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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
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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-005716 (EPR/AB3233DW/V006)

	Date application received
	21/06/2019

	Applicant details
	GP Biotec Ltd


	Activity proposed


	Variation to existing installations permit for an Anaerobic Digestion (AD) Facility to:  
· Increase the annual capacity of the process from 55,000 tonnes per annum to 75,000 tonnes per annum,
· Make associated changes to the site to accommodate capacity increase (new Animal by-producy Regulation [ABPR] waste storage tanks, new non-ABPR waste storage tanks, minor changes to site plan and layout),
· Add an emission point to surface water (W1) for uncontaminated rain water, periodically discharging (via an existing pipeline which does not require any alteration/modification) to River Llynfi, a tributary of the River Wye, and covered as part of the River Wye SAC (and SSSI) designation/.  Discharge is not continuous, but rainwater will be collected and quarantined, and checked for zero contamination before batch discharge (once daily as a maximum).  Water will not be discharged if contamination is found.
· There are no other changes identified as a result of the proposed variation.  So, for example, the site does have emissions to air from two combined heat and power engines (NOX, CO etc), but these are unaltered by the variation or capacity increase. Original modelling conservatively assumed that the engines operated continuously at full load, so the waste capacity increase doesn’t change this assumption.  There is sufficient CHP unit capacity to increase the site waste throughput (and increase biogas generation) without increasing combustion output beyond original permit.  Other factors (noise, odour etc) are not predicted to change as a result of the proposed variation.  

	Relevant legislation 
	Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016:
· S5.4A(1)(b)(i) Recovery or a mix of recovery and disposal of non-hazardous waste with a capacity exceeding 75 tonnes per day (or 100 tonnes per day if the only waste treatment activity is anaerobic digestion) involving one or more of the following activities: Biological Treatment 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000

	Location
	Great Porthamel

Talgarth

Brecon

Powys
LD3 0DL
NGR of installation (approx. centre) 315996, 235057.  NGR of proposed discharge point into river Llynfi 315660, 235523.  See map extract below. The second map shows the wider surroundings, including other protected Habitats within 10km screening distance.
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© Crown Copyright and database right 2019. Ordnance Survey licence number 100019741.

Note:  The installation is 8km from the England-wales border, and 10.2km from the point when the River Wye SAC crosses into England.  We do not believe there is a need to consult with Natural England on this application, unless specific issues are raised during internal Habitats consultation.  

	Application documents
	Variation application PAN-005716, EPR-AB3233DW .  forms C2 and C3, Non-technical Summary, Environmental Risk Assessment (named “accident management plan”, but a wider RA) and response to Schedule 5 Notice.


	Environmental Statement
	N/A



	Pre-application correspondence
	Ongoing installation compliance activity – CAR_NRW0035168 20190605 from Site meeting 21 May 2019




	NRW team responsible for drafting this HRA report, and name of lead officer
	David Poole, Regulated Industry and RSR permitting


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?
	N/A


	2.3 Is it necessary to carry out an HRA?


	YES – to screen impact on river Llynfi/Wye SAC, for which there is a proposed discharge (of uncontaminated surface water, but with potential for contamination which requires screening assessment).
The installation and proposed variation provide a source of potential pollution, there is a credible pathway for pollution (via air, land and water), and there are Natura 2000 receptor sites within screening distance.
River Usk, Langorse Lake and Drostre Bank SAC’s are also within 10km screening distance, but as proposed changes do not present a credible source/pathway of harm, (see below), assessment is not required. 



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

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: 

· River Wye SAC UK0012642, approximately. 500m from installation [including the River Llynfi, a tributary of the River Wye, and covered by the river Wye designation].
The potential for the project to affect the following Natura 2000 sites was also initially considered, but can be ruled out without further consideration:

· River Usk SAC UK0013007, approximately 9km from installation at closest point, with no hydraulic connection and uphill (at closest point to installation), separated by a ridge of the black mountains,
· Langorse Lake SAC UK0012985, approximately 8km from installation, and upstream of the facility,
· Drostre Bank SAC UK0012878, approximately 7km from the installation, and upstream of the facility.

