[image: ]Decision Document
LPD1- landspreading of waste

Please note – this document is to assist in making a decision
and may not necessarily cover all information required
See TGN8.01 for all required information

	Details

	Deployment Reference Number:
	PAN-017507

	Permit Reference Number:
	[bookmark: _Hlk101970559]EPR- KP3594VE

	Permit Holder:
	[bookmark: _Hlk101970588]Trade Effluent Services

	Site Address:
	[bookmark: _Hlk104973215][bookmark: _Hlk101970601]Dyke Farm,
Padeswood Lane,
Mold,
CH7 4HZ

	Grid Reference:
	Farm location: 01244550205

Fields:
1        SJ 28205 61804   
2        SJ 28327 61770
3        SJ 28463 61732
4        SJ 28565 61716 Field removed
5        SJ 28297 61542
6        SJ 28324 61464
7        SJ 28401 61451
8        SJ 28456 61560
9        SJ 28501 61446
10       SJ 28628 61507
11       SJ 28192 61908
12       SJ 28195 62021
13       SJ 28368 61931
14       SJ 28860 61803
15       SJ 29061 61709
16       SJ 29171 61540
17       SJ 29285 61486
18       SJ 29404 61489
19       SJ 29320 61148
20       SJ 29211 61321
21       SJ 28993 61538
22       SJ 28803 61693 
23       SJ 29465 61234
24       SJ 29437 61070
Field A  SJ 28088 61807
Field B  SJ 28119 61733
Field 25 Penyfford   SJ 31291 60262

Storage: 
SJ 28562 61795
SJ 28213 61763
SJ 31114 60264



	Administrative Checks- by permit support officer

	
	Comments

	Consultation
	Waste reg team: WasteReg.NE@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
Environment team: WrexhamFlintshireEnvironmentTeam@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
NLO: Amy.Henderson@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk

	Date due:
	08/04/2022

	Are fields on Anglesey? If yes, then send application.
	No: N/A

	Permit compliance rating and multiplier
	Rating C- 110%




	Administrative Checks- by determining permitting officer

	Item
	Action completed, or document provided? (Yes, No or n/a)
	Comments

	Is the base permit still live? 
Has there been any variations we need to be aware of?
	Y 
	Welsh-DMS


	Correct application form
	Y 
	

	Correct fee
	Y 
	See permit compliance multiplier above and Charging Scheme page 52

	Fee on MyNRW
	Y 
	Amount: £877.80
Date cleared on MyNRW:28/03/22
Transaction number:2099330

	Location map
	Y 
	

	Benefit statement
	Y 
	

	Waste Analysis
	Y  
	

	Soil Analysis
	Y  
	

	EIA Agri Regulations evidence 
	Y  
	

	Site Specific Risk Assessment 
	n/a
	High risk location only



	Application Form
Word versions of online forms - NRW View (sharepoint.com)
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Has there been any pre-application discussions?
	Y 
	

	Has the permit number been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the permit holder name been provided?
	Y 
	

	What permit is being deployed under?
	SR2010 No4
	

	Has contact information been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the technically competent manager details been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the nominated competent person details been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the address and grid reference of the main farm address been given?
	Y  
	

	Does the farm address match the grid reference?
	Y 
	

	What type of land do they want to treat?
	Agricultural land
	

	If it is agricultural land; has the holding number been given?

	N 
	[bookmark: _Hlk103166511]Applicant has not provided a complete CPH number. 

Information from our GIS system give the field ownership and CPH number of the fields as-

Fields -1-24 and A & B is 56/262/0007- owned by Martin Hughes

Field 25- 56/219/0059 and is not owned by the person the applicant provided- Owned by R Jones and Sons.

Resolved 01/06/22

	Has all of parcels of land table been completed?
	Y 
	

	Is the total area of land to be treated less than 50 ha, or 100 hectares for a single continuously managed area of land?
	Y 
	Adding the parcels of land together is 51.8 ha applicant has declared 48.1 ha 
Resolved 31/05/22

	Is the land to be treated within a 10 miles radius of the main address?
	Y 
	

	Is this deployment one of a batch (multiple deployments) for the same area of land?
	N
	

	Is the permit holder the owner or occupier of the land you want to spread on/treat?
	N
	

	Have details of the landowner or occupier been provided?


