, this should be demonstrated in the EIA.
The new development, during both the construction and maintenance phases of
operation will likely result in an increase in hydrocarbons and other contaminants
which will subsequently be retained in surface water. The EIA should include
pollution prevention measures necessary to be employed to ensure that increased
surface water contaminants are not released into the Milford Haven.
Water Abstraction
The sites will require potable and raw water supplies it is stated that raw water for
the process will either be served by abstraction from the reservoir or a new potable
water supply (topped up by rainwater harvesting). Any impoundment or abstraction
of water will need to be licenced, this should be fully considered within the EIA.
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2. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
Consideration of the impacts of the proposals on features of the following European
sites will mean that the proposals will need to be assessed under Regulation 61 of
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended),
hereafter referred to as the Habitats Regulations:
i. Pembrokeshire Marine SAC;
ii. Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and Bosherston Lakes SAC;
iii. Limestone Coast of South-West Wales SAC;
iv. Castlemartin Coast Special Protection Area (SPA)
The Habitats Regulations require the competent authority, before authorising a
project likely to have a significant effect on a European site, to an appropriate
assessment of the implications for that site in view of that sites’ conservation
objectives. The applicant for development consent for Developments of National
Significance must provide the competent authority/ authorities with such information
as may reasonably be required for the purposes of the assessment or to enable
them to determine whether an appropriate assessment is required. This information
normally takes the form of a Habitats Regulations Assessment Report (HRA Report).
Despite reference to such a report in the documentation, we can find no record
of a HRA Report for the proposed development and therefore cannot conclude
that it will not have a significant effect on either the marine or terrestrial
European designated sites in the surrounding area.
The proposed development will require planning and permit consents and if dealt
with in a piecemeal way will make the various consenting processes problematic with
regard to the HRA. As with the EIA we advise that the development is considered as
a whole (biomass from energy facility, ecoparks, jetty refurbishment and grid
connection). We also advise the use of an Evidence Plan to agree upfront what
information should be supplied to the consenting authorities as part of the
application(s) for the project.
Although the Evidence Plan approach is one typically used for Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs), we consider that this project and its potential impacts
are of sufficient scale and complexity that it would be sensible to adopt this
approach. Further information on this is available via the link below:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-and-wild-birds-directivesevidence-plans-for-nationally-significant-infrastructure-projects
Notwithstanding the above, we would highlight the following topic areas as critical in
any HRA Report and fully cross referenced to chapters in the EIA.
Brownfield site and contaminated land assessment.
The site is classed as a brownfield site, therefore any ground-works may have the
potential to release or re-mobilise contaminants which could affect the marine SAC.
Results from a comprehensive site investigation and methods of dealing with any
such contaminants, should be provided to inform the HRA Report.
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Marine Environment
The HRA Report should assess potential impacts arising from the marine elements
of the proposal (including jetty refurbishment and operation, coastal defence works,
directional drilling under the estuary and any other marine works).
Abstractions and discharges
All abstractions and discharges which have the potential to impact on the marine
SAC should be recorded and assessed within the HRA Report. This should also
include any discharges to watercourses that are hydrologically linked to the
designated site. In addition, with regards to tank washings, consideration should also
be given to biosecurity issues to ensure no impact on the local environment.
Fuel source unloading storage and use
It is unclear from the information provided what fuel source will be used at the plant
or how it will be transported to or stored on site. All movement and storage of
materials should be assessed and form part of the HRA report including containment
and disposal of any potential runoff from stored materials. Details of all waste
material (ash) and its disposal will also be required.
Air quality
Air quality data should be provided and any potential impacts on all the European
designated sites within the relevant screening distance assessed. This is the same
information as required under the Air Emissions Risk Assessment for your
environmental permit. It is unclear from the information provided what fuel materials
will be used, we therefore request any analysis used in the HRA Report be based on
a worst case scenario.
Fire contingency plan
We support the provision of a fire contingency plan for the site, details from this plan
including all liquids/substances stored and their containment in the event of a fire
should also be part of any HRA Report.
Please note the topic areas above are only outline and not a definitive list, the final
HRA report must include an assessment of any aspect of the proposed plan which
has the potential to impact on any European designated site.
Summary
In summary, in view of the above and the fact that there are a number of outstanding
issues we consider this to be an incomplete EIA, which does not contain sufficient
information to adequately assess any likely impacts on the marine and terrestrial
habitat in and around the site, we feel that it requires substantial work to overcome
the above concerns.
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Finally, if you require clarification, or further information, please contact Louise
Edwards (Senior Development Management Advisor) at
louise.edwards@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
Yn ddiffuant/Yours sincerely

Mr. John Hogg
Head of Operations
South-East Wales
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ANNEX A
Below are additional comments on each chapter and should be read in
conjunction with our letter. Please note these comments are not exhaustive
and there may sections within the EIA which require modifying but might not
have been raised by NRW.
Please refer to Schedule 4 Regulation 2(1) of The Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Wales) Regulations 2016 for “Information for
inclusion in Environmental Statements”.
Chapter 1 – Introduction
The Masterplan Layout (Figure 1.1b, Page 6) is small scale, which makes it difficult
to make out some of the detail of the scheme (e.g. conveyor routes, access tracks),
some details also appear to be missing (e.g. grid connection route). We advise that
this plan is enlarged and presented as part of the ‘Project Description’ in Section 3 of
the EIA.
1.2.3 States that a HRA has been prepared in parallel with the EIA, we have not
seen this document and request it be sent to NRW for comment.
1.3 States that an Environmental Permit application will be sought from NRW for the
facility. A decision has yet to be made about the feedstock, until this is determined
you cannot make a decision on the regulating body.
Chapter 2 – Project rationale and project description
No additional comments
Chapter 3 – Site selection, technology selection and project description
We advise that the ‘Project Description’ part of Section 3 of the EIA is commenced
with a general overview of the proposed development, including the Masterplan
Layout, as indicated in Section 1 (Introduction) of the EIA. This would set the scene
for the detailed description of the project components (that commences from
sections 3.3.4).
Whilst it is helpful that parts of the development are illustrated in more detail in Section
3 (Project Description), specifically the Biomass to Energy Facility (Figure 3.2, Page
26), Waterston Eco-Park (Figure 3.3, Page 30) and the Blackbridge Eco-Park (Figure
3.7, Page 35), these illustrations could similarly be produced at a larger scale to give
clarity.
All plans and drawings in the ES should be scaled.
3.3.1a states that although some of the tunnels are utilised for bats they could be
significantly improved as bat roosts by undertaking works within them. Bats have not
adequately been assessed at this stage.

