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Document to Inform a Habitats Regulation Assessment: which includes a Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE) and Appropriate Assessment (AA) for a plan or project affecting a European Site

1. This document has been prepared by Car y Môr to provide information to the Crown Estates to assist in the production of a Habitats Regulation Assessment that is required under the Habitats Directive prior to permission being granted by a Competent Authority for a plan or project within an European Marine Site.

Article 6.3 of Council Directive 92/43/EEC (‘the Habitats Directive’) states:
“Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site but likely to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of the assessment of the implications for the site and subject to the provisions of paragraph 4, the competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or project only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned and, if appropriate, after having obtained the opinion of the general public.”

The summarised position from the Habitats Directive, the England and Wales transposing legislation (Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 SI 2017 No.1012), guidance published by the European Commission, and case law is that any consent, permission or other authorisation for fishing or aquaculture activity in, or affecting a European marine site must be assessed in order that its impact is considered upon the features for which the site has been designated taking account their conservation objectives. In doing so, account must be taken of any reduction or avoidance measures or other factors (introduced or present) that will mitigate or ameliorate any impacts of the proposal.
This document is to provide the information required for the competent authority to carry out a HRA








2. Project description  

	2.1 Type of activity proposed

	Using two existing disused pilot mussel sites in Ramsey Sound to carry out trials growing native seaweeds and native shellfish and monitor any effect on the habitat in order to clarify and streamline the licensing process and evaluate the best gear, species and techniques. Further any plastic waste found at any time at these sites will be collected, recorded and removed 

	2.2 Legislation under which the consent is sought
	N/A


	2.3 Site location
	Ramsey Sound, Pembrokeshire
Line 1: Porthlisky

Porthlisky - Northerly Buoy	  51.862967	-5.304505
Porthlisky - Southerly Buoy	  51.862125	-5.305099

Line 2: Carn ar Wig
Carn Ar wig - Northerly Buoy	51.868020 	-5.315540
Carn Ar Wig - Southerly Buoy	51.867196	-5.316035
 
These coordinates can be seen on the Admiralty chart 5620.8


	
	See map in Annex 1
	
Please see admiralty chart 5620.8

	2.4 Is the proposal directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site for nature conservation?
	No


	2.5 Site reference
	Two trial sites: Porthlisky and Carn ar Wig 

	2.6 Brief description of proposal

	 At each location our plan is to TRIAL and evaluate:
· If seaweed and various shellfish grow successfully 
· The most suitable gear 
· If the trial farms have any environmental impact – positive impact is envisaged.
 
Our planned method is to have a single line of up to 20 floats attached to the existing head line which is fixed at either end to the seabed using the existing anchors and ground chain. From the floats there will be suspended trial equipment for different shell fish. This will be ropes for mussels, lantern nets for Scallops, growing baskets for the native oysters and clams (see annex 2 for an example of the equipment). All equipment used will be standard shellfish farming gear used on exposed sites. Seaweed will be seeded onto sections of the headline between the buoys.
 
The gear will be positioned and maintained by Steve Rees and his father who are respected marine operators/fishermen/ boat builders having many years of experience of operating in Ramsey Sound. They also have had the experience of setting up these existing pilot mussel sites several years ago.
 
The sites will be continually remotely monitored and periodically inspected by divers and or boat to record and evaluate any environmental impact, the suitability of the gear and the health of the shellfish and seaweed.
 
We will carry out all the trials with Dr Nick Fleming and Dr Caroline Magill Chester  University and with the advice of Dr Phil Kerrison of SAMS in Oban. We also wish to work with the NRW to identify the best methodology for continual environmental assessment. (SAMS have carried out environment assessments for their two LARGE trial seaweed farms which found no impact - this was reported at the Welsh seaweed conference last February)
Please see the diagrams from the Greenwave.org site https://www.greenwave.org/ - they are the founders of this sort of farming - they report there are now several of these farms, with an area each of 100 metres squared, off the Maine , Californian and Alaskan coasts – all producing a positive impact on the marine environment, not to mention local jobs and local healthy food!
 
Their simplest diagram shows a single line of buoys – this is the plan for our simple TRIAL sites.

