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Notes on completing this form:
· This form can be used for recording project HRAs and plan HRAs where appropriate (usually smaller, spatially specific plans, e.g. Forest Resource Plans, National Nature Reserve Management Plans, LIFE Project plans, Annual net licence allocation programme, etc.) where NRW is the competent authority. Staff using this form should be familiar with the relevant sections of OGN200, as guidance contained in OGN200 is not generally repeated in these notes.
· There are two different versions of Form 1. Form 1A (this version) uses free text boxes to collect the necessary information for the LSE screening and appropriate assessment stages. The other version (Form 1B) is more structured, with more use of tables, rows and columns to record the information. Staff have the discretion to choose which form (1A or 1B) they use to best suit the HRA they are recording. However, it is likely that Form 1A, the simple version, is better suited to simpler HRAs that consider fewer European sites, features and potential impacts, whilst Form 1B, the structured version, is more suited to more complex HRAs that consider more European sites, features and potential impacts. Fundamentally though, HRA is a clearly legally defined process, and there are therefore a lot of similarities between the two form versions.
· All text in purple (this colour) throughout this form, including these notes, is guidance on completing the form. It should therefore be deleted when using this form to document an actual HRA. Also, page 1 above is the version control information for this template and should also be deleted. 
· A blank version of this template (without any of these guidance notes) is also available.
· Not all sections of this form will need to be completed in every case. Only relevant sections should be completed, and irrelevant sections can be deleted. There are guidance notes on this throughout the form.  
· You can insert additional tables, rows or columns etc., as appropriate and helpful in any of the tables.  If any separate documents are to form part of the record of this HRA, they should be clearly referenced at the relevant point(s) in this form.
· There are different stages at which the HRA can be considered to have been completed and can be ‘signed off’. This can include determining that an HRA is not required because there is no conceivable impact on any European sites.  If you have other ways of recording that an HRA is not required, it is not necessary to use this form.
· [bookmark: _Hlk177484578][bookmark: _Hlk177484641]In all cases responsibility for signing off the HRA should follow the guidance set out in the Statutory and Legal RES Scheme (SaLS), Managing our Money (MoM) and OGN200. OGN200 contains further guidance on the circumstances when signing off an HRA should be escalated.  
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[bookmark: _Hlk167451489]OGN 200 Form 1A 
[bookmark: _Toc181009138]Record of a Habitats Regulations Assessment
	Plan or project name, brief description or application reference number
	Point of Ayr Gas Terminal – EPR Permit Variation (PFOS Treatment Discharge)




	HRA iteration/version
	HRA Version: 1.0


[bookmark: _Toc167970046][bookmark: _Toc181009139][bookmark: _Hlk167451781]1.	Plan or Project Details
	Information about the plan or project  

	1
	Date application received
	22/07/2025

	2
	Applicant details
	ENI UK LTD

	3
	NRW team responsible for carrying out, or requiring to be carried out, the plan or project, and name of lead officer
	Installations Permiting 

	4
	Activity/ies proposed

	Variation of the Environmental Permit (EPR 2016) for Point of Ayr Gas Terminal to allow temporary abstraction, GAC treatment and controlled discharge of PFOS-affected groundwater.


	5
	Relevant legislation or statutory basis
	Environmental Permitting regulations 2016

	6
	Location
	Point of Ayr Gas Terminal, Talacre, Flintshire (Discharge point W1 to Talacre Brook).

	7
	Plan or project documents, including any application documents
	All documents labelled PAN-029789 follow this link https://cyfoethnaturiolcymru.sharepoint.com/teams/Regulatory/Permitting/North%20EPR%20Regulated%20Industry



	8
	Environmental Statement (ES)
	NA


	9
	Pre-application correspondence 
	https://cyfoethnaturiolcymru.sharepoint.com/teams/Regulatory/Permitting/North%20EPR%20Regulated%20Industry

	10
	NRW team responsible for preparing this HRA report, and lead officer
	Jeremy Walters: Team Leader Industry Policy Decrbonisation and Standards Team


	11
	Team or person responsible for approving the plan or project (competent authority role)
	As row 10



[bookmark: _Toc167970047][bookmark: _Toc181009140][bookmark: _Hlk167452201]2.	Determining the need for a Habitats Regulations Assessment
	2.1 Is there any possibility that the plan or project could negatively affect any European sites?
	Yes
There is a hydrological pathway between the discharge point (W1) and the Dee Estuary SAC/SPA/Ramsar via Talacre Brook.