	N
	One owner has been provided but the owner of field 25 is missing. 
Name and address provided 31/05 by phone number missing
Resolved 06/06/22

	Has consent been given to carry out the activity?
	Y
	Field 25 has a different landowner
As above 
Resolved 06/06/22

	Has all of the previous land treatment table been completed?
	Y 
	PAN-013348- expired 31/03/22

	Which risk band does the activity fall within?
	Medium (1)
	

	Is the risk banding correct?
	Y 
	

	If Medium risk (2) of High risk deployment has a SSRA been provided?
	n/a
	

	What type of risk assessment has been submitted?
	benefit statement
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk102719231][bookmark: _Hlk102719154]Does the land onto which the specified waste is to be spread as part of this deployment fall within scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Agriculture) (Wales) Regulations 2017 as semi-natural (habitat)?
	N
	

	If yes has the screening opinion provided by Welsh Government been provided?
	N
	

	If no have details of the assessment evidence to support this conclusion been provided?
	N
	No evidence has been provided showing the fields. My map assessment shows fields appear to established agriculture. RFI 
Stated previous use under deployments, and that images has been attached by these were missing

Provided 06/06/22 but not all fields included

Resolved 06/06/22

	Has all of the waste types table been completed?
	Y 
	

	Are the wastes listed in the deployment specifically listed in the permit? 
	Y 
	D.wise waste stream description in LPD1 and Agben does not match the lab test description provided in the amended lab tests. RFI’d 
Waste code removed- Resolved 31/05/22

	Can you verify the waste producer (source of waste) is correct in terms of production, coding and description?

	Y 
	DMS and google

	Has all of waste storage table been completed?
	Y 
	

	Is the storage given no more than 1250 tonnes shall be non-stackable waste, and no more than 3000 tonnes of all other wastes? 
	Y 
	

	Has checklist been completed?
	Y
	

	Has confidentially been claimed?
	N
	

	Has national security been claimed?
	N
	

	If signing on behalf of a relevant person, has written confirmation from a relevant person been given?

	Y
	

	Has the operator confirmed they will comply with the conditions of the rule set?

	Y
	

	Has a relevant person or approved person signed the declaration?
	Y
	



	Location 
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Has determining officer completed MyMap screening report?
	Y
	

	Do the grid references match the site plan?
	Y
	

	If there is storage; do the grid references match the site plan?
	Y
	

	If land was previously deployed on, and waste is stored in temporary field heaps; are the storage locations in the same or different locations?
	n/a
	

	The map must include the following details in relation to both storage and spreading 
(TGN 8.01, box 3.1)

	surface water courses 
(permit condition: no storage or spreading within 10 meters) 
(buffer zones needed)

	Y 
	Correctly buffered

	groundwater source protection zones 
(permit condition: no storage or spreading in SPZ1)
(high risk deployment if in SPZ2) 
	n/a
	

	any well, spring (or issue) or borehole used for the supply of water for human consumption including from a private water supply or supplies.
(permit condition: no storage or spreading within 50 meters) 

	N/a
	

	location of all storage sites for the waste to be spread 
	Y 
	

	any spring (or issue), well or borehole not used to supply water for domestic or food production purposes within 50m 
(shown on map)

	Y 
	Correctly buffered

	any spring (or issue), well or borehole used to supply water for domestic or food production purposes within 250m 
(shown on map)

	Y 
	Correctly buffered

	any European designated sites- Natura 2000 (SPA, pSPA, SAC or cSAC) or Ramsar- or SSSI within 500m
(shown on map)
	n/a
	

	location of any public rights of way
(shown on map)

	Y 
	

	any buildings or houses within 250m
(shown on map)
	Y 
	

	the location of any other designated environmentally sensitive sites within 500m. Including but not limited to:
· Protected Species 
· Protected Habitats
· Scheduled Ancient Monument
· Local Nature Reserve
· National Nature Reserve
· Ancient Woodlands
· Local Wildlife Sites (SINC)
· National Park
· Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ)
· Groundwater Safeguard Zone
· Hedges
· Ditches
	Y 
	3 scheduled ancient monuments- Wats dyke, NW of Clawdd offa, NE Hen Dy Farm 

5 areas of ancient woodland

6 SINCs black brook plantation, Pades Wood Pool, Pades Wood march, Coed bryn llyns and marsh, Bistre Wood, Hats heath. 

12 areas of habitat or species  

	What is the slope of the fields?


	0-7 degrees (transparent)- fields # 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,
14,15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, 23, 24, Field A, field B, 
25   

7 -12 degrees (yellow)- fields #Portions of fields 22, 21, 19, 20, 2, 12, 13, 5, 8.
 
12 degrees plus (red)- fields # field 4, portions of field 12, 13, 5, 8, 11, 22 and 21

PAN-017507 Slope Map 1

PAN-017507 Slope Map 2  

Full assessment in map assessment notes- requested areas of fields removed in RFI. 
Resolved 31/05/22



	Waste Analysis
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Is the waste analysis report less than 12 months old at time of application?
	Y 
	

	Does the analysis include the following?

	· pH
	Y 
	

	· Nitrogen (N)
	Y 
	

	· Phosphorus (P)
	Y 
	

	· Potassium (K) 
	Y 
	

	· % dry matter
	Y 
	

	Does the analysis include the following? 
If it is a required parameter for the waste (see section below) and has not been tested for; has adequate justification been provided?