For these three sites, there is therefore no credible source of and/or pathway for pollution, so these protected sites are not considered further in this assessment.  This is owing to the nature of changes proposed, scale of potential impacts, distance of receptors, and given that there is no change to air emissions, noise or odour, no hydraulic connection with the Usk, and that the installation is significantly downstream of the other two sites.  For all three, other effects (e.g. direct such as loss of habitat or indirect such as noise) can be screened out by separation distance, and the fact that there is no physical connection (e.g. discharge) from the source to the receptor.

	3.2.2 Screening assessment

As outlined above, the proposed project is variation to an existing industrial installations permit (anaerobic digester).  Most elements of the site are unchanged (e.g. emissions to air, noise, vibration).  All changes are screened for effect, but the one requiring most consideration is the proposed addition of a discharge of uncontaminated surface water to the river Llynfi, via an existing drainage pipe.  The site is ~500m from the River Llynfi, a tributary of the River Wye.  Ordinarily, discharge of uncontaminated surface water could be screened out from assessment (https://naturalresources.wales/permits-and-permissions/water-discharges-and-septic-tanks/discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater/environmental-permitting-for-discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater/?lang=en) but as it is proposed to collect it and periodically discharge (i.e. no more than daily, over ~10 minutes) then the discharge is being altered, so an assessment is made.  Furthermore, the water intended for discharge has the potential to be contaminated, to it is right to assess during screening that appropriate precautions are in place to prevent contaminated discharge.

There is no impact pathway from the proposal to the designated feature
There is an impact pathway in principle, but significant effects from the proposal when considered alone can be ruled out

There is an impact pathway and significant effects cannot be ruled out


	
	Assessment of likelihood of significant effect

	
	I

Relevant conservation objectives


	II

Potential impact pathway


	Comments



	River Wye (referring to core management plan V2 September 2017).  
Note also that the installation is closest to management unit 4 of the River Wye (River Llynfi tributary) but that unit 2a is within 10km screening distance

	SAC features:

	Sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus, Brook lamprey Lampetra planeri, River Lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis, Twaite shad Alosa fallax, Atlantic salmon Salmo salar, Bullhead Cottus gobio
	The conservation objective for the water course (as defined below) must be met 
The population of the feature in the SAC is stable or increasing over the long term. 
The natural range of the feature in the SAC is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable future. The natural range is taken to mean those reaches where predominantly suitable habitat for each life stage exists over the long term. Suitable habitat is defined in terms of near-natural hydrological and geomorphological processes and forms…  
Existing artificial influences on natural range that cause an adverse effect on site integrity, such as physical barriers to migration, will be assessed.
There is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain the feature’s population in the SAC on a long-term basis. 
	See below for water course assessment.  

No direct effect (habitat loss, physical damage, disturbance) of changes to installation on conservation objectives relevant to the listed protected species have been identified (no source of significant pollution other than water discharge potential impact is via changes to the watercourse - considered below).

There are no changes to emissions to air from the installation as a result of the proposed variation, so nutrient enrichment / toxic contamination (e.g. NOX, nutrient nitrogen deposition) are unaltered (no change to source).

Overall:  No significant impact.

	Species grouped as conservation objectives for them are the same (also Allis Shad, below)

Flow and water quality are identified as of particular importance to Twaite Shad, Allis Shad, Atlantic salmon (performance indicator) and is considered below for the water course



	
	Noise/vibration/acoustic disturbance is identified as a management requirement for Twaite shad, Allis shad, Atlantic salmon.
	The proposed variation to the installation is not expected to change long-term noise/vibration disturbance from the site, which in any case would be expected to be low at the distance of the protected site from the installation of about 500m.  Noise during construction work will not be substantially different from normal operation of the site and farm, e.g. non-road mobile machinery etc. (no new source; pathway length renders any impact minimal).
Overall:  Any effects negligible, insignificant.
	

	European otter Lutra lutra
	The population of otters in the SAC is stable or increasing over the long term and reflects the natural carrying capacity of the habitat within the SAC, as determined by natural levels of prey abundance and associated territorial behaviour. 
The natural range of otters in the SAC is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable future…
The safe movement and dispersal of individuals around the SAC is facilitated by the provision, where necessary, of suitable riparian habitat, and underpasses, ledges, fencing etc at road bridges and other artificial barriers. 