3.3.2 the sentence which reads “no aquatic abstraction from the Haven or discharge
to it” is incorrect. There will be discharges into the Haven from the treatment plant or
septic tanks, these need to be thoroughly assessed.
3.3.2 The masterplan for development together with design drawings are contained
in volume 2. We have not received volume 2.
3.3.3 “The feedstock will be a combination of biomass from sustainable plantations
and the biomass fraction of WDF”. This is very limited, there is no information on
what the feedstock is, where it is coming from etc., this should be supplied as part of
the EIA.
3.4 “At the Eastern section of this parcel of land, algae units will be constructed that
will enable cleaning and treatment of the water from the aquaculture units”. How will
this process work?
3.5 “Existing underground concrete reservoirs will be used to supplement new
rainwater storage tanks”. What is the capacity of these tanks as rainwater
harvesting appears to contribute to the ‘topping up of supplies’ and where will the
water be ‘cleaned up’ prior to use?
Chapter 4 – Methodolgy
No Comment
Chapter 5 – Drainage and Flood Risk
5.2 “The water requirements for the site are identified and the impact of water use
and effluent disposal is assessed”. Where is the assessment and what are the
results?
5.3.1. Refers to Environment Agency websites for the Source Protection Zone maps.
Since the split of NRW from the Environment Agency these maps are not supported
by the EA and data would have to be sourced from our Data Distribution Team.
5.4 Surface water disposal during the construction phase will be “discharged via an
appropriate discharge consent”. This will require a HRA.
5.4 also reads “It is considered unlikely that contaminated groundwater will be
encountered at the BtEF due to site history and the tidal influx”. Where is the
evidence for this statement?
5.4 It is not enough to state that groundwater that is contaminated should be
removed. Groundwater contamination should also be prevented by removing the
sources of the contamination. This will require investigation
5.6.1 Refers to the septic tank system or biodisc treatment plants. Either method of
disposal will discharge into the Haven and will require an Environmental permit and
an Assessment under the Habitats Regulations Directive.

5.6.2 We recommend the applicant undertakes an Abstraction licence preapplication consultation with NRW:
http://naturalresources.wales/apply-for-a-permit/water-abstraction-licences-andimpoundment-licences/information-about-water-abstraction-or-impoundmentlicensing/?lang=en
5.6.3 The EIA states that aquaculture tanks will be emptied into Hazel Beach stream
under a discharge consent. It is not possible to assess the impact of this activity on
the Marine SAC (or the intertidal Milford Haven Waterway SSSI) without further
information (e.g. volume, frequency, temperature, nutrients, and contaminants).
Granting of a discharge consent should not be a foregone conclusion at this stage.
5.6.3. Any new connection to the public foul sewer will require a variation to an
Environmental Permit, this should be discussed with NRW.
5.8 Cumulative impacts - How is the investigation, risk assessing and potentially
removing the risk to controlled water from brownfield sites part of cumulative
impacts?
Planning Policy for Wales requires risk assessment as part of the planning process
and therefore the development would not “add” to the brownfield aspect of the site.
Construction of Waterston Eco Park should not begin until the brownfield risk has
been understood and steps taken, in line with and agreed remediation strategy (RS)
to make the site fit for purpose.
Also cumulative impacts should include more than two sites
5.9.2. States that site is in excess of 7m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) making the
site free from tidal flooding during an extreme tide even when allowing for predicted
sea level rise due to climate change for the next 100 years.
Our own assessment shows that by adding a 100 year of predicted sea level rise
due to climate change to the 1 in 1000 ape (0.1% still water tidal event) we would
expect an extreme tide level of 6.4m AOD for this location.
Therefore we have no objection to this development from a flood risk perspective
providing development takes place at a ground level of 7m AOD or above other than
works at the jetty.
5.10 Please refer to our previous comments regarding discharges to the Haven
Chapter 6 – Planning Policy
6. No mention of Planning Policy for Wales, Pembrokeshire Country Council’s LDP
policy on land contamination and no mention of its Contaminated Land Inspection
Strategy

Chapter 7 – Land Use and Contaminated Land
There are clear distinctions between land affected by contamination and
contaminated land. As far as NRW are aware the site is only considered by
Pembrokeshire Council, as the lead authority on land quality to be land affected by
contamination. Contaminated land has a legal definition and process associated with
it and as such would be on the contaminated land register.
In the case of the Gulf Oil refinery areas. The only requirement for the site, under
previous regulatory regimes would have either been under the surrender of a permit
or under subsequent planning permissions for the site. Not all of the Gulf refinery site
was covered by their permit and hence there will be areas where the contamination
risk may not be understood.
The Environment Agency and now NRW will have commented on the surrender
process to state, that for the time that the permit was in place (for the areas within
the permit only), there was no adverse impact to controlled waters. Operations on
site are likely to have proceeded the permitting process and to have been wider than
the permitted area. To ensure that the site will be fit for purpose, as is the case under
PPW, then, we recommend that the whole of the site be taken through the process
of preliminary risk assessment, site investigation , if necessary, remediation options
appraisal, remediation strategy, through to validation and verification. This process is
outlined, with Checklists in the Guiding Principles for Land affected by contamination
The Summary provided in the EIA is a list of the detailed investigations rather than a
summary, as a baseline for an EIA.
7.2 Relevant Legislation
The document refers to the Environmental Protection Act 1990 but does not mention
the latest Contaminated Land Regulations and guidance from 2012 version.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/22370
5/pb13735cont-land-guidance.pdf
The applicant has referred to CLR11 which is a useful; guidance document but has
been supported by clearer information in the Guiding Principles, which have not
been referred to.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/29745
0/geho1109brgy-e-e.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/29745
4/geho1109brgz-e-e.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/29745
5/geho1109brha-e-e.pdf
BS:10175 2011 is referenced when this was updated in 2013 and the CIRIA
guidance does not reference the further guidance for Category 4 screening levels.
7.8 Hydrogeology, again there are references to the Environment Agency website,
which is not supported and requests should be made to NRW.

7.9 The contamination assessment should refer to the Contaminated Land
Regulations 2012 for the legal definitions and its supporting guidance for land that is
legally defined as such. For land that is affected by contamination, although there is
supporting guidance from CIRIA, the definitions relating to harm and significance of
harm, for human health and controlled waters have been superseded.
In our opinion not all publically available documents have been used to understand
the risk on site.
7.10 Copies of historical reports for the site have been included but there is no clear
summary supplying and overall map of the site, previous use and where previous
areas of concern have been and where there has been no investigation or gaps in
the data. This is a considerable size site of 100ha, with limited records of the
activities that have taken place. We would ask due to its sensitivity that a
precautionary principle is taken.
The Conceptual site model has no reference to solvents, which may have been used
onsite when ship breaking was being undertaken prior to the use as a RNAD site.
There is no reference to onsite sources and the groundwater itself is not considered
as a receptor. There are no details on how these operations were run and what
contaminants were stored on site.
7.11 refined CSM
Whilst we note that this is a simplistic CSM for the site, until a site investigations
findings are found, and fed into this, this is not the definitive CSM. A gap analysis is
required to
1) Ensure there is suitable coverage of density of samples in line with BS:10175
2013. This states a minimum of a 50 x 50m grid, down to a 10x10m grid in
areas of complexity.
2) Relevance of sampling e.g determinants and age of samples, whether Limits
of detection of older samples are now relevant in line with changes in
sampling methodologies and changes to Environmental Quality Standards
3) The results from these source and pathways will need to be risk assessed to
understand the impacts.
7.12.2 Oil storage regulations 2001 are mentioned. These have been superseded in
Wales. Also the Special Waste regulations have been superseded by the
Hazardous waste regulations in 2005.
Chapter 8 - Air Quality
No Additional comments
Chapter 9 – Landscape and Visual Impact
Landscape Impact
Overall, the LVIA considers that the proposals are in keeping with the large scale
industrial character of the area, which includes the context of Pembroke Dock and
the Milford Haven Waterway.