	2.7 Proposal start date
	1st August 2020

	2.8 Proposed duration
	5 years

	2.9 Application details
	The application is made by “For the Love of the Sea Limited” a Community Benefit Society registered on 1st August 2019 to improve the coastal environment and people’s wellbeing.
The trading name is Câr-Y-Môr.
Owen Haines, a founder member of this society is an experienced shellfish farmer with a BSc Hons in Fishery Science. He has been asked by Rhian Howells of Cooke and Arkwright, the Crown Agent, to be a guarantor. He has completed the required application.





3. Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE)

The first stage of an HRA is a Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE) which is a screening assessment of impacts, to determine if an appropriate assessment is required. 
Unless this screening assessment enables significant effects on any European site to be ruled out, the project will need to be subject to an appropriate assessment. 

The legislation requires consideration of plans and projects “either alone or in combination with other plans and projects”. The test of likely significant effect is initially carried out by considering the proposal on its own (i.e. rather than in-combination with other plans or projects). If it is decided that the proposal alone is likely to have a significant effect, it is subject to appropriate assessment alone. An assessment in combination with other plans projects is only required if the proposal would be insignificant on its own, but has effects which may be significant if combined with the effects of other plans/projects which are also insignificant on their own. This is dealt with further in section 5.

This screening assessment is based on the application as submitted.


	3.1 Which European sites might be affected by the proposal?

	Based on the information provided in the application the assessment is that the following European sites have features which could be affected by the project. 

· Pembrokeshire Marine / Sir Benfro Forol SAC (Natura 2000 site code UK0013116)
· West Wales Marine / Gorllewin Cymru Forol SAC (Natura 2000 site code UK0030397)


The likelihood of significant effect on the features for which the above sites are designated is considered further below. It is not considered necessary to address potential impacts of the proposal on any other European sites.
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	3.2. Screening assessment

The screening assessment indicates the possible pathways through which the proposal may impact upon the relevant European site features. Each designated feature (taken from the official Natural 2000 designation documents) is recorded in the left hand column below.

The assessment in the right hand column below is made in view of the conservation objectives for the European sites concerned, as set out in NRW’s extant advice under Regulation 37 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 in relation to the Pembrokeshire Marine SAC (NRW 2017) and West Wales Marine SAC (JNCC, 2019). 

Colour coding is used as follows:

	= There is no impact pathway from the proposal to the designated feature

	= There is an impact pathway in principle, but significant effects can be ruled out

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



As well as the above colour coding, the following numbers are used to describe the type of impact pathway considered to be present:

1 = Direct capture, damage or harm to a designated species feature.
2 = Damage to a designated habitat feature (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc).
3 = Damage to the habitat of designated species features (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc)
4 = Damage to a designated habitat feature via removal of, or other detrimental impact on, typical species.
5 = Removal of prey species of a designated species feature
6 = Damage to habitat of prey species.

Note that several impact pathways may be relevant to the same designated feature.

Conservation objectives are found in annex 1.


	European Marine Site and Conservation Features
	Assessment of likelihood of significant effect

	
	Relevant conservation objectives
*Insert relevant conservation objectives from NRW Reg 35 advice document
	Potential impact pathway
*For each row assign appropriate colour and number(s) (as above) and give short explanation as required

	Pembrokeshire Marine / Sir Benfro Forol SAC  

	Allis shad Alosa alosa
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the methods and equipment deployed will not capture, harm the species or its habitat.

	Twaite shad Alosa fallax
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the methods and equipment deployed will not capture, harm the species or its habitat.

	Sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the methods and equipment deployed will not capture, harm the species or its habitat.

	River lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis 
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the methods and equipment deployed will not capture, harm the species or its habitat.

	Otter Lutra lutra
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There is an impact pathway in principle, but significant effects can be ruled out due to the small scale and location of the activity

	Grey Seal Halichoerus grypus
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	1, 3, 6

	Shore dock Rumex rupestris 
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Estuaries
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Mudflats and sandflats not covered by sea water at low tide
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this species feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Coastal lagoons
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this habitat feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Large shallow inlets and bays
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	2, 4

	Reefs
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	2

	Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)
	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this habitat feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	Submerged or partially submerged sea-caves

	Structure and function
Range
Typical species
	There will be no interaction between the project and this habitat feature due to the disparity in the locations of the activity and the feature.