	2.2 Is the whole of the plan or project directly and only connected with or necessary to the management of one or more European sites, for the purposes of conserving the habitats or species for which the European site(s) is/are designated?
	NO 
Project is not directly connected to European site management.


	2.3 Is there a possibility that the plan or project could affect any other feature of the European site(s) concerned, or of another European site, in a way that would undermine that feature’s conservation objectives?
	YES



[bookmark: _Toc167970048][bookmark: _Toc181009141]3.	Considering the likelihood of a significant effect (LSE) 
The test of Likely Significant Effect (LSE) is a ‘screening’ assessment to determine if an appropriate assessment is required. 
Unless the LSE test enables significant effects on any European site to be ruled out, the plan or project will need to be subject to an appropriate assessment. 
The Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended) require consideration of plans and projects “either alone or in combination with other plans or projects”. The LSE test is initially carried out by considering the plan or project on its own (i.e. rather than in-combination with other plans or projects). If it is decided that the plan or project alone is likely to have a significant effect, it is subject to appropriate assessment alone. An assessment in combination with other plans or projects is only required if the plan or project would be insignificant on its own, but has effects which may be significant if combined with the effects of other plans or projects which are also insignificant on their own. This is dealt with further in section 5.  Note that in-combination assessments may be required at both screening and appropriate assessment for different elements of the plan or project, or with regard to impacts on different features.
The LSE test is based on the plan or project as defined at the time it comes forward for assessment (for example an application for a permit consent as submitted), but the LSE test must not consider bespoke mitigation measures included specifically to avoid impacts on European sites – these should only be considered at appropriate assessment (see Part 2 of OGN200 for more details).  Similarly, if conditions or restrictions, imposed by the competent authority and not forming part of the plan/project as proposed, would be needed to remove the risk of significant effects, the plan or project should undergo an appropriate assessment.
3.1	Renewal of a project authorisation on the same or more restrictive terms as an extant authorisation
	Is this a renewal of an extant authorisation which complies with NRW approved criteria for ruling out significant effects of renewals (see Part 2 of OGN200) without conducting a project-specific LSE test?
	No


3.2	Likelihood of significant effects (LSE) test 
[bookmark: _Hlk177543296]Unless it has been established that:
· the plan or project does not need LSE screening (section 2), or 
· that it is a renewal of a current project permission for which LSE can be ruled out (section 3.1), or
· an agreed LSE screening tool is in place,
then when completing this section the default position should be to consult the ANCB for the purposes of LSE screening, unless it is clear and obvious to the competent authority that the plan or project does not have LSE. Where there is any doubt, the ANCB should be consulted, particularly before screening out a plan/project from the need for appropriate assessment. For example, the existence of a potential impact pathway, even if actual impact is unlikely, would normally justify checking with the ANCB (the Environment Team, Marine Area Advice and Management Team (MAAMT) or the Strategic Assessment Team (SAT) as appropriate) whether they consider LSE can be ruled out, or whether an appropriate assessment should be carried out.  There is further guidance in OGN200 on when to consult the ANCB and how to interpret ‘likely to have a significant effect’.  When advice from the ANCB is sought, their advice should be taken into account in completing sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 below, particularly if screening out. Their formal written advice should be appended to this form, and section 7 of this form completed.
3.2.1 Which European sites might be affected by the plan or project?
	(a)
	Based on the plan or project specification, or information provided in the application, it is considered that these European sites have features which could be negatively affected by the plan or project
	Dee Estuary SAC
Dee Estuary SPA
Dee Estuary Ramsar


	(b)
	The potential for the plan or project to negatively affect these European sites was also initially considered, but can be ruled out without further consideration
	NA


3.2.2 Screening for likelihood of significant effect
The screening stage should carefully consider the possible ways through which the plan or project might impact on European site features.

