
[image: image1.emf]
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-011056; EPR/ZP39339GL



	Date application received
	24/07/2020

	Applicant details
	Western Bio-Energy Limited 


	Activity proposed


	Western Wood Energy Facility – Margam is a biomass combustion unit for the generation of electricity.  It is already permitted by Natural Resources Wales, and combusts approx. 140,000 – 160,000 tonnes per annum of various biomass, in order to generate electricity.  The plant has a thermal rating of 47.5 MWth and generates 14 MWe of electrical power for export.  The main emissions to air, following bag filtration to remove particulate, are oxides of nitrogen (NOX), carbon monoxide and residual particulate, released via a 55 m high stack.  The fuel characteristics and composition means that air pollution control techniques for acid gases (such as SO2 and HCl) are not required.  

Until now, optimisation of primary combustion (such as combustion system and secondary air optimisation) was sufficient to control emission of other pollutants, including NOX, therefore secondary measures for NOX reduction were unnecessary.  However, the plant has previously operated close to the daily NOX emission limit of 250 mg/m3 (@6% O2), and the operator now considers it necessary to implement secondary NOX control.  The operator has submitted a normal variation in order to install secondary pollution abatement to the air emissions control system, for the further control of NOX.  This is to ensure compliance with the current emission limit value for NOX, while allowing a more diverse range of biomass fuels to be combusted, as also proposed in the variation.

The proposed secondary NOX abatement is Selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR).  The SNCR system will inject aqueous urea (CO(NH2)2) into the combustion chamber at around 950˚ - 1000˚ C, controlling NOX according to the chemical reaction below, whereby NO is reduced to N2 (nitrogen):
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The proposed SNCR system is supplied by the company that provided the boiler, therefore ensuring compatibility of the equipment and technique.  While SNCR reduces NOX, unwanted additional emissions of ammonia can result from the breakdown of urea, if it is not all used in the reduction of NO according to the reaction above; so-called “ammonia slip”.  Therefore optimisation of the SNCR system involves obtaining maximum NO reduction, while minimising excess urea.  As ammonia is a potentially significant ecological pollutant directly, and also as a potential contributor to nutrient nitrogen and acid deposition.  The potential impact from the aerial emissions of these pollutants are the main focus of the HRA.  Other potential pollutant pathways / impacts are briefly considered, but as the plant is already built, permitted, and operating, most other impacts are unchanged and do not require re-assessment.


	Relevant legislation 
	The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016


	Location
	Western Wood Energy Facility - Margam, Port Talbot, SA13 2NR

Main stack NGR: X: 279072, Y: 186189
General location map:
[image: image4.png]caBay.

Aboravon
Sands

Sanvtets

Conarflu e
e Eproch Gaity Cun
/ Grai Eirech,

&
o
Myryda Mo
o
o'
Most Ton awr
3
£
(3
Peny by,
L

W ddoring

Kant Sands




© Crown Copyright and database right 2021. Ordnance Survey licence number 100019741.

Habitats sites within 10km screening distance:
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	Application documents
	Internal (DMS):  EPR-ZP3939GL (sharepoint.com)
External (Public register):  https://publicregister.naturalresources.wales/Search/Results?SearchTerm=PAN-011056

	Environmental Statement
	N/A

	Pre-application correspondence
	N/A

	NRW team responsible for drafting this HRA report, and name of lead officer
	David Poole, Senior Permitting Officer, Installations & 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

	2.3 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: 

Kenfig / Cynffig  (UK0012566) – protected site to the south of the installation, approximately 2.5km away
Glaswelltiroedd Cefn Cribwr / Cefn Cribwr Grasslands  (UK0030113) – protected site to the south east of the installation (4 discrete units of SAC), with closest point being approximately 6.5km away

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

The colour coding in the ‘impact pathway’ column II is as follows:

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
	

	Kenfig / Cynffig SAC and / Cefn Cribwr Grasslands SAC – overview of potential impact pathways and preliminary assessment of potential harm

	All features of the SACs:

Unless detailed further below.  Including screening of potential impact on all Annex I habitats and Annex II species, whether or not the impact feature itself would in reality be subject to the impact mechanism.  

This approach is used to rule out all impact mechanisms which can be ruled out because there is no impact pathway.

