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Record of a Habitats Regulations Assessment of a project 
OGN 200 Form 1
Document owner: Protected Sites Team, EPP
Version History:
	Document Version
	Date Published
	Summary of Changes

	1.0
	March 2016
	Document created

	1.1
	30 November 2017
	References to the 2010 Habitats Regulations updated to reflect new consolidated version of the regulations which entered into force on 30th November 2017;

References to KSP and National Services Directorates updated to EPP

	1.2
	28 June 2018
	With marked up changes in light of ruling in CJEU case c-323/17 ‘People over Wind’.

	1.3
	27 June 2019
	With marked up changes in light of ruling in CJEU case c-323/17 ‘People over Wind’. See Guidance here


Next review date:  April 2019
[image: image2.emf]
Contents

Section

1. 

Project details




- External applications to NRW




- Internal NRW projects

2. 

Determining whether HRA is required

3. 

Test of likely significant effect




- Screening of renewals




- Identifying likely significant effects

4. 

Appropriate assessment




- In the absence of additional conditions or restrictions




- Taking into account additional conditions or restrictions

5. 

In combination assessment

6.

Conclusion

7.

Record of consultation with protected sites advisors

8.
Conservation Technical Specialist’s comments (to be completed only where HRA sign off and protected sites advice are done by the same team) 

1.
Project Details

	1(a): Project details where an external party has applied to NRW for any form of authorisation

	Application reference number (if applicable)
	PAN-016079
EPR/KP3135KV/V005

	Date application received
	19/11/2021
Duly made 01/04/2022

	Applicant details
	The Royal Mint Limited


	Activity proposed


	Royal Mint are applying for a variation to their site to permit a new brass plating line to their which will be located on the site of a now decommissioned nickel-plating line (line 2). 

The main features of the site’s permit that will change as a result of the variations are:

· Introduction of emissions to air of hydrogen cyanide (after it has been through a cyanide scrubber) through emission point A9.

· Introduction of emissions to air of sulphuric acid, sulphur dioxide sodium hydroxide, copper and zinc through an acid scrubber (emission point A10).

· Installation of a cyanide destruction plant to treat the cyanide solution prior to being treated at the effluent treatment plant. The operator proposed to use an ozone destruction technique in line with the relevant current best available techniques for surface treatment sector (published 2006).

The key issues for assessment of the permit determination are from the new emissions to air of trace amounts, following abatement, of sulphuric acid mist (H2SO4), sulphur dioxide (SO2), hydrogen cyanide (HCN), sodium hydroxide (NaOH) and ozone (O3) from the cyanide destruction facility. Hydrogen cyanide, sulphuric acid, copper, zinc and sodium hydroxide do not have an environmental quality standard and ozone is only considered with detail assessment with oxides of nitrogen which are not changing. However, these substances have been assessed and concluded as having screened out as insignificant for human health. 
There would be no change in emissions of NOx and NH3 from the site as a result of this variation. The variation will also remove emission point A14, the only permitted source of particulate matter from the site.

The only change to discharge to surface water is that the total volume of non-contact cooling water (discharge point W1) which will reduce to 20 m3/hour as a result of the new process. Currently there is no permitted limit for total volume. There are no changes any other limits or monitoring.

All process effluent is treated by the effluent treatment plant and discharge to sewer under a trade effluent consent which is to remain unchanged.

The new plant will be built on impermeable ground and all tanks will be bunded in accordance with CIRIA 736 Guidance. 



	Relevant legislation 
	Industrial Emissions Directive

Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016


	Location
	 NGR ST 03810 84840

The edge of installation boundary is approximately 7.3 km from the edge of the Cardiff Beechwood SAC



	Application documents
	For Internal see DMS here, for external see public register here


	Environmental Statement
	N/A


	Pre-application correspondence
	N/A

	NRW team responsible for drafting this HRA report, and name of lead officer
	William Wallace
Permitting Officer, Installations and RSR


2.
Determining the need for a Habitats Regulations Assessment

	2.1 Is the whole of the project directly connected with or necessary to the management of one or more Natura 2000 sites, for the purposes of conserving the habitats or species for which the Natura 2000 site(s) is/are designated?