	West Wales Marine/ Gorllewin Cymru Forol SAC

	Harbour porpoise 
Phocoena phocoena
	Range
Populations
Typical species
	1, 3, 6




If ALL rows in the right hand column of the table above are blue or green, it can be concluded that the proposal is not likely to have a significant effect on any European site, and no further consideration under the Habitats Directive/Regulations is required in order to determine the application. Otherwise, an appropriate assessment is required.
*Brief explanation is given within green cells.

Four features have been identified as yellow (There is an impact pathway and significant effects cannot be ruled out), this proposal shall go forward to the AA stage.

4. Appropriate Assessment

The following table contains the appropriate assessment for the proposal. The two left hand columns list the designated features and the impact pathways identified from the TLSE where likely significant effects are anticipated or cannot be ruled out. Any features recorded in the TLSE as blue or green are not considered in the appropriate assessment.

Table 4.1 first considers the potential impact in the absence of any additional conditions or restrictions intended to mitigate adverse effects. Table 4.2 then considers additional conditions or restrictions to mitigate any adverse effects.



4.1 Assessment of proposal as submitted in application

	Feature (from Table 3.2)
	Impact pathway(s)
(from Table 3.2
	Description of impacts

	Assessment in view of conservation objectives
	Can adverse effect be ruled out (Y or N)

	Pembrokeshire Marine SAC

	Reefs
	2
	Damage to a designated habitat feature (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc).
	The ropes will be attached to existing anchors and ground chains which are in place from a former mussel rope growing trial. There are no replacement of the chains and anchors planned therefore there will be no damage to the reef feature through the installation of the anchors and chains. 
If any of the anchors or chains are needed to be replaced during the trial project, then they will be lowered to the seabed and although there may be an initial impact on the reef feature from the deployment of the anchor and/or chain this will be minimal have no adverse effect on the reef feature. 

During the operation phase of the trial there will be no contact onto the seabed or reef feature from ropes or the lantern nets. The oyster baskets will contact the seabed, but the area of impact will be small, just slightly greater than the actual size of the basket (1m x 0.5m). The baskets will be lowered gently to the seabed to avoid any damage to the baskets. 
The baskets will be similar in size and shape to lobster and crab pots and studies have shown that potting has no significant effect on reef features (Stephenson et al., 2017; Walmsley et al., 2015). The slow descent and the small area of possible impact will have no adverse effect on the reef feature for the European site. 

Studies have shown that dropper line diameter (Plew et al., 2005) and dropper line and larger-scale spacing (i.e., long-line and raft) as well as farm size and configuration may influence current velocities (Boyd & Heasman, 1998; Smith et al., 2006; Aure et al., 2007; Duarte et al., 2008; Stevens et al., 2008). Mussel farms can increase flow and retention of water in an embayment (Lo et al., 2008). Increased retention and flushing can modify deposition regimes within farms and influence seabed communities, this could include shell deposits below the ropes (de Jong, 1994; Lloyd, 2003). 

The scale of this pilot would have little or no impact on the seabed communities in the two areas within the SAC where the pilot is proposed. 

	
Y

	Grey Seal Halichoerus grypus











	1











	Direct capture, removal of prey species of a designated species feature









	Seals are known to get entangled in ropes in the marine environment. These are mainly where the rope becomes slack in the water column and could entangle the seal. There are a number of rope grown mussel farms in bays in Scotland where seals are known to feed and there have been no reports of any entangled in the ropes that hang from the rafts. An MSC assessment of the Shetland and Scottish Mainland rope grown fishery states that “since the entanglement of marine mammals in mussel ropes has never happened since rope culture started, it can be considered a highly unlikely event” (Cappell & Keus, 2017). Considering the scale of the farming in Scotland and the scale of this pilot it can be considered that the proposal will not have an adverse effect on the Grey seal population in the SAC.

Grey Seals are highly mobile species which are not bound by location and actively hunt for prey within the entire European Marine Site. The small scale of the activity will not have a significant effect on overall integrity of grey seal populations.  