Kenfig 1-7:  Dune grassland, Atlantic salt meadows, Dunes with creeping willow, Calcium-rich nutrient -poor lakes, lochs and pools, Humid dune slacks, Fen orchid, Petalwort:  

Cefn Cribwr Grasslands 1 & 2 – Marsh fritillary butterfly, Purple moor-grass meadows

The focus below is then on credible impact pathways which merit further consideration.
	Kenfig:  All  SAC conservation objectives as contained in the following document:  

Core management plan (including conservation objectives) for Kenfig/Cynffig SAC, 9th April 2008

Cefn Cribwr Grasslands:  All SAC conservation objectives as contained in the following document:

Core management plan (including conservation objectives) for Glaswelltiroedd Cefn Cribwr/ Cefn Cribwr Grasslands Special Area of Conservation, 6th March 2008


	Toxic Contamination, Nutrient Enrichment and Acidification

Emissions to Air

These are not automatically screened out as “no impact pathway” and are considered further below.  

However, as explained here, all other impact pathways are screened out, so this box is coded “green” pending more detailed discussion of possible air emission impacts not screened out.
Emissions to Water

N/A- There are no permitted discharges to surface water from the installation other than uncontaminated surface water (rain water).  There are no changes to this as a result of the proposed conversion. 
No pathway for new / increased impact.  

Other emissions / impact pathways

No other reasonably foreseeable impact pathways from the installation to the protected sites for toxic contamination, nutrient enrichment or acidification are identified.

The theoretical risk of accidental leakage/spillage and hence contamination to ground or water from aqueous ammonia to be used for SNCR is minimised by engineering standards adopted (primary and secondary containment meeting our requirements and Ciria C736) to the point where no credible pathway exists.  Especially given the distance from the site to receptors, meaning that any incident would be contained at significant distance from protected site.
No pathway for new/increased impact.  
	

	
	
	Change in salinity regime, Changes in thermal regime, Turbidity, siltation.

N/A- No changes to existing water use or consented rainwater discharge to surface water by the installation.  Consented discharge to sewer is appropriately controlled and unaltered.

There is no water abstraction or process discharge to surface waters.

No credible impact pathway.
	

	
	
	Habitat loss, Physical damage, smothering, entrapment, disturbance

N/A – the installation is not within the designated site, but a significant distance away from both (minimum 2.5 km). No activities for example transport through the protected sites that could result in damage or habitat loss.

There is no significant emission of particulate which could lead to smothering, and in any case, this will not change as a result of the proposed variation.

The proposed changes to biomass fuels used by the site do not have credible change to impact (for example, sawdust is already permitted, so any controls required for management of fine / dusty raw materials are already in place).

No pathway for impact or credible mechanism for harm.
	

	Kenfig / Cynffig SAC – further consideration of air quality impacts

	IF 1&2 2190 Humid dune slacks and 2170 dunes with salix repens ssp. argentea
IF 3: 2130 Fixed grey dunes – F6 air quality – “see rationale for feature 1&2”.
IF5: 1330 Atlantic salt meadows- F2 nitrogen deposition – “see rationale for feature 1&2”.
IF6: 1395 Petalwort – F3 air quality – “see rationale for feature 1&2”.
	(from management plan) IF 1&2 – Performance indicator attribute F6 Air quality.  “Critical loads are assigned for habitats.  All SAC features are nutrient sensitive, whilst humid dune slacks, fixed dunes with herbaceous vegetation and L loeselii are also acid sensitive”… “assessment criteria for Kenfig SAC are taken from the Environment Agency (EA) Review of Consents (RoC) data and the APIS website”
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All other interest features with air quality elements refer back to this text for IF 1&2

Note:  the core management plan states specific air quality limits as shown above, including for acid, nutrient nitrogen and ammonia.  However, these are higher (or the same) than more recent recommendation from NRW experts and/or APIS.  Therefore the more recent lowest limit imposed are used for all assessments.

	Toxic Contamination, Nutrient Enrichment and Acid Deposition (from emissions to air):

For pollutants which would be emitted from combustion by the proposed addition of SNCR, that have an environmental standard for the SAC there is an impact pathway in principle.  It has not been possible to conclude “no likely significant effect” from a simple screening assessment.