Complete table 3.2.2 below for the European site(s) listed in Row (a) of section 3.2.1 above. Note that bespoke mitigation measures specifically included to avoid impacts on European site features should not be taken into consideration at this point, but you should take into consideration all relevant integral features and specifications of the plan or project as defined. You can find further guidance on making this distinction in Part 2 of OGN200.

For each European site consider whether there is any potential for the plan or project, either directly or indirectly:
for a habitat feature, to – 
· reduce the extent of the habitat within the site boundary (by any amount or proportion)
· negatively affect the quality of the habitat within the site boundary, such as by affecting its species composition (especially in relation to typical species), ecological structure and functions or physical processes
· impede or prevent the recovery, improvement in condition or re-creation of the habitat in any part of the site
· prevent or disrupt restoration work, or the potential for future restoration
for a species feature, to -
· reduce the population or meta population associated with the site, or make future population declines more likely
· impede or prevent the population from increasing
· affect the population dynamics (e.g. age or sex structure, productivity) 
· reduce extent, or affect the quality of the species’ supporting habitat inside the site boundary (including by affecting predator-prey relationships)
· reduce the extent or affect the quality of habitat outside the site boundary on which the population depends
· cause disturbance, injury or killing of individuals of the species
· impede or prevent the recovery, improvement in condition or re-creation of the habitat in any part of the site. Prevent or disrupt restoration work, or the potential for future restoration

In considering the above questions consider whether the plan or project entails, or could indirectly cause:
· direct capture, damage or harm to a designated species feature
· damage to a designated habitat feature (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light, etc.)
· damage to the habitat of designated species features (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light, etc.)
· damage to a designated habitat feature via removal of, or other detrimental impact on, typical species
· removal of prey species of a designated species feature
· damage to habitat of prey species of a designated species feature
· introduction of a predator species on a designated species feature

Free text can also be added if explanation for the conclusion is not obvious – this should be brief, e.g. a couple of sentences. If a longer explanation is required consider whether this should be dealt with through an Appropriate Assessment and reported in section 4.

	TABLE 3.2.2  Screening assessment

	European site name: Dee Estuary SAC

	
List all interest features of this European site, together with any potential impacts from the plan or project that are relevant to the site’s conservation objectives. 

Features can be grouped where the impact (or lack of impact) is the same, or dealt with in separate rows if preferred. Where there are several different features and multiple potential impacts to address, it may be helpful to divide this text box into bullet points and/or rows and/or columns in order to ensure that all relevant feature-impact combinations are clearly addressed. Any differences in the nature of the impact of the plan/project between different features should be clear.

For each individual feature (or group of features where appropriate) assess whether likely significant effects can be ruled out with respect to the site’s conservation objectives. 

Every feature of the European site concerned should have one conclusion of: ‘SCREEN OUT’, ‘SCREEN IN’ or ‘IN COMB’:
· ‘SCREEN OUT’ means that there is no impact from the plan or project on the feature and a significant effect can be ruled out without any further assessment
· ‘SCREEN IN’ means that there is a potential impact from the plan or project on the feature and a significant effect cannot be ruled out without further assessment
· ‘IN COMB’ means that a significant effect on the feature from the plan or project when considered alone can be ruled out without further assessment, but the potential for a significant effect on the feature from this plan or project in combination with the effects of other plans or projects, needs to be considered.
  1140 – Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide [sac.jncc.gov.uk]          Screen out
  1310 – Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand (pioneer saltmarsh) [sac.jncc.gov.uk] Screen out
  1330 – Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco‑Puccinellietalia maritimae)  Screen out

A hydrological pathway exists between the installation and the Dee Estuary via the site drainage network and Talacre Brook. In the absence of operational controls, it is theoretically possible that the abstraction and discharge of groundwater could increase PFOS loading to downstream receptors. At the screening stage of a Habitats Regulations Assessment, mitigation measures cannot normally be relied upon to exclude the possibility of a Likely Significant Effect.