	No

	2.2 Is there a possibility that the project could affect a different Natura 2000 site to the one(s) the project is intended to conserve?
	No


	2.3 Is it necessary to carry out an HRA?


	Yes


3.
Considering the likelihood of a significant effect (LSE)

3.1
Renewal of a permission on the same or more restrictive terms as the extant permission
	Is this project a renewal of a current permission which complies with NRW approved criteria for ruling out significant effects of renewals (see section 6.2A of OGN 200) without conducting a project-specific LSE test?
	No



3.2
Likelihood of significant effects (LSE) test
	3.2.1 Which Natura 2000 sites might be affected by the proposal?


	Based on the project specification or information provided in the application, it is considered that the following Natura 2000 sites have features which could be affected by the project: 

Cardiff Beech Woods SAC (UK0030109)- Located approximately 7.3 km east of the Royal Mint and the proposed emission points
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The potential for the project to affect the following Natura 2000 sites was also initially considered, but can be ruled out without further consideration:

N/A

	3.2.2 Screening assessment



	
	Assessment of likelihood of significant effect

	
	I

Relevant conservation objectives


	II

Potential impact pathway



	Cardiff Beech Wood



	Asperulo-Fagetum 

beech forests (EU 

Habitat Code 9130)
	All objectives are contained in the following document: CORE MANAGEMENT PLAN

INCLUDING CONSERVATION 

OBJECTIVES

FOR

CARDIFF BEECH WOODS 

SPECIAL AREA OF 

CONSERVATION (SAC)
 
	Toxic contamination
Woodland habitat are sensitive to impacts of toxic contamination from atmospheric pollution. Proposal to the permit will result in emission of sulphur dioxide, sulphuric acid, ozone, copper, zinc and sodium hydroxide

Sulphur dioxide has an ecological environmental standard (ES) of 10-20 µg/m3 which the process contribution from the proposal will need to be assessed against to determine if there are potential impacts on the site. 
As the applicant has modelled their emissions of sulphur dioxide (against an ES of 10 µg/m3) the impact cannot be screen at this stage and have to be addressed to appropriate assessment.
Hydrogen cyanide, sulphuric acid (in air) and sodium hydroxide do not have an environment quality standard so has not been assessed further, however the modelling of these substances for human health at the closet point to the emission stack had a process contribution of <1% of the long-term Environmental assessment level (EAL) and <10% of the short term EAL and therefore screens out as insignificant. These points are significantly closer to the emissions stack than the SAC therefore would not pose any impact pathway that would cause damage to the designated features
Nutrient enrichment
No impact pathway- there is no change to emissions of ammonia or oxides of nitrogen as a result of the proposal. Therefore, there is no impact pathway from the proposal that can lead to nutrient enrichment. 
Acidification
Woodland habitats are sensitive to increase in changes to pH from deposition of nitrogen and sulphur acids. Emissions of small amounts H2SO4 mist can potentially lead to increase in acidification (sulphur and total acidity). The applicant has provided modelling on process contribution of acidity from the proposal.
As the applicant has modelled for the deposition of sulphuric acid and sulphur dioxide the impact cannot be screen at this stage and have to be taken to appropriate assessment.

Physical Damage
No impact pathway- There is no pathway from the proposed activity to cause any physical damage to the site.

Habitat loss
No impact pathway- there is no pathway from the proposed activity to lead to loss of habitat.
Smothering
There is no impact pathway from the proposal as there are no new sources of particulate or NOx to air. 

The only permitted source of particulate matter to air, emission point A14, is being removed as part of this variation as a result of the line having been decommissioned. 

There is no additional impact pathway through fugitive emissions of dust that would damage the features through this mechanism.


	Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines (EU Habitat Code 9180)
	All objectives are contained in the following document: CORE MANAGEMENT PLAN

INCLUDING CONSERVATION 

OBJECTIVES

FOR

CARDIFF BEECH WOODS 

SPECIAL AREA OF 

CONSERVATION (SAC)

	Toxic contamination
As above

Nutrient enrichment
As above
Acidification
As above
Physical Damage
As above

Habitat loss
As above

Smothering
As above




	3.2.3 Screening decision of the project ‘alone’


	(a) If ALL rows in column II of Table 3.2.2 are GREEN
	The project is not likely to have a significant effect on any Natura 2000 site, because there is no impact pathway from the project to any Natura 2000 features, and no further consideration under the Habitats Directive/Regulations is required in order to determine the application.


	(b) If there are NO rows coloured RED in column II of Table 3.2.2, and there are ANY rows which are BLUE

	The project is not likely to have a significant effect on any Natura 2000 sites when considered alone, but the possibility of significant effects in combination with other plans and projects needs to be considered.



	(c) If ANY rows in Column II of Table 3.2.2 are RED

	The project is likely have a significant effect on one or more Natura 2000 sites and therefore an appropriate assessment is required. 



4.
Appropriate assessment of the project when considered alone
4.1
Assessment of project as currently defined
	Natura 2000 site feature (from Table 3.2.2 – RED rows only)
	Impact pathway(s)

(from Table 3.2.2)
	Description of impacts


	Assessment in view of conservation objectives
	Can adverse effect on site integrity be ruled out? ‘YES’ or ‘NO’* 

	Cardiff Beech Wood

	Asperulo-Fagetum 

beech forests (EU 

Habitat Code 9130)
	Toxic Contamination


	The proposed emissions of sulphur dioxide can impact the site through atmospheric pollution. Sulphur dioxide has an ecological environmental standard (ES) of 10 µg/m3 (annual mean) for designated sites1. 

1- Air emissions risk assessment for your environmental permit - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
	The objectives for the site specify that there should be no adverse impacts from air pollution. Section 6 of the core management plan states that critical loads for some pollutants at this site are in exceedance. 

The modelling done by the applicant has shown the process contribution of sulphur dioxide from installation (which includes both proposed and existing emissions) would be 0.00013 µg/m3 which is less than 0.01% of the most stringent ES for sulphur dioxide of 10 µg/m3. As this is significantly below 1 % of the ES, it can be determined that the impact from atmospheric sulphur dioxide from the installation screens out as insignificant and there will not likely have a real adverse impact on the designated features of the SAC through this impact pathway.
	Yes

	
	Acidification


	The proposal of additional emissions of sulphuric acid and sulphur dioxide to air can lead to increase in sulphur and total acid deposition on the site and its designated features.


	Modelling done by the applicant has shown that the process contribution from the proposal towards the total acidification on the designated site (both nitrogen and sulphur acid) is below 0.01% of the minimum acid critical load. 

As this is significantly below the 1% of the critical load screening for impacts, the emissions screens out as insignificant and there will not likely be any adverse impact from the proposal on the designated features of the SAC.


	Yes

	Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines (EU Habitat Code 9180)

	Toxic Contamination

Acidification


	As above
	As above
	Yes


4.3 
Concluding the appropriate assessment of the project alone

	(a) If the right hand column of Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 (if applicable) is ‘YES’ for all features 
	It has been ascertained that the proposal, when considered alone, will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000 sites. 



	(b) If there are any ‘NO’s in the right hand column of Table 4.1 that have not  been resolved to ‘YES’ through mitigation measures identified in Table 4.2


	It has not been ascertained that the proposal, when considered alone, will not adversely affect the integrity of one or more Natura 2000 sites. 



	(c) Are there any residual effects of the project (net of any mitigation measures identified) which, though insignificant on their own, could be significant if considered in combination with the effects of other plans or projects?


	Yes


5
In combination assessment

5.1
Identifying possible in combination effects

	BLUE impact pathway from Table 3.2
and/or
Residual effect (from appropriate assessment in section 4)  
	Natura 2000 site feature(s) concerned
	Other plans/projects with effects that might interact with the effects of the project to render its effects significant (if any)


	Nature of the in-combination effect (if any)
	Is there likely to be any significant in-combination effect, in view of the site’s conservation objectives? 