	




	
	3
	Damage to the habitat of designated species features (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc)

	The main habitats of the Grey seals within the SAC are the intertidal areas used for hauling out, moulting and pupping. Grey seals also use sub-tidal and water column habitats for feeding. This proposal will not impact on any intertidal habitats and although there will be a small loss of subtidal habitat due to the baskets and anchors, the small scale and footprint of the activity will not adversely affect the habitat requirements of the Grey seal 
	Y

	
	6
	Damage to habitat of prey species.
	Grey seal diet varies by location and season; they largely consume demersal or benthic fish species (Hall, 2002; Prime & Hammond, 1990). Individual prey preferences also exist as well as temporal and geographical variations in diet and differences in prey between age groups (Prime & Hammond, 1990; Hauksson & Bogason, 1997; Beck et al., 2005; Tucker et al., 2007; Brasseur et al., 2010).

Trisopterus species (Bib, Norway Pout and Poor Cod), plaice and whiting appeared to be the main prey species of the Grey seal with an increase in flatfish showing in the eastern Irish Sea (Kiely et al. 2000). Information by the Sea Mammal Research Unit (SMRU) indicates that the diet of seals mainly consists of sandeel, cod, haddock, saithe, whiting, herring, garfish, sea scorpions and dragonets. Plaice and sole also formed part of their prey in the North Sea (SMRU).

The small scale and footprint of the proposed activity will not adversely affect the habitat of any of the prey species of the Grey seal.

	Y

	Large shallow inlets and bays










	2
	Damage to a designated habitat feature (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc).

	The physical extent of the Large shallow inlet and bay of the SAC will not be diminished by the small scale and footprint of the proposal. There may be a small loss of habitat due to the footprint of the baskets and anchors, but this would not be considered to have an adverse effect on the Large shallow inlet and bay feature
	Y



	
	4
	Damage to a designated habitat feature via removal of, or other detrimental impact on, typical species.

	The growing of mussels on ropes and other shellfish in baskets can have an impact on the seabed through deposition from the shellfish and shell deposits. The main concern with suspended culture is a predicted increase in sedimentation beneath the rafts and longlines, caused by reduced flow because of the suspension structure, and increased levels of faeces and pseudofaeces from the mussels and associated epibiota. Generally investigations into the effects of suspended culture on sedimentation rates have shown that the effect is minimal and that the risk of adverse effects is low (Grant et al., 1995; Jeffs et al., 1999; Crawford, 2001; Crawford et al., 2001; Crawford, 2003; Crawford et al., 2003; Danovaro et al., 2004) although there are examples of suspended mussel culture having adverse effects on the local ecosystem (Freire et al.,1990; Stenton-Dozey et al., 1999). Hartstein and Stevens (2005) showed that there was no significant difference in sedimentation rates between a farm and control sites in Marlborough Sound, New Zealand.  They did however; find a significant difference in the total organic matter (TOM) between farm sites and control sites in sheltered bays. Highlighting that local hydrodynamics are important in identifying impacts by rope grown shellfish farms. 

Studies have shown that dropper line diameter (Plew et al., 2005) and dropper line and larger-scale spacing (i.e., long-line and raft) as well as farm size and configuration may influence current velocities (Boyd & Heasman, 1998; Smith et al., 2006; Aure et al., 2007; Duarte et al., 2008; Stevens et al., 2008). Mussel farms can increase flow and retention of water in an embayment (Lo et al., 2008). Increased retention and flushing can modify deposition regimes within farms and influence seabed communities, this could include shell deposits below the ropes (de Jong, 1994; Lloyd, 2003). 

The scale of this pilot would have little or no impact on the seabed communities in the areas within the SAC where the pilot is proposed.
	Y

	West Wales Marine/ Gorllewin Cymru Forol SAC

	Harbour porpoise 
Phocoena phocoena
	1




	Direct capture, removal of prey species of a designated species feature

	Marine mammals are known to get entangled in ropes in the marine environment. These are mainly where the rope becomes slack in the water column and could entangle the mammal. There are a number of rope grown mussel farms in bays in Scotland where marine mammals are known to feed and there have been no reports of any entangled in the ropes that hang from the rafts. An MSC assessment of the Shetland and Scottish Mainland rope grown fishery states that “since the entanglement of marine mammals in mussel ropes has never happened since rope culture started, it can be considered a highly unlikely event” (Cappell & Keus, 2017). Considering the scale of the farming in Scotland and the scale of this pilot it can be considered that the proposal will not have an adverse effect on the Harbour porpoise population in the SAC.