However, the activity proposed under this variation forms part of a remediation strategy addressing existing PFAS contamination associated with historic site activities. The treatment and discharge system is intended to intercept contaminated groundwater and remove PFAS prior to discharge. As such, the activity does not introduce a new source of contamination but instead addresses an existing pollutant source within the environmental baseline.

When considered against this baseline condition, the remediation works are expected to reduce the overall mass of PFOS leaving the site. The activity therefore represents an environmental betterment measure rather than mitigation designed to offset impacts of a new emission.
Any reduction in PFOS loading to the receiving environment would represent a positive effect on downstream receptors, including the Dee Estuary European sites.

As a matter of principle, effects that improve the environmental condition of a qualifying feature cannot constitute a significant adverse effect within the meaning of the Habitats Regulations. In this case, the interception and treatment of contaminated groundwater is expected to reduce PFOS loading relative to the current baseline.
Natural Resources Wales therefore concludes that the proposal will not result in a Likely Significant Effect on the Dee Estuary SAC, SPA or Ramsar site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects. Appropriate Assessment is therefore not required.
Conclusion: SCREEN OUT –No  Appropriate Assessment required. 



[bookmark: _Hlk167457151]
	TABLE 3.2.3 Screening decision of the plan or project ‘alone’

	(a) If the screening conclusion for all features for all sites in Table 3.2.2 is ‘SCREEN OUT’
	The plan or project is not likely to have a significant effect on any European site, and no further consideration under the Habitats Regulations is required in order to determine the approval/application.
Strike out rows (b) and (c) below, delete sections 4 and 5 and complete section 6 (and sections 7 and 8 if applicable).

Positive or beneficial effects on European site features. Any effect which improves the condition of a feature with respect to its conservation objectives, is not a significant effect in the context of HRA.

	(b) If the conclusion for any features in Table 3.2.2 is ‘SCREEN IN’ 
	The plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on one or more European sites and therefore an appropriate assessment is required.
Strike out row (a) above and row (c) below, and go to section 4. If there are also any features with ‘IN COMB’, list those features in Table 5.1 below (we’ll come back to them in the in-combination assessment)

	(c) If there are no features in Table 3.2.2 that are ‘SCREEN IN’ and any features that are ‘IN COMB’
	The plan or project is not likely to have a significant effect on any European sites when considered alone, but the possibility of significant effects in combination with other plans and projects needs to be considered.
Strike out rows (a) and (b) above, delete section 4 and go to Section 5.




[bookmark: _Toc167970049]

[bookmark: _Toc167970051][bookmark: _Toc181009144]6.	Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk167463097]This section should only be completed, signed and dated after the HRA has been concluded having had regard, where applicable, to ANCB advice.

Where the HRA conclusion is in accordance with the ANCB advice, and for all HRAs of SSSI consents, this section should be completed by the team or individual responsible for carrying out and recording the HRA. This will normally be the team/individual responsible for determining the permission or otherwise approving the plan or project, unless responsibility for preparing the HRA has been delegated by the person exercising the competent authority role, to another team (e.g. Environmental Assessment Team).

Where the HRA has been subject to an escalation process, due to significant unresolved differences of view between the ANCB and the team preparing the HRA, this section of the form should be completed by the Leadership Team member for the competent authority function concerned, after the escalation process has been completed and the HRA concluded. Any additional documents, meeting notes or correspondence forming part of the escalation process should be appended to this form, and/or reported in section 7. You can find further guidance on the HRA escalation process in Part 2 of OGN200.

Select which of the following HRA outcomes applies by placing an X in the right hand column. Only ONE option can apply. Sign and date the bottom of the table.