The proposals would utilise and refurbish existing industrial buildings at Blackbridge.
Simple, steel-clad building forms are proposed and the scale of the building is
considered in keeping with the existing buildings on the Blackbridge site. It is stated
that heights of buildings have been minimised to reduce visual impact and the
colours are to be agreed. The sites are considered to be of very low sensitivity and
the area of low sensitivity. The magnitude of change to landscape character is
considered very high within the sites, but in keeping with the character. Overall the
change to character is considered a moderate/minor adverse effect on the sites and
minor/negligible on the wider landscape.
A landscape scheme and ecological enhancement and management plan for the
surrounding area is proposed. Landscape proposals include: retention of woodland
to the west end of the Blackbridge site; retention of existing trees and hedges to the
Cheese Factory site & reinforcement of the west boundary with a minimum 8m
woodland strip to further screen the houses; retention of trees and scrub to the north
and east of the Waterston site; long-term management of retained
woodland/vegetation through a condition; new areas of mixed broadleaved
.woodland in the Blackbridge site to soften views from Milford Haven. Overall, it is
recognised that screening of the Blackbridge site is not possible due to the scale of
the buildings, but that proposed planting would soften the effects.
We are generally in agreement that the effects on landscape character are unlikely
to be significant and that the industrial nature of the development is in keeping with
the industrial character of the area. The scale of the proposed buildings at
Blackbridge appears to be considerably larger than the existing buildings, however,
and it is unclear how heights have been minimised or how the new buildings relate to
the existing, other than being industrial in type. Some of the existing buildings are
brick for example and it is unclear if these materials would be retained in the
reinstatement. The images show buildings in a dark green/grey colour merging into
the landform, but it is unclear if this is proposed or would be achieved, since colour is
to be agreed. The greenhouses at Blackbridge would extend the developed area
onto high ground which currently has a green, open character and would spread the
influence of development into this area, which currently provides a green space
between Milford Haven and the Gulf Oil refinery site. This location for the green
houses also appears to require considerable engineering works to create level
areas. We agree that proposed planting would help to soften the effects, rather than
provide screening at the Blackbridge site, but would help to reinstate some of the
wooded character of the local landscape and integrate the Waterston and Cheese
Factory site into the surroundings. A minimum width of 10m (typical mature tree
canopy spread) is recommended for the proposed tree/woodland belt, preferably
more.
We agree that the impact on the landscape character of the Pembrokeshire Coast
National Park is unlikely to be significant.
Visual Impact
Overall, the LVIA considers the visibility to be limited for a development of this scale,
with visibility of the Blackbridge site primarily to the south, across the Haven and to
the east and west in closer proximity. The Waterston and Cheese Factory sites
would be of limited visibility due to enclosing buildings and structures and vegetation.

Only 6 viewpoints are considered needed to be representative as the range of views
is smaller than initially suggested at scoping. The landform screens to the north and
Milford Haven and Pembroke screen from wider views west and east. The 60m
stacks would be visible at greater distances but as a distant feature and not
significant.
The most significant visual impacts are considered to be on walkers and residents at
the ‘Rath’ (viewpoint 2) and Pill areas of Milford Haven, which are considered to be
moderate adverse at most. Receptors are sensitive and include users of the Wales
Coast Path. Moderate/minor adverse effects are anticipated at Hakin Point
(viewpoint3), 1km away and at viewpoint 1 where the Wales Coast Path crosses the
access road and pipeline. The stacks would be visible just above the woodland at
this point. Moderate/minor adverse effects are anticipated on viewers from the Wales
Coast Path on the south side of the Haven (viewpoints 4 & 5) 1.25km away. The
large buildings would be set against the headland and the context of the coast path
is dominated by the adjacent Rhoscrowther oil refinery. Viewpoint 6 is from the
Wales Coast Path within the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park at Angle Point. At
this distance of 4.5km, the effect is considered minor adverse.
We consider that the viewpoints show a reasonable range of views and those where
the effects are likely to be most significant. There would also be views of the
Blackbridge site from Dale Point and Watwick Point on the Wales Coast Path, within
the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park, however at distances of 9-9.5km the impact
is not likely to be significant.
We consider that the visual impacts have been underestimated to some extent.
Impacts at the ‘Rath’ (viewpoint 2) and Pill areas of Milford Haven are likely to be
Major/moderate adverse given the considerable increase in scale of the buildings
and stack and the impact of greenhouses and engineering works on the currently
green area of headland. Similarly we consider the impact at viewpoints 3, 4 & 5
would be greater (moderate adverse), for the same reasons. The buildings and
stacks are likely to be visually prominent from these locations. The most significant
visual effect on users of the Wales Coast Path is noted in the LVIA at viewpoint 1,
where the path crosses the access road and pipeline, however we consider that the
visual effects on users of the path would be major/moderate at viewpoint 2 and
moderate adverse at viewpoints 3, 4 & 5. The photomontages are stated to show
‘worst case scenario’, however they show the buildings in a dark grey/green colour
and the photograph details are not included with the photographs. The visibility and
prominence of the buildings will be largely dependent on their colour and surface
treatments (to be agreed). We recommend that single frame photographs and
photomontages, with a 40 degree horizontal field of view are provided, reproduced at
A3. These should show the level of detail seen in the field and should be capable of
being held up in the field for comparison. They can be used in conjunction with
panoramas, which show context.
We agree that the visual impacts of the development on the Pembrokeshire Coast
National Park are unlikely to be significant.

Clarification is needed on the degree to which the existing Blackbridge buildings
would be retained and how they would be re-used/reinstated e.g. the use of
materials such as brick in the reinstatement. Details are needed on the extent to
which tunnels and other features would be retained. From the information provided
by the photomontages, the site does not appear to retain any of its historic character.
Chapter 10 - Ecology
The Phase 1 Habitat Map (Figure 10.3, Page 166) needs to be provided at a larger
scale so that the details may be seen. For example, we need to be able to see the
detail of the habitats in the area where otters are traversing the Blackbridge site at its
eastern end.
We note that owl pellets were observed in an old incinerator building close to the
woodland to the east of the Blackbridge site. We further note that this is to be linked
to the main development on the Blackbridge site by a new internal access
road. However it is not clear whether any works will be required to the building as
part of the development. We advise that this is clarified and if relevant, the nature
and extent of any works is detailed.
We otherwise welcome that mitigation for barn owls will be incorporated into an
ecological management plan for the site. We advise that these details are provided
up-front with the submitted application.
We advise that any survey data relied upon to support the EIA should be included
either within the relevant chapters of the EIA, or in its appendices.
Please provide previous survey information and historical information as referred to
in Chapter 10 (E.g. AECOM 2011 surveys, Hyder 2013 surveys) within the EIA.
Chapter 11 – Noise and Vibration
No additional comments
Chapter 12 – Traffic and Feedstock Logistics
No additional comments
Chapter 13 – Services and Infrastructure
Dwr Cymru should be consulted regarding the new potable water connections and
the proposed connection to the public foul sewer.
Chapter 14 – Grid Connection
This chapter suggests various options for connecting the power plant to the grid.
When several options are presented, it will be necessary for the competent authority
to assess all the options and base its decisions on the worse-case scenario.