	Y

	
	

3
	Damage to the habitat of designated species features (including through direct physical impact, pollution, changes in thermal regime, hydrodynamics, light etc)

	Adequately defining the potential habitats of cetaceans is problematic. This is due to their highly mobile nature and their distribution being driven mainly by the corresponding distribution and availability of their various prey species. In the absence of prey data, relationships between quantifiable habitat characteristics such as depth, water temperature, seabed sediment type etc. are often used as proxies of prey distribution (NRW and JNCC, 2015).

Different environmental variables were modelled against observed densities of Harbour porpoise within different Management Units (MUs) around Europe. In all MUs the coarseness of the seabed sediment was important, with porpoises showing a preference for coarser sediments (such as sand/gravel) rather than fine sediments (e.g. mud).

The water column is also considered to be an important if obvious habitat for Harbour porpoise with the site. 

Impacts to these potential habitats could be caused by disturbance to the seabed and water column by the proposal through loss of seabed habitat and disturbance during the lifting and relaying of the ropes and baskets. 

The small scale and location of the proposal within two small bays is not noted as an important area for Harbour porpoise and therefore due to the location and scale of the proposal it can be considered that there will be no adverse effect on the habitat of the Harbour porpoise within the SAC.

	Y

	
	6
	Damage to habitat of prey species.
	There are known to be a number of species eaten by Harbour porpoise within the SAC namely gobies, sandeel, whiting, herring and mackerel, and it can be supposed that they change their diet seasonally to target the prey availability. 

Other than the gobies and sandeels, the other species are pelagic. The typical benthic impacts of scallop dredging activity mean that pelagic habitats are unlikely to be affected. Gobies and sandeels are the species that could be impacted by any impact to the seabed habitat by scallop dredges. 

Aspects of the ecology of some of the prey species may assist in interpreting seasonal differences in diet (Santos, 1998). Sandeels spend most of the autumn and winter (September to March) buried in the sand, with the exception of the spawning period between December and January (Macer, 1966; Reay, 1970; Langham, 1971; Winslade, 1974; Wright, 1996). This is consistent with the higher prevalence of sandeels in spring and summer diets than in autumn and winter diets of Scottish Harbour porpoises (Santos 1998). Although, arguably, echolocating porpoises should be able to detect sandeels in the sand it is perhaps energetically costlier to catch them. The higher importance of whiting in the winter diet could relate to the lower availability of sandeels but is also consistent with trends in whiting abundance.

	Y




If all adverse effects can be ruled out (i.e. the right hand column is ‘Y’ for all features), no further consideration under the Habitats Directive/Regulations is required in order to determine the application. If adverse effect cannot be ruled out for specific features (i.e. any row in the right hand column is ‘N’) the assessment must go on to consider whether additional conditions or restrictions could enable adverse effects on the integrity of the European site(s) to be ruled out.

5.1 In-combination assessment
*The other plans or projects which should be considered for potential in-combination effects with the proposal under consideration are those that fall into ALL of the following 3 categories:

(1)  they have been subject to HRA and the HRA has either concluded no LSE or no adverse effect on site integrity, but residual effects remain

(2) their residual effects (net of any mitigation measures) could interact with the residual effects of the proposal under consideration, for example by magnifying the effects of the proposal, or making a habitat or species feature more sensitive to the effects of the proposal.