	No direct effect (habitat loss, physical damage, disturbance) of changes to installation on conservation objectives relevant to European otter have been identified.  No source of significant pollution from the proposed changes has been identified.  The protected site is 500m from the installation, so direct effects (e.g. disturbance) can be discounted.  
Overall:  No significant impact.

	

	Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 


	4.1.1 The capacity of the habitats in the SAC to support each feature at near-natural population levels, as determined by predominantly unmodified ecological and hydromorphological processes and characteristics, should be maintained as far as possible, or restored where necessary. 
4.1.2 The ecological status of the water environment should be sufficient to maintain a stable or increasing population of each feature. This will include elements of water quantity and quality, physical habitat and community composition and structure. It is anticipated that these limits will concur with the relevant standards included in Appendixes 1 and 2. 

It is noted under the status assessment of the water course that “the feature results from reduced water quality in some tributaries of the Wye e.g. parts of the Ithon and Llynfi sub-catchments, due mainly to diffuse pollution from agriculture”.  

4.1.3 Flow regime, water quality and physical habitat should be maintained in, or restored as far as possible to, a near-natural state, in order to support the coherence of ecosystem structure and function across the whole area of the SAC. 

Under management requirements for the feature, it is noted that flow and chemical quality (in particular phosphate) are important to the conservation status, with abstraction emphasised more than discharge.

It is noted in the management requirements (for Atlantic salmon) that “the most significant sources of diffuse pollution and siltation are from agriculture, including fertiliser run-off, livestock manure, silage effluent and soil erosion from ploughed land. The most intensively used areas such as heavily trampled gateways and tracks can be especially significant sources of polluting run-off. Preventative measures can include surfacing of tracks and gateways, moving feeding areas, and separating clean and dirty water in farmyards”. Fertiliser and silt run-off, and aerial deposition from poultry units are identified as major issues for the Llynfi catchment.
It is noted in the management requirements (for Atlantic salmon) that “Among toxic pollutants, sheep dip and silage effluent present a particular threat to aquatic animals…  All sheep dips and silage, fuel and chemical storage areas should be sited away from watercourses or bunded to contain leakage…  Discharges from sewage treatment works, urban drainage, engineering works such as road improvement schemes, contaminated land, and other domestic and industrial sources can also be significant causes of pollution, and must be managed appropriately”.  In this context, AD digestate etc. could be considered broadly similar to silage in terms of likely impact (nutrient content, high BOD etc). 

4.1.4 All known breeding, spawning and nursery sites of species features should be maintained as suitable habitat as far as possible, except where natural processes cause them to change. 
4.1.5 Flows, water quality, substrate quality and quantity at fish spawning sites and nursery areas will not be depleted by abstraction, discharges, engineering or gravel extraction activities or other impacts to the extent that these sites are damaged or destroyed. 
4.1.6 The river planform and profile should be predominantly unmodified. Physical modifications having an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC, including, but not limited to, revetments on active alluvial river banks using stone, concrete or waste materials, unsustainable extraction of gravel, addition or release of excessive quantities of fine sediment, will be avoided. 
4.1.7 River habitat SSSI features should be in favourable condition. Where the SAC habitat is not underpinned by a river habitat SSSI feature, the target is to maintain the characteristic physical features of the river channel, banks and riparian zone. 
4.1.8 Artificial factors impacting on the capability of each species feature to occupy the full extent of its natural range should be modified where necessary to allow passage, e.g. weirs, bridge sills, acoustic barriers. 
4.1.9 Natural factors such as waterfalls, which may limit, wholly or partially, the natural range of a species feature or dispersal between naturally isolated populations, should not be modified. 
4.1.10 Flows during the normal migration periods of each migratory fish species feature will not be depleted by abstraction to the extent that passage upstream to spawning sites is hindered. 
4.1.11 Flow objectives for assessment points in the Wye Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy will be agreed between EA and CCW as necessary. It is anticipated that these limits will concur with the standards used by the Review of Consents process given in Appendix 2 of this document. 
4.1.12 Water Quality targets follow those in the revised Common Standards Monitoring Guidance for Rivers (JNCC 2016). These are detailed in 