A grid connection that begins and ends above the intertidal area and tunnels under
the Haven is not likely to have a significant effect on the marine site and is therefore
our preferred option.
Chapter 15 - Jetty.
This chapter states that some new piles are needed. It suggests that new piles will
go in the same locations as the old ones with a footprint of no more than a 30%
increase to the current ones. This seems to be at odds with the statement that there
will be no direct loss of habitat and that therefore no mitigation is needed.
It is not clear whether there will be a permanent loss of habitat if new piles cover
more area of the seabed than the current ones. In addition, the removal of old piles
and insertion of new ones is likely to result in disturbance of the seabed. Details of
the number and size of piles and the methods to be used in the jetty refurbishment
(including piling methods, ways of preventing material entering the marine
environment, antifouling etc.) need to be provided before the competent authority
can assess the project appropriately.
Chapter 16 – Archaeology and cultural heritage
No comments
Chapter 17 – Socio-economics
No comments
Chapter 18 – Consultation and community liaison
18.7 Atmospheric dispersion – states that following detailed discussions with the
regulators… the emissions stack location…was amended. NRW have not had this
discussion and this would be looked at as part of a HRA.
Chapter 19 - Cummulative Impacts.
This chapter is vague. This is a consequence of not knowing what impacts there are
from the main project and associated schemes to add to impacts from other plans
and projects.
In summary: We cannot assess the cumulative impacts as there is not enough
information to know what the impacts are likely to be.
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Appendix B6
Pembrokeshire County Council and
Pembrokeshire Coast National Park

1 Saint Marys Street, Carmarthen, Carmarthenshire, SA31 1TN, United Kingdom

Tel +44 (0)1267 234 231 Fax +44 (0)1269 841 867 Web egnedol.co.uk

13/05/2016
NS/0953/15
01437 764551
Planning.support.team@pembrokeshire.gov.uk

Mr Dan Simons
Egnedol Wales Ltd
dan.simons@egnedol.com
(by email only)

Dear Mr Simons
Proposed 49.9MW Biomass Energy Facility and Associated Development
(including Eco-Park) (Development of National Significance)
PINS Ref. 3146073; LPA Ref. NS/0953/15
Land at Blackbridge & Waterson, Milford Haven, Pembrokeshire
I refer to your pre-application submission dated 6th April 2016 regarding the above. I
have treated your request for a response by 20th May 2016 as the period within
which pre-application services will be provided for the purposes of Regulation 7 of
the Town and Country Planning, Wales - The Developments of National Significance
(Wales) Regulations 2016.
Please accept the following advice as pre-application informal advice by Officers of
the Council. This advice is provided without prejudice to any future representation,
including Local Impact Report, which might be adopted by this Council.
Planning History
You are already aware of the planning history relating to this site.
Development Plan
You are aware that the Development Plan for the area is the Local Development
Plan (LDP) that was adopted on 28th February 2013. Whilst the LDP should be read
as a whole and there are several policies that are relevant to this proposal, I
comment specifically in respect of the following.

Policy SP 2 (Port & Energy Related Development) supports the principle of the
proposed development with the exception of the land on which units 24 (packaging
facility) and 25 (cheese factory) are proposed to be located.
The site, in so far as it relates to Blackbridge, forms part of a strategic employment
allocation (Policy SP 3 - Employment Land Requirements) where use classes B1, B2
and B8 will be permitted but where other appropriate classes of employment may
also be permitted. Whether the proposal is “appropriate” for the purposes of this
policy would fall to be determined on detailed matters.
The proposed units 24 (packaging facility) and 25 (cheese factory) are located in the
open countryside (policy SP 16), outside of any settlement boundary (policy SP 13)
and on land that is not allocated for employment (policies SP 3 and GN.5). Policy
GN.6 (Employment Proposals) can permit development on such land but only if the
proposed location can be justified. In this instance and acknowledging the
interrelationship of these two units with the development as a whole, the main issue
would be why the development proposed on this land cannot be located on the
existing industrial premises south of Hazelbeach Road. The location would also
have to be appropriate in all other respects including its relationship with the nearby
residential properties.
You are referred to detailed policies GN.1 (General Development Policy), GN.4
(Resource Efficiency and Renewable and Low-Carbon Energy Proposals), GN.37
(Protection & Enhancement of Biodiversity) and GN.38 (Protection & Enhancement
of the Historic Environment) and the comments made by PCC officers that are
enclosed.
Supplementary Planning Guidance
I refer you to SPG relating to Parking Standards, Planning Obligations and
Biodiversity that can be found on the PCC website at:
http://www.pembrokeshire.gov.uk/content.asp?nav=1626,109,141,1014&parent_dire
ctory_id=646&id=21476
At this stage I cannot confirm whether planning obligations will be necessary.
Environmental Impact Assessment
You are in receipt of the Council’s EIA Scoping Opinion dated 11th December 2015.
I have enclosed detailed comments by relevant Council officers: Landscape, Public
Protection, Ecology and Transportation officers.
In respect of archaeology, Dyfed Archaeological Trust is the Council’s retained
consultants and I understand that you have been liaising directly with them. You are
also advised to consult with CADW.
I understand that you continue to liaise with Natural Resources Wales (NRW) on a
number of matters.
You are aware of the need for consents under separate legislation including Marine
Licence, Environmental Permit and the Habitats Regulations.

Other Matters
Considering the scale of development that is proposed, I do not feel that the Design
& Access Statement (DAS) satisfactorily explains the design principles and
concepts, nor does it demonstrate the steps taken to appraise context and how the
design of the development has taken account of that context (in accordance with
Article 14 of the Town and Country Planning, Wales - The Developments of National
Significance (Procedure) (Wales) Order 2016). In respect of access, the DAS refers
to the now cancelled DDA 1995. The DAS generally lacks detailed analysis of the
relevant issues.
You have previously been advised, originally at our meeting on 22nd October 2015,
to discuss with the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority & Pembrokeshire
County Council the issue of the potential for the Coastal Path re-routing through the
site and re-instatement of pedestrian access across the Castle Pill bridge. I have
previously described how the benefits of such a re-routing would be significant.
I would advise that you keep the relevant Community Councils aware of progress on
the development.
I assume that you have been liaising with Milford Haven Port Authority.
You are in receipt of letter dated 18th March 2016 from the Planning Inspectorate
(PINS) confirming that the proposed grid connection and works to the jetty are
outside of the powers under the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)
and thus fall outside of the scope of the DNS. I refer you to PINS advice therein.
This correspondence and your discussions with NRW have identified a number of
issues that need to be addressed. As such and further to my email of 6th May 2016,
I am not in a position to advise in respect of prospective draft planning conditions at
this stage.
I trust the above comments are of benefit.
Yours sincerely

MSimmons
Mike Simmons
Development Manager (Major Projects and Planning Obligations)
Development Management

Pembrokeshire
County Council
Conservation Team
County Hall
Haverfordwest
Pembrokeshire
SA61 1TP
T: 01437 764551

26th April 2016

Dear Mike,
I have reviewed the documents submitted by Egnedol Wales Ltd, in support of a preapplication to the Planning Inspectorate for a Development of National Significance
(DNS) at Blackbridge and Waterston, Milford Haven, Pembrokeshire.
I interpret the proposed development to consist of a 49.9 MW (increasing to 350MW)
biomass to energy facility (BtEf) and eco park at Blackbridge and Waterston. I note the
distinction between the DNS application, secondary consents and those that fall into
neither category, outside the scope of the Town and Country Planning Act. However the
following comments will consider the application as one development due to the nature
of ecological connectivity, mobile species and in combination effects. Furthermore the
protection afforded under the Habitats Regulations is not delineated by the Mean Low
Water Mark (MLWM) and development beyond this will still be subject to an
appropriate assessment by the competent authority.
Biomass to Energy
The pre-application documents, which consist of the Environment Impact
Assessment (EIA) and DNS forms, set out Egnedol’s ‘aspirations to provide
renewable energy from biomass and the biomass fraction of Waste Derived Fuel
(WDF)’ (p.22, Chapter 3).