(3) they are one of the following:

· project started but not yet completed
· projects consented but not started
· ongoing projects subject to repeated authorisations (eg annual licences)
· applications lodged but not yet determined
· refusals subject to appeals procedures not yet determined
· projects not requiring consent, but which have been approved by the competent authority concerned 
· proposals in adopted plans
· proposals in draft plans published for consultation
· allocations or other forms of proposals in adopted development plans
· allocations or other forms of proposals in draft development plans published for consultation



	Nature of residual effect of the proposal 
	European site feature(s) subject to residual effect (from Table 3.2, 4.1 or 4.2)
	Other plans/projects* with effects that could render the residual effect of the proposal significant
	Nature of the in-combination effect
	
Can adverse effect be ruled out? (Y or N)

	
	 
	
	
	




6. Conclusion of Appropriate Assessment

Based upon the considerations presented in sections 4 and 5 above, we consider that beyond all reasonable scientific doubt, there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of any European Marine Site, either resulting from the predicted effects of the plan or project on its own or when those predicted effects are considered in combination with the effects resulting from other relevant plans or projects. 




Annex 1. Conservation objectives

	Site Name
	Features and Condition (year of last assessment)
	Sub features
	Conservation Objective
	Quantifiable aspects

	Pembrokeshire Marine / Sir Benfro Forol SAC  
	Habitats:

· Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 
· Estuaries 
· Mudflats and sandflats not covered by sea water at low tide 
· Coastal lagoons 
· Large shallow inlets and bays 
· Reefs 
· Atlantic salt meadows Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae  
· Submerged or partially submerged sea-caves 

Species:

· Allis shad Alosa alosa Twaite shad Alosa fallax 
· Sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus 
· River lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis Otter Lutra lutra 
· Grey Seal Halichoerus grypus
· Shore dock Rumex rupestris 
	For the inlets and bays feature these include:
 • The embayment of St. Brides Bay 
• The ria of Milford Haven
• Peripheral embayment’s and inlets


	STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION:
The physical biological and chemical structure and functions necessary for the long-term maintenance and quality of the habitat are not degraded. Important elements include;
- geology,
- sedimentology,
- geomorphology,
- hydrography and meteorology,
- water and sediment chemistry,
- biological interactions.

RANGE: The overall distribution and extent of the habitat features within the site, and each of their main component parts is stable or increasing.

TYPICAL SPECIES
The presence, abundance, condition and diversity of typical species is such that habitat quality is not degraded. Important elements include:
- species richness:
- population structure and dynamics,
- physiological heath,
- reproductive capacity
- recruitment,
- mobility
- range
	STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION: This includes a need for nutrient levels in the water column and sediments to be:
• at or below existing statutory guideline concentrations
• within ranges that are not potentially detrimental to the long-term maintenance of the features species populations, their abundance and range.

Contaminant levels in the water column and sediments derived from human activity to be:
• at or below existing statutory guideline concentrations
• below levels that would potentially result in increase in contaminant concentrations within sediments or biota
• below levels potentially detrimental to the long-term maintenance of the features species populations, their abundance or range.

Restoration and recovery:
As part of this objective it should be noted that; the Milford Haven waterway complex would benefit from restorative action, for example through the removal of non-natural beach material, and the removal, replacement or improved maintenance of rock filled gabions. There is also need for some restoration of the populations of several typical species of the Milford Haven waterway complex that are severely depleted with respect to historical levels as a consequence primarily of human exploitation. In the Milford Haven waterways complex inputs of nutrients and contaminants to the water column and sediments derived from human activity must remain at or below levels at the time the site became a candidate SAC. For the lagoons feature this is subject to the requirements for maintenance of the artificial impoundment structures of coastal lagoons and maintenance of the lagoons for their original purpose or subsequent purpose that pre-dates classification of the site. 

TYPICAL SPECIES

As part of this objective it should be noted that:
• populations of typical species subject to existing commercial fisheries need to be at an abundance equal to or greater than that required to achieve maximum sustainable yield and secure in the long term
• the management and control of activities or operations likely to adversely affect the habitat feature, is appropriate for maintaining it in favourable condition and is secure in the long term.

Restoration and recovery:
For the inlets and bays features this includes the need for some restoration of the populations of several typical species which are severely depleted with respect to historical levels as a consequence, primarily of human exploitation. In the Milford Haven waterways complex inputs of nutrients and contaminants to the water column and sediments derived from human activity must remain at or below levels at the time the site became a candidate SAC.






NRW Site Officer –James.Moon@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
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Annex 1 – Map of proposed sites
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Annex 2 – example of Restorative Ocean farming
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