	· Zinc 
	Y 
	

	· Copper 
	Y 
	

	· Nickel 
	Y 
	

	· Lead 
	Y 
	

	· Cadmium 
	Y 
	

	· Mercury 
	Y 
	

	· Magnesium 
	Y 
	

	· Sodium   
	Y 
	

	· Sulphur 
	Y 
	

	Check Appendix A of TGN 8.01 for the wastes types applied for. 

	· Are there any special testing requirements?
	Y 
	Conductivity, FOGs, pH, Liming

	· If yes; have they been tested for?
	Y 
	

	If spreading waste soil, has the analysis been carried out at an MCERTS Lab?
	n/a
	

	If the spreading is in a groundwater safeguard zone (permit condition 2.1.8); are any wastes “high readily available nitrogen wastes”? i.e. organic wastes in which more than 30% of the total nitrogen content is available to the crop at the time of spreading.
	n/a
	

	· If yes, have they stated condition 2.1.8 of the permit will be complied with?
	n/a
	



	Soil Analysis
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Is the soil analysis report less than 4 years old at time of application?
	Y 
	

	Does the analysis include the following?

	· pH
	Y 
	

	· Potassium (K)
	Y 
	

	· Phosphorus (P)
	Y 
	

	· Magnesium (Mg) 
	Y 
	

	If the waste analysis shows high PTE’s; have these been tested for in the soil?
	n/a
	

	Have the soil indices for P, K and Mg on each field been given?
	Y
	

	Does analysis show that the soils are deficient in the nutrients or properties required by the proposed cropping? 
	Y
	



	Benefit Statement
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Does the writer of the benefit statement have appropriate technical expertise? (TGN 8.01 6.1)
	Y
	

	Does the activity meet the definition of recovery?  (TGN 8.01 6.2)

	· Is there a clear benefit from the activity? 
	Y 
	

	· Is the material suitable for its intended use? 
	Y 
	

	· Is the minimum amount of waste being used to achieve the intended benefit? 
	Y 
	

	· Is the waste being used as a substitute for a non-waste material? 
	Y 
	

	· Will the proposal be completed to an appropriate standard? 
NOTE: For this activity, the standard is the deployment application that has been assessed and approved. Any deviation from this which has not been agreed is likely to be viewed as disposal.
	Y
	

	Benefit should be assessed against the following criteria. If the chosen benefit, has information been given on? (TGN 8.01 6.3)

	· Plant nutrient requirements
	Y 
	

	· Timing of application
	Y 
	

	· Amount of waste to be applied and application rate
	Y 
	

	· Soil chemical properties (e.g. liming and pH) 
	Y 
	D.wise- see notes and Nutrient calculator for liming assessment
Waste code removed- Resolved 31/05/22

	· Soil physical properties (e.g. organic matter and soil structure)
	Y
	

	· Soil water content 
	n/a
	

	· Levelling the land
	n/a
	

	If an operator wants to apply more nutrients than is recommended in RB209 have they? (TGN 8.01 6.3)

	· Justified the nutrient level with appropriate technical expertise
	Y
	

	· Included the nutrient level in their environmental risk assessment
	Y
	

	· Stated the source of information that they used to set the nutrient level.
	Y
	

	Have any potential negative impacts of the activity been addressed? 
(TGN 8.01 6.5)
	Y 
	

	Is the application rate appropriate (i.e. not be applied in excess of crop or soil need as this may not meet the principles of waste recovery) in terms of? (TGN 8.01 6.7)

	· Waste type
	Y
	

	· Waste analysis
	Y
	

	· Crop nutrient requirements
	Y
	

	If multiple wastes are being mixed: (TGN 8.01 6.8)

	· Does each waste confer benefit in its own right?
	Y 
	

	· Is it only for operational purposes?
	Y 
	

	· Have individual application rates for each waste been given?
	Y 
	

	· If mixing ratios have not been given, is there a statement saying that the highest limiting parameter will be used as the maximum application rate allowed to be spread, i.e. the waste will be spread at the lowest application rate.
	n/a
	

	Application of waste (TGN 8.01 6.10)

	· Is method of application appropriate for the waste type and cropping?
	Y
	

	· Is the timing of application appropriate? 
	Y
	

	· Have they stated when the waste will be spread?
	Y
	

	· Have they stated how often the waste will be spread?
	Y
	

	Have the total nutrients supplied by the waste been given? 
	Y
	

	Does the total nutrients supplied match NRW calculations?
	Y
	

	Has total nutrients supplied been given in oxide format?
	Y
	

	Has the SNS for each field been provided? Or enough information provided to calculate the SNS?
	Y
	

	If the operator has stated (or intelligence from local teams have told us) that other sources of nutrients have been applied in the last 12 months; have they stated:

	· What material was spread?
	N
	Subject to RFI 
Resolved 31/05/22

	· How much material was spread?
	Y
	

	· At what application rate material was spread?
	Y
	

	· The nutrients supplied by the material?
	Y
	



	Site specific risk assessment (TGN 8.01 2.2)
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	If the deployment is in a high-risk location as per LPD1 has a site-specific risk assessment been submitted?
	n/a
	

	If there are other designated environmentally sensitive sites within 500 meters has a site-specific risk assessment been submitted?
	n/a
	

	Does the site-specific risk assessment identify all potential?
	