No clarification is provided regarding the source of the WDF, otherwise known as
Refuse Derived Fuel, and as content and quality are likely to vary this may impact
on human health and the environment, for example air quality, as a result of
hazardous components in the Fuel. I would also query where the residual waste
is to be stored and how it will be disposed of.
Jetty
The jetty refurbishment is expected to comprise structural improvements to the
steel frame and new piles in the seabed, although further survey work is
proposed (Chapter 15) which may identify further refurbishment requirements.
The new piles are to be “placed” on the same location of existing piles with an
increase footprint of ‘no more than 30%’ (p.322, Chapter 15). Apparently the
increase of 30% at the location of each new pile would not result in the ‘direct
loss of marine habitat and therefore there is no requirement for mitigation with
respect to habitat loss’ (p.326, Chapter 15). I would challenge this assessment
and consider a 30% increase to be an unmistakable loss of marine habitat. For
one pile this may be considered low impact however no assessment can be
drawn on the scale of impact as Egnedol appear not to know how many piles
may be required.
Further consideration should be given to the disturbance refurbishment works
will cause to the marine habitats surrounding the jetty. No marine ecological
surveys are referred to or evidenced as part of the pre-application, however
these will be required to inform the Marine Licensing process and appropriate
assessment under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Species and Habitats
Regulations 2010.
Operation
The pre-application documents state the BtEf will be operational 24 hours a day.
Without fully understanding the mitigation proposed for bats I am unable to
consider the consequences of all night operation. This point will need to readdressed once mitigation proposals have been designed and prior to
determination.
Aquaculture
Chapter Three states there will be ‘no aquatic abstraction or discharge to the
Haven’ (p.25). Chapter Five contradicts this by confirming when the aquaculture
tanks needs to be emptied they will be discharged to Hazelbeach Stream (p.50),
leading directly to the Milford Haven Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).
Clarification is required as discharge such as this will be a consideration when
screening is undertaken for Habitats Regulations Assessment under Regulation
61 of the Habitats Regulations.

Flooding
Chapter Five states the site is not susceptible to fluvial or tidal flooding. I have
reviewed the Flood Risk Map on Natural Resources Wales (NRW) website and
the map below shows the site area at risk of flooding from surface water
(highlighted in yellow and orange). The consequences of any flooding event must
be assessed and mitigated against as part of any subsequent application to
ensure there are no pollution incidences that may adversely impact the integrity
of the features of the Pembrokeshire Marine Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
and water quality in the Milford Haven Waterway SSSI.
Figure 1: Area at risk of flooding from surface water (NRW, 2015)

https://www.naturalresources.wales/our-evidence-and-reports/maps/flood-riskmap/?lang=en

Access Track
I have significant concerns regarding the re-opening of the access track between
Waterston and Blackbridge. The habitats adjacent to the existing track are high
value and support protected species, providing an important connectivity
features for foraging and commuting bats, otters, badgers and birds. However no
survey effort has been directed to this area and in some cases the lack of survey
work is justified because the corridor is “excluded” from the development site.
However the pre-application documents refer to the access tracks inclusion in
the proposed scheme to be utilized for construction traffic, movement of

construction materials and HGVs (P.281, Chapter 12). We attended a site visit in
January 2016 and visited the lower section of the track, which is an un-surfaced,
narrow, overgrown private track. It would require significant widening, with
passing places and resurfacing before any proposed use and this in turn would
require the removal of considerable areas and lengths of hedgerow, trees and
vegetation. Given the potential presence and use of this corridor and nearby
features by bats, otters, dormice and badgers further surveys would be required
to determine extent of use and inform appropriate compensation.
Ecology
Chapter 10 overviews the ecological surveys undertaken in support of the
application for the proposed development at the Blackbridge and Waterston
sites. I have grave concerns regarding the level of survey work, the conclusions
drawn from the findings and the utter lack of mitigation and compensation
proposed for the site. I find the pre-application information woefully lacking in
detail and the assessments made inadequate, with no regard to the impact this
development will have on European Protected Species and European Designated
Sites. I consider the developers position on ecology to be superficial and lacking
in sound evidence on which to base even a preliminary assessment. I find this
even harder to digest given the extensive time I have spent advising
Egnedol/Excal and their respective ecological consultants since August 2015 on
the minimum requirements a scheme of this scale would require both in respect
to survey effort and mitigation.
Notwithstanding all of the above, I have the following comments to make:


No information regarding mitigation or compensation is provided with the
EIA/pre-application documents. Chapter 10 continuously refers to an Ecological
Design Strategy/Ecological Management Plan/Habitat Management Plan but
states that this will developed as part of a pre-commencement condition. In
suggesting this Egnedol propose that an application for a major infrastructure
project, immediately adjacent to a European Designated Site, that will result in
the destruction of places used for rest, roosting and breeding of European
Protected Species be determined without any information on how this harm will
be compensated for and whether this compensation is adequate to ensure there
is no adverse impact on the species.
PPW, 2016, states ‘The presence of a species protected under European or UK
legislation is a material consideration when a local planning authority is
considering a development proposal which, if carried out, would be likely to
result in disturbance or harm to the species or its habitat’ (p.89). TAN 5 expands
upon this; ‘It is essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species,
and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed development, is
established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise all relevant

material considerations may not have been addressed in making the decision’
(p.37).
The pre-application does not provide sufficient information to allow an
assessment as to the extent species may be affected by the proposed
development due to the lack of details regarding mitigation and compensation.


The pre-application has not referenced the Masterplan at Milford Marina, which
in combination with the proposed development at Blackbridge may impact upon
Greater Horseshoe bats. Further investigation is recommended.



I query the findings of the bird survey. Little information is provided other than a
nesting bird survey was undertaken in May 2015 and no nesting birds were
observed. Over a site area of 236 acres, which includes semi-natural woodland,
wetland, scrub, bracken and species rich grassland I would question the results
that no nesting birds were observed. I had not realised Egnedol/Excal were
undertaking surveys so early in 2015 and consider it an omission that they did
not undertake bat surveys at the same time. I understood that they were not
allowed access to the site until August 2015. I would request sight of the bird
survey report.
Swallows nests were recorded in the buildings but no mitigation is proposed to
offset the loss of these. The applicants may also wish to update the bird survey’s
findings in light of this oversight.