Rather, the applicant has completed a detailed air quality assessment (AQA) using dispersion modelling for emissions from the main stack, which has been examined in detail by NRW.  Maximum process contributions (PCs) from the proposed installation with SNCR added, and where relevant, predicted environmental concentrations (PECs) of pollutants have been calculated for designated Kenfig SAC.  The requirement for this modelling and interpretation indicates that there is a “likely significant effect” alone, which must be considered via an appropriate assessment.

Relevant pollutants, which are considered further in Section 4 below, are Ammonia, nutrient nitrogen deposition, and acid deposition.  Emissions of sulphur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) are unaltered by the proposed variation, but are included in the modelling, insofar as existing process contributions are required to be considered when assessing overall acid and nutrient nitrogen deposition, which are calculated from a number of contributing pollutants.
	

	Cefn Cribwr Grasslands SAC – further consideration of air quality impacts

	All
	Neither of the designated interest features has a specific conservation objective in the Management Plan relating to Air Quality. 

Therefore the air quality standards appropriate to the site are taken from APIS, and as advised by the NRW specialist for aerial impacts on designated sites.  They are discussed further below. 


	Toxic Contamination, Nutrient Enrichment  and Acid Deposition (from emissions to air):

For pollutants which would be emitted from combustion by the proposed addition of SNCR, that have an environmental standard for the SAC there is an impact pathway in principle.  It has not been possible to conclude “no likely significant effect” from a simple screening assessment.

Rather, the applicant has completed a detailed AQA using dispersion modelling for emissions from the main stack, which has been examined in detail by NRW.  Maximum process contributions (PCs) from the proposed installation with SNCR added, and where relevant, predicted environmental concentrations (PECs) of pollutants have been calculated for designated Cefn Cribwr SAC.  The requirement for this modelling and interpretation indicates that there is a “likely significant effect” alone, which must be considered via an appropriate assessment.

Relevant pollutants, which are considered further in Section 4 below, are Ammonia, nutrient nitrogen deposition, and acid deposition.  Emissions of sulphur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) are unaltered by the proposed variation, but are included in the modelling, insofar as existing process contributions are required to be considered when assessing overall acid and nutrient nitrogen deposition, which are the sum of a number of contributing pollutants.
	


	3.2.3 Screening decision of the project ‘alone’


	Some 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? 

	Kenfig / Cynffig SAC and Cefn Cribwr Grasslands SAC – further consideration of potential air quality impacts 

	Kenfig:  IF 1&2 2190 Humid dune slacks and 2170 dunes with salix repens ssp. argentea

IF 3: 2130 Fixed grey dunes – F6 air quality – see rationale for feature 1&2

IF5: 1330 Atlantic salt meadows- F2 nitrogen deposition – see rational for feature 1&2

IF6: 1395 Petalwort – F3 air quality – see rational for feature 1&2.
Cefn Cribwr:  No specific IF dependencies on Air quality are identified in the management plan;  AQ limits are as advised by APIS and by NRW expert.
	Toxic Contamination, Nutrient Enrichment and acidification (from emissions to air)
	The applicant has completed a detailed AQA using dispersion modelling for emissions from the main stack, which has been checked by NRW.  Maximum process contributions (PCs) from the proposed addition of SNCR, and where relevant, predicted environmental concentrations (PECs) of pollutants have been calculated for Kenfig SAC.  
The applicant has undertaken to meet an emission limit value for ammonia of 10 mg/Nm3 at 6% oxygen.  This is considered part of the project specification, and does not constitute “avoidance” or “mitigation” measures for the protection of SACs, although it does positively affect the potential impact of the proposal.  