	Toxic Contamination

Acidification
	Asperulo-Fagetum 

beech forests (EU 

Habitat Code 9130)
Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines (EU Habitat Code 9180)

	Veolia Energy & Utility Services UK Plc 

All other projects within 10 km of the closet point between the SAC and The Royal Mint do not have relevant emissions to air that could act in-combination towards acidification
All projects considered are application/variations issued in the last 2 years as permits applications older than 2 years would be captured under the background concentration.  All medium combustion plants (MCP) are only considered if they are within 5 km as, per our current guidance, the screening distance of MCP for impact on SAC, SPA and Ramsar sites is 5 km.
Low impact installations have not been considered for in combination as these are of such a small scale that these installations would not alone or in combination have any impact pathway to affect the designated features of the site.

	Deposition of nitrous oxide and sulphur dioxide from the other proposal (most notably from combustion sources) can lead to an increase in acidification which could act in combination with the increase in sulphur acidity through deposition of sulphuric acid.
	No – given the very small, insignificant process contribution of the emissions of 0.01% of the environmental standard of sulphur dioxide and 0.01% of the minimum acid critical load for the SAC form the Royal Mint’s proposal, there  is no possible significant in-combination effects that would impact the designated features of this site.


	(a) If the right hand column is ‘NO’ for all rows
	The project, when considered in combination with other plans and projects, is either not likely to have a significant effect on, or will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000 site.


	(b) If any rows in the right hand column are ‘YES’ or ‘DON’T KNOW’

	The project is likely to have a significant effect in combination with other plans or projects.




6.
Conclusion
	HRA is not required because the whole of the project is directly connected with or necessary to the management of one or more Natura 2000/Ramsar sites, for the purposes of conserving the habitats or species for which the site(s) is/are designated, and the project is not likely to have a significant effect on any other Natura 2000/Ramsar sites.

(As documented in section 2.1 and 2.2 of this form)


	

	HRA is not required because there is no conceivable impact pathway to any Natura 2000/Ramsar site

(As documented in section 2.3 of this form)


	

	This project is a renewal of a current permission which complies with NRW agreed criteria for ruling out significant effects of a renewal without conducting a project-specific LSE test. Therefore it is considered not likely to have a significant effect on any Natura 2000/Ramsar sites, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects.
(As documented in section 3.1 of this form)


	

	The project has been screened for likelihood of significant effects and, taking account of the advice received from protected sites advisors, is considered not likely to have a significant effect on any Natura 2000/Ramsar site

(As documented in section 3.2 of this form, or section 5 if applicable) 

	

	In light of the conclusions of an appropriate assessment, and taking account of the advice received from protected sites advisors, it has been established that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000/Ramsar site, taking into account any conditions or restrictions as applicable, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects.
(As documented in section 4 of this form, and section 5 if applicable)

	X

	In light of the conclusions of the appropriate assessment, it has not been ascertained that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000/Ramsar site, as documented in section 4 of this form, and section 5 is applicable.

Approval for the project cannot be given unless either:

· the project specification, and/or the terms under which it might be approved, are modified so as to remove the risk of adverse effects, and a revised HRA report is prepared, or

· the project satisfies the requirements of Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive, an Article 6(4) Statement of Case is prepared (OGN 200 Form 3) and submitted for consideration by the appropriate authority, normally Welsh Ministers

	

	Signed: W Wallace
Name: William Wallace
Position: Permitting Officer installation and RSR
Date: 27/09/2022 


7.
Consultation with protected sites advisor(s) and how sections 2, 3, 4 and 5 of this HRA report (as applicable) take into account that advice.

	Relevant section of the HRA report
	Date(s) of correspondence* and any meeting(s) with protected sites advisor(s)
	Description of how the comments from protected sites advisors have been taken into account

	2
	
	

	3
	
	

	4
	
	

	5
	
	


8. Conservation Technical Specialist’s comments
This section should be completed in any cases where the protected sites advice and sign off of the HRA report (section 6) is within the same team. Otherwise this section should be deleted

	I have reviewed the HRA documented in this form and confirm that I agree with its findings.

Additional comments (if any):

Signed: Neville Hart
Name: Neville Hart
Position: Environment Officer 2 (Conservation) 
Date: 18.10.2022
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