The ecological status of the watercourse is a major determinant of Favourable Conservation Status for all other features. The required conservation objective for the watercourse is defined below. 
Appendix 1 with targets for organic pollution (DO, BOD and ammonia), phosphate, trophic diatom index and acidification. 
4.1.13 Potential sources of pollution not addressed in the Review of Consents, such as contaminated land, will be considered in assessing plans and projects. 
4.1.14 Levels of suspended solids will be agreed between EA and CCW for each Water Framework Directive water body in the Wye SAC. Measures including, but not limited to, the control of suspended sediment generated by agriculture, forestry and engineering works, will be taken to maintain suspended solids below these levels. 
	No direct effect (habitat loss, physical damage, disturbance) of changes to installation on conservation objectives relevant to the watercourse have been identified, other than the proposed discharge of uncontaminated surface water (considered immediately below).  There are no modifications near the river in construction or operation (discharge from installation is via an existing 300mm drainage pipe), and the installation is approx. 500m from the watercourse (no source other than proposed discharge).  The proposed discharge (up to 70m3/day, approximately 0.14m3/s /  8.4m3/min) could in theory physically alter the water course at the point of discharge (local erosion, sedimentation etc), but given the scale of new discharge, the fact that the discharge point is existing, and the river flow, the potential effect is considered insignificant.
There are no changes to emissions to air from the installation as a result of the proposed variation, so nutrient enrichment/toxic contamination (e.g. NOX, nutrient nitrogen deposition) are unaltered (no change to source).

Accident/contamination:

Proposed new waste storage tanks (90m3 and 120m3 for animal by-product waste and re-purposed tanks 600m3 total over 4 tanks) prevent a potential source of pollution if they fail (source).  They sit above the watercourse, so contamination could reach the Habitat (receptor).  However, tanks are appropriately designed and constructed (suitable materials, inspection regime, fill alarms etc) and are within sealed bunds, effectively eliminating any risk of contamination reaching the receptor (no credible pathway).  These measures represent normal good design and operation practice, and are not “mitigation” in respect of habitats impact.
Planned release of uncontaminated surface water:

The applicant proposes to discharge uncontaminated surface water (rainwater) from a protective bund at the Anaerobic Digester installation via an emission point designated W1.  The water will flow via an existing 300mm drainage pipe to the river Llynfi.  This protective bund is for the main digester tanks etc, and should not normally be subject to contamination.  Areas subject to likely contamination (e.g. waste unloading areas, waste storage tanks), are separately bunded, and not discharged (liquid returned to process or taken off site).
The bund will be emptied no more than daily, and has a capacity of 70m3.  In practice, the only source of water which could be discharged to river is rainwater, and it is unlikely that this volume would be reached.  Accidental discharge is prevented by two manually operated valves, which will be opened in order for the water to discharge gravitationally.  Maximum release rate is estimated at around 0.14 m3/s (1-2.5 m/s velocity), and lasting typically 7 to 16 minutes per day.

The effect of the proposed discharge is to hold, and then periodically release, clean rainwater only, with measures proposed by the operator to ensure that this is the case, which would be incorporated into the environmental permit (if granted).  Daily discharge will be in proportion to rainfall during the period, with only diurnal “bulking up” and release “in arrears”.  Discharge will be highest when the river, is in any case, at high flow owing to rainfall, and absent when there is no rainfall.  This proposal has lower impact than alternatives (e.g. off-site disposal of accumulated water), which would otherwise divert water away from the river, which would otherwise drain to it.  There will be minimal change to thermal regime, as the water will be unheated/cooled, and will be approximately at the temperature it would be if there were no development, and it discharged naturally from rainfall to the river.
A number of measures (which align with pollution prevention guidelines) will be in place to ensure that there is no contamination is present in the water before discharge (visual inspection that water is clear and uncontaminated, checking of site records to ensure that no spillages have been recorded, spot checks of water pH and ammonia level [key markers of contamination from AD materials]).  It is unlikely that other pollutants (e.g. phosphate) would be present without pH/Ammonia/visual change, so the proposed measures are protective.  If there is any doubt as to water quality, emergency procedures are in place.  Water will not be discharged (e.g. if ammonia is detected by spot test at >0.5ppm), but will be diverted either to off-site treatment, or into the AD process.  These measures represent normal good practice for bunded facilities discharging to surface water, and are not specific “mitigation” measures for the protected Habitat site, but are considered to be appropriate management.  With these measures in place, the risk of contamination from the installation is lower than other local diffuse sources such as agriculture.
It is considered that there is a definite source of discharge of water, there is a potential but very low risk source of pollution (toxic contamination, nutrient enrichment) as uncontaminated rainwater only will be discharged, and measures are in place to ensure that this is the case.  There is therefore a pathway for pollution to enter the river, but considered very low risk for the reasons given.  The permit (if granted) will require that only uncontaminated surface water be discharged, so there are no permitted pollutant levels impacting on the river need to be assessed.
Overall:  Any effects negligible, insignificant.
	With reference to the Habitats core management plan, the proposed bunded hardstanding and separation of contaminated water (to AD facility or off-site treatment) from uncontaminated surface water (discharged to river) represents an identified preventative / improvement.