Detailed information has been provided on the likely impact of emissions as follows, all of which are made available with this assessment, and available on the public register as linked below.  The air quality assessment provided sufficient information to prepare the HRA, without need for a separate detailed shadow HRA or applicant ecological assessment. 
· Original application email containing AQA document “atmospheric dispersion modelling” dated April 2020
· Schedule 5 response – “Air Quality Response to the Schedule 5 Notification” dated March 2021
· Email clarification of discrepancy in Schedule 5 response, 07/04/21
The concentrations of the pollutants of interest as emitted and identified in the management plan are modelled as shown in the table below, indicating the maximum process contribution at the two SACs within screening distance.  The modelling approach is conservative, in that ammonia, nutrient nitrogen and acidification total impacts from the installation are presented, not just the incremental change caused by the SNCR addition.  Note that the table includes “in combination” data as required in section 5 of this form and discussed below, but not relevant to section 4:
As shown in the table, the maximum process contributions (alone) for all assessed pollutants other than acid deposition at Cefn Cribwr are below 1% of the relevant long-term environmental standard, and can be considered “insignificant” on the basis of detailed technical assessment.  For acid deposition, the process contribution at Cefn Cribwr is 3.1% of the MinClMaxN, which is used for preliminary assessment, and could not be considered insignificant.  Furthermore, the PEC was over 100% (113% when also considering “in combination” effects below, marginally below this value alone, but still >100%), meaning that further consideration was required.  Expert advice was sought from within NRW, which was that the MaxClMaxN could be used for the appropriate assessment, and as shown in the table below, the PEC was then less than 100% of the ES (56% when also considering “in combination” effects below, marginally below this value alone, but still >100%).  
Therefore, adverse effect on site integrity from the proposal when considered alone can be ruled out.  For process pollutants emitted at a level which may have a significant impact, the environmental standard is nevertheless not predicted to be exceeded, when assessed using detailed air dispersion modelling.  
	Relevant air pollutants are emitted at potentially significant concentrations as a result of the proposed SNCR addition, principally through the new release of ammonia.  

Ammonia, nutrient nitrogen, and acid deposition at Kenfig only screen out after detailed modelling as insignificant, with PC <1% of ES
Consideration of background to calculate predicted environmental concentration, shows that the environmental standard is not expected to be breached for any pollutant, when using the MaxClMaxN for Cefn Cribwr.  
As no ES are predicted to be breached, “no adverse effect on site integrity alone” can be confidently concluded.
	Yes


[image: image7.png]E-
E £ g 5 ST
£ & N Sc
g 8 5§ o 4&f
] ) E3 3 B
g 4 €2 & 3E
2 g 88 § &§
8 g9 =5 2 3gi
a [ = O 8 & 8
/ C (ER3)
Ammonia 1@ 073 | <001 | 04 | 0009 | 10 | 074 740
(ug/m?)
N Deposition
(kg N/haln) 8 001 | 009 | 0062 | 087 - -
T 06N+
Acidification | Mt
Y - @
(Ssanawp | Maily| 025= | <007 | 041 | oot14 | 17 | 0075 75
laswelltifoedd Cefn Cribwr / Cefn Cribwr Grasslands SAC (ER4)
Ammonia 3 107 | 001 | 024 | 0003 | 034 | - @
(ug/m?)
N Deposition
(kg Nihalyr) 15 005 | 036 | 0025 | 053 - -
‘Acidification Mingt | 09N+
(Keahaly) © | MaxN | 02S= | 003 | 3.41 | 00046 | 36 | 1.14 1128
1011] 11
Maxg | 09N+
MaxN | 025= | 003 | 156 | 0.0046 | 1.8 | 114 563
2018 | 11

(1) Units as given per table row.

(2) The lichen and bryophyte sensitivity standard for ammonia has been assigned for this

assessment as the presence of these features has been recorded in the site Management Plan for

at least one of the sections of the site.

(3) There was a minor anomaly in the additional information provided by the applicant (Table 3-4

etc). This was clarified by email dated 07/04/21

(4) The critical load figures for acid deposition are quoted as a range — from Ming to Maxg, for each

of three parameters (Max S, Min N and Max N). For screening purposes, the MincMaxN is used

For more detailed assessment, it may be appropriate to use the MaxeMaxN, and it has been

confirmed appropriate in this case. For further explanation of the acid deposition parameters, see
and

(5) Background value was not provided by applicant as they determined that the impact screened

out against the Maxalax, As explained above, our first assessment is against MinaMax, so we

obtained background value for consideration from APIS ). Figures in italics are therefore

recalculated by NRW from applicant data.





4.3 
Concluding the appropriate assessment of the project alone

	(a) 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. 



	(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 – additive effect of air pollutant emission with other potential sources of the same pollutants


5
In combination assessment

5.1
Identifying possible in combination effects

	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? 

	Air quality impacts:  Potential Toxic contamination (ammonia), nutrient (nitrogen) enrichment, and/or acidification (by aerial deposition)

	Kenfig IF 1&2, 3, 5, 6
Cefn Cribwr – general site protection as ensured by site-specific air quality / deposition standards
	Margam Green Energy Plant (Longlands lane, Margam, Port Talbot, SA13 2SU) – similar biomass plant in close proximity to the permitted site.
This is the only “in combination” project identified as potentially relevant in relation to the application.  It began operating in 2018, so will be partially accounted for in existing background pollutant levels.  However, a conservative approach has been adopted, in that the PCs from this project have also been added in the assessment, which may represent a degree of “double-accounting” and is therefore protective.
	Emission of the same pollutants at a level which may cause “in combination” additive effect with the proposed development.  