Chapter 10 confirms the presence of badger setts and as a consequence of the
proposed site layout the setts above the proposed algae buildings will have to be
destroyed. Egnedol are relying on a pre-commencement survey to design
mitigation measures. Given the high level of impact upon the welfare of badgers
this approach is considered unacceptable and I would deem it necessary to
confirm these details prior to the determination of any planning application.
I would also request clarity regarding the badger setts along the green corridor,
stretching between Blackbridge and Waterston. A sett was recorded along here
but it is unclear if it will be affected by the proposed road improvements. I would
request sight of the badger survey.



A walkover habitat survey was undertaken on the 16 th December 2015 to assess
the suitability of habitats for dormice. The findings, set out in Chapter 10 state
‘although some suitable habitat was found on site during the dormouse survey,
it was concluded that due to the fragmented nature of the habitat and restricted
size, it would be unsuitable for supporting populations of dormice’ (p.179).

I would question this conclusion as the Aecom, Ecological Survey Report,
October 2011 stated ‘the phase 1 habitat survey identified that there was
habitat in the area with a high potential for supporting dormice’ (p.60) and that
‘there is good connectivity across the study area between these habitats and to
other suitable areas of suitable habitats outside the study area’ (p.61).
Egnedols conclusions contradict the findings of the Aecom study however:
1. Egnedols dormouse habitat survey area did not extend across the whole
of the development site, incorporating the green corridor, it only
covered one small area of the site, east of the BtEf.
2. Egnedols survey was undertaken in December, a sub optimum time of
the year for habitat surveys.
Based on these limiting factors it is not surprising the conclusions differed.
While Aecom’s survey work did not detect the presence of dormice it did
confirm that there is suitable habitat present on site and the site is well
connected. To reinforce this conclusion I have included an image from a land use
planning tool which assesses the habitat suitability for different species. Figure 2
shows suitable habitat and connectivity features for dormouse on the
development site and immediate area, red indicates high suitability.
Given that five years have passed since Aecoms surveys I would request that an
updated survey be undertaken on the areas omitted in Egnedols original survey
and during a suitable time of year for habitat surveys. The findings of this will
provide evidence to allow an informed decision regarding the requirement for
full dormouse surveys and provide us with a level of confidence that dormice are
not present on site and will not be adversely affected by the proposed
development. Dormice are a European Protected Species and so would be
considered a material consideration in the determination of any planning
application. As such this information would be required prior to determination. I
would also request sight of the December Habitat Survey Report.

Figure 2: Habitat suitability and connectivity for Dormice at Blackbridge (LUPT,
2016)



An otter survey was undertaken to support the pre-application. It confirmed long
term and frequent use of the site by otters. It confirmed the presence of otters
from the swing bridge, along the shoreline to the jetty and through the site up to
the reservoir. It confirmed resting and breeding sites within the proposed
development site. The proposed development will directly impact otters during
construction and on going operation and given the presence of breeding sites
this impact would be considered to be high.
Otters are a European Protected Species and a feature of the Pembrokeshire
Marine SAC, as such they are afforded a high level of protection and would be a
material consideration in the determination of any planning application.
Furthermore due to their presence on site an appropriate assessment will be
required as set out under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Species and
Habitats Regulations 2010.
Based on the information set out in the EIA document I would deem this an
impossibility due to lack of information. No evaluation has been undertaken on
the survey results to understand how the development will impact otters or how
this impact will be adequately addressed.
Egnedol propose that mitigation ‘be refined following the completion of
additional surveys’ (p.184, Chapter 10) and developed as part of a pre
commencement condition. This approach however would neither accord with

planning policy, best practice or be compliant with the Conservation of Species
and Habitats Regulations 2010. The pre-application documents confirm otters
will be impacted by the proposed development but Egnedol have not
established, in any detail, what measures are proposed to reduce the risk of
disturbance. The additional surveys and a full mitigation strategy must be
provided at the time of submission to allow for a full assessment as to the
consequences of development on the Favourable Conservation Status of otters.


Sections 10.12.2, 10.13 and 10.13.5 state that a bat survey strategy was
discussed and agreed with NRW and the Local Authority Ecologist. This is not
accurate, at no point was a survey schedule agreed by either myself or NRW.
NRW ‘would not be willing to agree the concept of a minimum survey schedule
as surveys would need to be adapted in light of results and site circumstances’,
‘NRW are willing to provide comments on survey proposals but will not agree at
the outset of a project that survey proposals are appropriate as these may need
to change’ (email dated 13.10.15, from Sandra Wells to Lara Lawrie. See
Appendix 1).
Any discussions I had with the applicant set out:
 A minimum requirement of 12 months survey work commencing August
2015
 Surveys could not be conditioned
 Proposed survey schedules would need to be amended as they went
along, depending on results
I have set out the dates of the main correspondence/meetings with the
applicants and/or their consultants and I enclose all correspondence in Appendix
1 for information.
Figure 3: Correspondence and meetings
Date
Name
12.08.15 Dan Simons/Stephen Owens (Excal)
Anna Sutcliffe (Biodiversity Solutions)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
01.09.15 Anna Sutcliffe (Biodiversity Solutions)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Species Team (NRW)
09.09.15 Dan Simons/Stephen Owens (Excal)
Anna Sutcliffe/Den Vaughan/Sian
Williams (Biodiversity Solutions)
Mary Chadwick/Chris Lawrence/Sandra

Overview
Meeting
Notes/email encl.
Emails encl.

Meeting
Notes/email encl.

Wells/Claire Bryant (NRW)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
05.10.15 Dan Simons (Excal)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)

14.10.15 Anna Sutcliffe (Biodiversity Solutions)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Species Team (NRW)
10.11.15 Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Mike Simmons (PCC)
13.11.15 Dan Simons (Excal)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
13.11.15 Jon Goodrick (Access Ecology)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)

13.11.15 Jon Goodrick (Access Ecology)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
20.11.14 Jon Goodrick (Access Ecology)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
25.11.15 Jon Goodrick (Access Ecology)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)
20.01.16 PCC / NRW / Excal / Egnedol
21.01.16 Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Mike Simmons (PCC)
22.02.16 Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Dan Simons (Egnedol)
11.04.16 Jon Goodrick (Access Ecology)
Lara Lawrie (PCC)

07.04.16 Lara Lawrie (PCC)
Dan Simons (Egnedol)


Call in relation to changing
static survey. Unclear on
details so I requested email
confirmation prior to
responding
Notes available
Emails encl.

Scoping Opinion
Letter encl.
Emails encl.
Call introducing new
ecologist, querying survey
schedule
Notes available
Email encl.
Call discussing survey effort
Notes available
Email encl.
Site Visit
Email encl.
Email encl.
Call discussing summer
surveys in light of new BCT
guidelines. Referred to
NRW as now DNS
application
Notes available
Email encl.