The bunding of the regulated facility (separate “high risk” and “low risk” areas, which will be discharged to process or to river, respectively) represents good management, and measures are in place to ensure that only uncontaminated surface water is discharged to the watercourse.  The proposed discharge maintains flows to the river, which is in accordance with the management plan.


	White-clawed crayfish Austropotamobius pallipes 

	The conservation objective for the water course (as defined above) must be met.
The population of the feature in the SAC is stable or increasing over the long term. 
The natural range of the feature in the SAC is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable future. The natural range is taken to mean those reaches where predominantly suitable habitat for each life stage exists over the long term. Suitable habitat is defined in terms of near-natural hydrological and geomorphological processes and forms…  
Existing artificial influences on natural range that cause an adverse effect on site integrity, such as physical barriers to migration, will be assessed .
There is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain the feature’s population in the SAC on a long-term basis. 
	See above for assessment of water course impact.  

No direct effect (habitat loss, physical damage, disturbance) of changes to installation on conservation objectives relevant to White-clawed crayfish have been identified.  No source of significant pollution, other than via water (assessed above) from the proposed changes has been identified.  The protected site is 500m from the installation, so direct effects (e.g. disturbance) can be discounted.  
Overall:  No significant impact.

	Prevention of release of harmful diffuse pollution is identified as essential.  This is considered under “water course” above.
Other factors, such as invasive species American signal crayfish, are not relevant to the proposed changes.

	Annex II species that are present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site selection:

	Allis shad Alosa alosa 
	Management for this feature is effectively the same as for twaite shad 
	See entry above
	

	Quaking bogs and transition mires 
	None
	Feature not present in management units within screening distance (no receptor)
	


	3.2.3 Screening decision of the project ‘alone’


	(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.




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? 

	Impact of noise from proposed variation (no change to noise emission in construction or operation identified)

	Allis shad, Atlantic salmon in River Wye, Sea Lamprey in River Usk
	N/A – no projects known
	None
	No

	Impact of possible accident and unplanned release of pollutants from proposed new tanks to the river (accident)
	River Wye (and Llynfi tributary) water quality, and all aquatic species that it supports
	N/A – no projects are known and as no release is expected in normal operation, it would be inappropriate to consider “in combination”
	None
	No 

	Planned release of uncontaminated surface water

	River Wye (and Llynfi tributary) water quality, and all aquatic species that it supports
	N/A – no projects are known, and no impact is expected from planned discharge of uncontaminated surface water, so combined effect would still be zero or negligible
	None
	No

	(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.


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) 

	x

	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)

	

	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:  David Poole
Name:  David Poole
Position: Senior Permitting Officer
Date:  20 November 2019



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.

Delete any rows that do not apply.

	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
	
	


*Attach copies of all written representations (Form 2) received from protected sites advisor(s)

8. Conservation Technical Specialist’s comments

	I have reviewed the HRA documented in this form and confirm that I agree/do not agree* with its findings.

(*strike out as applicable)

Additional comments (if any):

Signed:

Name: 
Position:
Date:
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