	HRA is not required because there is no conceivable impact on any European sites.
(As documented in section 2.1)
	

	HRA is not required because the whole of the plan or project is directly connected with or necessary to the management of one or more European sites, for the purposes of conserving the habitats or species for which the site(s) is/are designated, and the plan or project is not likely to have a significant effect on any other European sites.
(As documented in section 2.2 and 2.3)
	

	This project is a renewal of a current permission which complies with NRW agreed criteria for ruling out likely 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 European sites, either alone or in-combination with other plans or projects.
(As documented in section 3.1 of this form)
	

	The plan or project has been screened for likelihood of significant effects and is considered not likely to have a significant effect on any European sites. (As documented in section 3.2 of this form, and section 5 if applicable) 
	X

	In light of the conclusions of an appropriate assessment it has been established that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of any European sites, taking into account any conditions or restrictions as applicable, either alone or in-combination with other plans or 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 plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of any European sites, as documented in section 4 of this form, and section 5 if applicable.
Approval for the plan or project cannot be given unless either:
· the plan or 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 is prepared, or
· the plan or project (not being an SSSI consent*) satisfies the requirements for a derogation and a Derogation Notice is prepared and submitted for consideration by the appropriate authority, normally Welsh Ministers
(*SSSI consents cannot be given as derogations)
	



	Signed: Jeremy Walters

Name:   Jeremy Walters                                                                             Position: TL Industry Policy Decarbonisation and Standards

Date: 20/02/2026



	Was this HRA conclusion an escalated decision? YES or NO
	 NO



[bookmark: _Toc167970052][bookmark: _Hlk167463243]

[bookmark: _Toc181009145]7.	Consultation with the ANCB and how sections 2, 3, 4 and 5 of this HRA report (as applicable) take into account that advice
For HRAs of SSSI consents, delete this section in its entirety, since there is no ANCB consultation.

In all other cases, if there has been ANCB consultation on the HRA, this is an important section of the HRA to complete, as it documents the ANCB consultation and how ANCB advice has been taken into account. Any consultation responses other than those from the ANCB should be recorded in section 9.

The section is particularly important if there is disagreement between the competent authority and the ANCB about the conclusion of the HRA, as this is where the competent authority should set out where and why they disagree with the ANCB’s advice. In such instances the escalation process set out in Part of OGN200 should be followed.

For any rows that don’t apply (because there was no ANCB consultation at that stage, or because the HRA did not progress to that stage), put ‘N/A’.

	Relevant section of the HRA report
	Correspondence and/or meetings with the ANCB
Attach or reference copies of formal written representations received and/or agreed records of any meetings where advice was given verbally. 
	Description of how the comments from the ANCB have been taken into account

	2
	
	

	3
	
	


	4
	
	


	5
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc167970053]

[bookmark: _Toc181009146]8. Countersignature
This section should only be completed if responsibility for carrying out the HRA and the provision of ANCB advice are within the same team. Otherwise, this section should be deleted.

Also, if this form is a record of the HRA of an SSSI consent, this section is not necessary and should be deleted.

Where this section needs to be completed, the team responsible should seek countersignature from another Environment Team based on the non-reciprocal arrangements set out on page 13 of Delivering our Multiple Roles.

	[bookmark: _Hlk136613504]I have reviewed the HRA documented in this form and confirm that I agree*/do not agree* with the conclusion recorded in section 6. (*delete as applicable)

Additional comments (if any):
Signed:
Name: 
Position:
Date:


[bookmark: _Toc167970054]

[bookmark: _Toc181009147][bookmark: _Hlk167463312]9. Appendix 1 - Supporting information
Use this section as required to append (or include links to) any additional supporting information that is relevant to the HRA, (such as further details about the plan or project, maps and other illustrations, pre-application correspondence, evidence reports, any consultation responses other than those from the ANCB, any applicable LSE screening tools, details of mitigation measures, etc.)

Documents containing the ANCB’s advice on the HRA should be referenced or linked in section 7 of the form rather than here.
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