The Aecom report, 2011, identified that this site is linked to Scoveston, an
important hibernacula for Greater horseshoe (GHS) bats, and in turn linked to

the Favourable Conservation Status of the Pembrokeshire Bat Sites and
Bosherston Lakes SAC.
The Aecom surveys, 2011, identified 10 species of bats present on site, including
GHS and Lesser horseshoe (LHS), both Annex II species.
The Biodiversity Solutions / Access Ecology surveys through 2015 and 2016 have
so far confirmed eight species of bat, including GHS, LHS and Barbastelle, a
feature of the North Pembrokeshire Woodland SAC, also an Annexe II species.
At the highest count 21 LHS have been confirmed at the Stone Arch and 23 in the
tunnels on the same night. The approximate population of LHS in Pembrokeshire
is 800 individuals, this equates to 5.5% of the population on one site at one time.
At the highest count a total of 20 GHS have been recorded on site.
This site is exceptionally important for bats, there are a high range of species and
although some species are only present in low population numbers the site is
incredibly complex as a result of maternity and breeding roosts and hibernacula.
And yet all that Egnedol propose is the enhancement of a number of tunnels for
crevice dwelling bats, adding a gate to some tunnels, fitting some summer and
winter bat boxes to buildings and potentially providing two dedicated bat house
structures.
These measures are unacceptable, inadequate and in no way offer the required
compensation for the level of impact this proposed development will have on
the bat species present. What has been proposed is comparable to mitigation
expected for a conversion of a large barn development not a development of this
scale that may affect the FCS of the SAC, that will disturb and destroy dozens of
roosts for numerous species and that will directly contravene policy GN.37
Protection and Enhancement of Biodiversity, of the Local Development Plan for
Pembrokeshire County Council.


Notwithstanding the inadequacy of the mitigation it is not possible to assess the
level of impact upon the FCS of the SAC because the survey results are only
available from August-December 2015. Based on the proposed timescale
Egnedol have no intention of undertaking the minimum requirement of 12
months survey effort prior to submitting an application to PINS. I would stress 12
is a minimum effort and as advised throughout may not be sufficient if results
indicate otherwise.
The survey effort is inadequate for a site of this size, with the complex nature of
use and potential level of impact and I would consider further survey work

imperative. Egnedol also need to develop a comprehensive mitigation strategy
that addresses the direct and harmful impacts the proposed scheme will have.
To illustrate the cursory regard Egnedol have to the presence of bats on site they
have proposed that Building 4 is constructed over the entrance of Tunnel 3 and
the Stone Arch and that Tunnels 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 are entirely surrounded by
new industrial buildings that are proposed to be in use 24 hours a day (see
Figure 4). To clarify 21 LHS were recorded emerging from the Stone Arch and
every single one of the referenced tunnels is a confirmed bat roost or
hibernacula confirmed through the presence of droppings or bats emerging.

Figure 4:

Figure 10.19: Tunnel location plan (p.300, Chapter 10) overlaid by
The Masterplan (Egnedol, 2016)



An ecological walkover was undertaken in May 2015, which assessed the
development site for invertebrates. The BtEf site and Blackbridge Eco Park were
assessed as having low/moderate value, the Waterston Eco Park as low value but
the woodland and grassland along the green corridor as high value. This area is
categorized as being outside the development site and so no further survey work
is required.
However the green corridor is within the red line boundary and the road
improvements along the access track are likely to encroach into this habitat. As a
result further surveys should be undertaken to assess potential impact and if
necessary provide mitigation or compensatory habitat.

Conclusion
The quality of the pre-application submission does not reflect the scale and significance
of the proposed development at Blackbridge. The case for the proposed development is
not based on sound evidence and the applicants have not given due regard to the
ecological importance of the site in the local, national and international context. The
consequences of developing the site without adequate mitigation or compensation are
irreversible and unjustifiable and may be considered to be in breach of European and UK
legislation.
I appreciate the site is an economically and socially strategic site and my conclusion is
not that the site cannot be developed however the current submission does not address
fundamental, material considerations. These can be addressed through a schedule of
comprehensive survey work informing a thorough compensation plan, which considers
the actual effects of development on the site. This should aim to mitigate and enhance
the nature conservation interests on site and eliminate any risk to European Designated
sites.
It is not possible to condition surveys or details of mitigation and this must be noted by
the applicants prior to submission. This information must be provided prior to
determination to ensure all material considerations are addressed in the decision.

Lara Lawrie
Planning Ecologist,
Pembrokeshire County Council &
Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority

Appendix 1 – Correspondence with Egnedol/Excal and associated consultants
Please see attached scanned document / zip file ‘Correspondence RE Blackbridge’

Pre-Application comments by PCC Landscape Officer

Proposed Development by Egnedol Wales Limited at Blackbridge & Waterston, Pembrokeshire.
PINS Ref. 3146073. LPA Ref.NS/0953/15

I have reviewed the Landscape and Visual material that has been submitted (I have used the CD provided, and cross-checked it with Egnedol’s on-line
version which is publicly available). From these documents I make the following observations:

Masterplan issues:I have used their numbering system for reference

8a Car Park
This has been located on sloping ground above the entrance area, in the SW corner of the Greenhouses (16). The Existing and Proposed Contours drawing
indicates that this is designed to have a crossfall of approximately 1:12, and presumably serves the labour-force for the Greenhouses. The location at this
most extreme western end makes it highly visible, and also requires a long approach-road which divides the Greenhouse area of the site. To my casual
observation this arrangement appears somewhat inefficient and I wonder why it is not located at the eastern end of the Greenhouses, making itself more
available to the Exhaust Gas Conditioning and Algae Propagation Unit (9) and Algae Bioreactor Units (15). The existing contours appear to present a similar
relief at either end.

8a Car Park, 9 Exhaust Gas Conditioning and Algae Propagation Unit and Algae Bioreactor Units (15)

These are all elevated and will be visually prominent, as Plate 9.4 of the LVIA illustrates. The glass of the cars and other shiny surfaces are likely to cause
conspicuous visual glint and glare. In the photomontage provided from VP 2 (The Rath) the car park has not been indicated but the image suggests it will be
prominent.[see abstract from ‘Proposed’ View below] Detail of the greenhouses suggests use of a “lightweight translucent material” (probably a polythene
type) where the reflective issue is greatly reduced although its pale and monochrome colour will contrast with the green agricultural backdrop. Significant ‘cut
and fill’ engineering will be required. Landscape treatment involving seeding and structural planting will be required on the exposed ‘fill’ slopes to mitigate the
visual impact and help integrate the scheme into the existing landscape. Some simple bunding to screen views from the west would provide immediate and
worthwhile visual mitigation. The engineered nature of the slopes, their steepness and exposed location will lend harsh growing conditions for any planting.
Experience on the nearby LNG sites confirm this concern, so a slow mitigation process should be anticipated from any planting proposed, and hence
consideration of bunding should be sought. This also lends further weight to my suggestion of re-location of the car park in the previous paragraph.

Service Corridor and access track

This is shown following the same line linking the two zones of the development. It is referred-to as providing for emergency vehicles with no mention of
internal operations or deliveries. Having given the Chapter 12 (Traffic and Feedstock Logistics) a cursory view with regard to this particular item it appears
that this route might be subject to some heavy traffic. Laying new facilities and improving the utility of the track is likely to give rise to significant engineering
along this corridor. It would be best if these works were designed to minimise the landscape impact generally and with regard to possible screening from the
Wales Coast Path.

There is no reference to the existing swingbridge or access road.
I consider this is useful context that ought to be included so that people can reference how the site attaches itself to the ‘public’ world.