As shown in the tables above of PC and PEC, the “in combination” sources may result in additional pollutant load with the proposed project, potentially causing a significant effect overall when considering the PEC.  
For Kenfig, insignificant contributions “alone” for ammonia and acidification (<1%) cannot be considered insignificant when the other plan/project effect is added (>1%), though nitrogen deposition remains insignificant.  For Cefn Cribwr, there is no change; ammonia and nitrogen deposition remain insignificant, whereas acidification cannot be considered insignificant alone, nor in combination.

However, as also shown in the table, the PEC is for all pollutants, is predicted to be less than 100% of the Environmental Standard including “in combination” sources, on the basis of air dispersion modelling which contains a number of conservative assumptions, thereby over-estimating the potential impact.  

For Kenfig, the PEC with in-combination sources is 74% for ammonia and 75% for acidification, well below 100% of the ES.  For Cefn Cribwr, as explained above, the in-combination PEC for acidification is 56% of the ES when using the MaxClMaxN, as agreed appropriate by the NRW habitats air quality expert.
Therefore we may confidently conclude “no adverse effect on site integrity” of the proposed project, the background, and other “in combination” potential plans/projects, following detailed habitats regulation assessment.
	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
	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


	Signed:  David Poole
Name:  David Poole
Position:  Senior Permitting Officer,  Installations & RSR
Date: 09/04/21



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

	Scoping – confirmation of appropriate site-specific Cle and Clo.  Understanding any site specific issues to be aware of
	11/02/21 Teams call with Khalid Aazem
	Schedule 5 notice issued requiring more information for permit determination.  Applicant provided with document indicating the Cle/Clo assessment levels that they were required to use.


	Acid deposition at Cefn Cribwr – confirmation of approach given that Clo based on MinClMaxN was exceeded (112%)
	07/02/21 Teams call with Khalid Aazem and follow up email from him (reproduced below)
	Khalid confirmed that, following appropriate assessment and detailed consideration, it was applicable to assess the acid deposition Clo against the MaxClMaxN value.  The APIS critical load function tool has been used to confirm that the acidification, taking into account N and S, sit inside the Clo “envelope”
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Hi Dave,
Attached is the concept I've got for the changes to the Acid CLo (A-CLo) function tool. It was developed before the new upgraded changes for how APIS willlook like were finalised. I'm hoping that
the new APIS, based on mapping tool and site polygons, will be able to include the attached concepts or at least adapt them to the new APIS system.

Anyway, from p3 of the attached gives the instructions on how to use the calculator tool. In the first instance for screening (TLSE) it is the minimum A-CLo values that are used. If the PC is over
1% and the PEC is over 70% of the minCLmaxN then further [appropriate] assessment is required. The next step is to use the maximum A-CLo values to determine adverse effects.

The minimum A-CLo is based on the underlying bedrock and soil. It describes the natural buffering capability of the soils. If the PC, PEC are within the “envelope” of the minA-CLo then there is no
likely significant effect. If the PC, PEC are outside of this minA-CLo envelope then appropriate assessment is required. If the PC, PEC are within the maximum A-CLo envelope then the habitat is
not likely to suffer from acid impacts and the conclusion can be no adverse effect. If the PC, PEC are outside the maxA-CLo envelope then adverse effects are likely.

The above principle can be used for the majority of habitats. For bog habitats | will need to think more about it. Bogs tend to be acidic in nature and low in species diversity. | suspect their natural
buffering capacity is low but I don't know whether acid deposition is going to effect species diversity by much seeing as the species are adapted to the natural acidity and low nutrient levels. | wil
need to think about this and chat to our boggy habitat specialists before we can come to a strong position.  Perhaps best o consult me for boggy stuff.

Cheers,
Khalid

Khalid Aazem

Senior Officer / Uwch Swyddog
People & Places South West / Pobl a Lleoedd de Orliwein Cymru
Natural Resources Wales / Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru

Tel / Ffon: 03000 65 3337
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