Drawings
Existing and Proposed Contour Drawing
This has been provided as part of the submission. It comes as a single .PDF file, with 6 ‘pages’. The site is shown in two zones; the west – Blackbridge, and
the east, Waterston on separate drawings. The existing and proposed contours versions are provided for the east area (Dwg numbers 246-01-01-16 EG006
and 008 respectively) but ONLY the Proposed contours for the western area (Dwg 007) have been provided. This area, where major re-contouring is
anticipated is therefore under-represented and should be addressed at this submission stage.

I have shown below a map of the Blackbridge zone (from our own sources) to provide a quick reference context to my comments.

Text
LVIA
9.1 states “The assessment was undertaken by a suitably qualified professional”. It would give us greater reassurance if the author were named.

The documents referred-to with prefix EDP throughout the document are supposedly available in Volume 3 (appendices). However, these are either not on
the CD (or on-line version) or are identified by other drawing titles. Examples quoted are as follows:EDP 1 – Public Rights of Way

(PROW definitive map)

EDP 2 – Glossary, and Plan showing PCNP

(absent)

EDP 3 – LVIA Methodology

(absent)

EDP 4 – LDP plans

(LDP plans)

EDP 5 – LANDMAP

(absent)

EDP 6 – Seascape Character Assessment

(SCA 32 Inner Milford Haven)

EDP 7 - Landscape Strategy Plan

(absent)

EDP 8 – Visual envelope and viewpoint locations (included as Fig 9.1 within the body of the report, but absent as a separate drawing)

All of the plans referred-to in this manner should be made available for viewing to support the written text.

9.8.1 Mitigation of strategic planting is mentioned but it should be noted that they intentionally show the photomontages without mitigation planting to
illustrate the worst case scenario.

9.8.2 assesses landscape effects, pointing out that although the effects on the site itself will be moderate to minor (I agree) the effects on the wider landscape
will be minor to negligible, with which I also agree owing to the prevailing industrial character of the proposed site and heavy influence of industry in the
surrounding landscape and environs of the haven.

9.8.3 assesses effects on visual amenity. In summary, it describes:


how there will be very few receptors at close range. Closest are Coastal Path walkers passing the site for whom the effects are very limited. Also,
residents and walkers on the Rath, Pil and Hakin Point west of the docks at Milford Haven, for whom there is little change.
Effects from the Coast Path on the opposite side of the Haven are mitigated by a combination of distance, the relatively minor change in size of the
Blackbridge buildings and the overwhelming context of other industrial structures within views. The impact of the introduction of new materials is
noted, although their impact is not given high value, and to some degree considered positive compared to the derelict condition at present.

There is no mention of effects from Pembroke Dock, although they have qualified their choice of viewpoints via analysis of the ZTV and on-site assessment,
so maybe this was considered and discarded. [The methodology might reveal this]

Ommissions from the LVIA are:




the absence of reference to light pollution, or potential light pollution. It is possible that the issue of artificial lighting is covered elsewhere within the
EIA, however it is not mentioned here, and should be, if-only to clarify the potentially minimal impact.
the plume of emissions from the stack. Although the Air Quality section of the EIA will have addressed the chemical elements there is no mention of
the visual effects within the LVIA. We are left completely unaware of what these might be therefore, which might be a particular issue for those
residential and leisure receptors for whom a high sensitivity could / should be attributed, and for any other receptors in the Haven area for that
matter.
recognition of the National Park approximately 4.5km east of the site around the upper reaches of MH waterway. Although I suspect there will be no
effects on this area of the ‘Park (owing to topography mostly) I do feel it ought to be recognised and assessed for completeness and clarity, and the
potential impacts ruled-out.




no specific references to the visual impact of the 60m high stack, and whether it will ‘draw the eye’ or be a significant part of views. Reference
instead has focused-on the buildings and their overall height, whether as existing or at increased levels.
no specific mention of the new use of the bluff of currently vegetated or agricultural land above the presently derelict buildings of the Blackbridge site.
This area onto which the greenhouses and car park will be imposed is currently a ‘green-field’ site and the development is therefore a completely
‘new’ element in the view. The absence of specific mention leads to some uncertainty as to whether the overall assessments of landscape and visual
impact are acute enough. I suspect that the assessments would still stand and not require alteration but I am left feeling that this is a gap in the
completeness of the assessment nevertheless, the development having been considered entirely as a ‘brown-field’ site as far as I can ascertain.

Context of the development in relation to planning policy has been given a full airing, and emphasis has been made of the way in which the LVIA has
approached the assessment with this in mind, and considers the development to be compliant with policy.

Conclusion




From the material submitted there appear to be some documents omitted in error which are required to inform the application of such a large
development.
The LVIA (main text at least) is very readable and balanced in its approach and conclusions, and I am in general agreement with its findings. (The
methodology of the LVIA is absent however)
There are a number of areas that might usefully have been explored or expressed a little more thoroughly and some specific aspects are missing that
ought to be addressed.

Pre-Application comments by PCC Transportation Officer

Proposed Development by Egnedol Wales Limited at Blackbridge &
Waterston, Pembrokeshire.
PINS Ref. 3146073. LPA Ref.NS/0953/15

With reference to Egnedol ‘Traffic and Feedstock Logistics’ (Section 12 of EIA):


Section 12.2: I would refer the consultants to the recent (Jan 2016) Planning
Policy Wales Chapter 8 particularly Section 8.7 as guidance in addition to the
Department for Transport ‘Guidance on Transport Assessment’ which we also
use in assessing Transport Assessments.



12.2.3 The SWWITCH RTP 2010-15 is superseded by the Swansea Bay City
Region ‘Joint Transport Plan for South West Wales 2015-2020’



12.5.2 Delivery of biomass by Rail is discussed positively then dismissed in
the last paragraph because ‘Significant Infrastructure would be required’. In a
previous study biomass transport by rail was considered which would have
required substantial infrastructure investment but this is a far more modest
proposal where rail is more likely to be viable. We would require more detail
on the viability of this option.



12.5.3 ‘Delivery by ship or barge’ entailing that ‘The jetty will require
refurbishment’ is proposed. This needs to be shown to be viable in advance of
consent and construction, I note from the report on the Jetty that a survey is
yet to be carried out, which results in the high risk of the Jetty being unviable
remaining in place and placing doubt of the whole access strategy. A previous
proposal included that a deepwater jetty is to be constructed to accommodate
bulk carriers carrying biomass fuel because the use of the existing jetty was
not considered viable (9.1.12). In 2009 the jetty, was referred to as derelict
when considering the previous scheme with reference made to ‘Demolition of
existing derelict structures’ with respect to the jetty.



12.6.2 2nd paragraph with respect to Construction Traffic refers to ‘All traffic to
the Blackbridge site will be directed to head eastbound down the B4325’. That
implies to me that it would be sent through Milford Haven which is not what is
wanted. Can the Consultant check the direction of traffic in the report so that it
is not advocating sending unnecessary traffic through Milford Haven.



12.6.3 and 12.6.4 references to staff using the local train services for
commuting is probably not realistic because there is no passenger station in
the vicinity.



The level of surveys consisting of counts on a single junction are not sufficient
for this development. A scoping report in advance of a Transport Assessment
is warranted.
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Appendix B7
SEM Logistics
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Appendix B8
General Web Responses
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