	

	· Sources of pollution or hazards. Potential hazards include but are not limited to dust, odours, run-off, leachate etc.
	n/a
	

	· Pathways
	n/a
	

	· Receptors that can be affected by that source of pollution. Receptors include but are not limited to environmentally sensitive sites, watercourse, local residents, public rights of way, housing, schools, workplaces and recreational facilities etc.
	n/a
	

	· Measures that will minimise or mitigate the impact will be put in place
	n/a
	



	Appendix 4 assessment
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Is the site within 500 meters of a SSSI? 
· If yes, the complete an Appendix 4 CroW assessment.
	N
	

	Has a likely significant effect been identified?
· If yes, consult with the relevant NRM team.
· If no, save the Appendix 4 to the DMS as information only
	n/a
	



	Habitat Regulation Assessment
	Comments

	Is the site within 500 meters of a Natura 2000 (SPA, pSPA, SAC or cSAC) or a Ramsar site?
	N






	Comments

	Consultation responses: 
United utilities have delivered biosolids to spread on the fields A, B, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 that have also been applied to the land in this application. 
Also requested a wider buffer zone for field 5 due to proximity of a water course and the risk of waste spreading there.
Both actions have been added to the RFI. 

	MyMap and location assessment: 

Mymap assessment 1

Mymap assessment 2  

Slope Assessment: 
[bookmark: _Hlk103759708]Field 4 is mainly sloping at above 12 degrees. The field slopes towards a land drain and watercourse. The submitted and amended agricultural benefit statements only mention steepness, gradient and slope where address waste storage, stating tanks will not be stored adjacent to water courses or at the top of steep embankments. The applicant has stated that they will adhere to permit conditions and CoGAP, however, CoGAP guidance recognises a steep slope as anything above 7 degrees, and the applicant is intending to spread on areas with slopes exceeding this value. TGN EPR 8.01 “How to Comply with your Landspreading Permit” state that applicants should not apply on steep slopes where run-off is a high risk. The risk of this field is that there is a high potential for there to be run-off due to the liquid nature of the waste along with the pitch of the slope, waste is being spread via sub soil injection. There are also sensitive receptors- SINC- black brook plantation and a water course- which could be impacted by runoff via a water course and land drain which could lead to wider pollution from waste runoff.      

[bookmark: _Hlk103697093]Portions of fields 2, 12, 13, 5, 8, 20, 19, 21 and 22 are showing on MyMap as being at a steepness of between 7-12 degrees. Each of these fields are attached to or are part of a slope that reaches a steepness of 12 degrees and above. As stated above, CoGAP recognises a steep slope as anything above seven degrees. These areas require removal from the spread zone, due to the slopes terminating into several sensitive receptors including SINC(s) and water courses (in this case a river holding protected species) giving a clear pathway for run-off with potential to cause environmental pollution.   

Portions of field 12, 13, 5, 8, 11, 22, and 21 have areas of slope at a steepness at or above 12 degrees. CoGAP recognises a steep slope as anything above seven degrees. These areas require removal out of the application as the slopes terminate in several sensitive receptors including SINC(s) and water courses (in this case a river holding protected species) giving a clear pathway for run-off with potential to cause environmental pollution. 

Field 5 is adjacent to the River Alyn. Due to the steepness of the slope edging the north and centre of this field (above 12 degrees of steepness) there is a clear impact pathway to the River Alyn which is a sensitive receptor. The removal of slopes above 7 degrees of steepness in this field would help mitigate the risk of runoff into this water body, which is an area of protected species habitat.

Fields 25,1,3,6,7,9,10,11,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24, A, B are less than 7 degrees of slope and are safe to be spread under this assessment.

Slope assessment after RFI response of 31/05/22:
Slope of the land: Areas of yellow (7-12 degrees) and red (12+ degrees) in most fields 
Soil type: Medium/Clay
Wastes types applied (solid, liquid, sludge etc.): Sludge (all wastes)
Cropping type: 1-5 and 14-22 and A/B grass, 6-13 and 23-24 and 25 arable
Method of application: subsoil injection via deep-leg injector.
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: waste will be spread in appropriate weather conditions
Other risk factors not mentioned above:
Other information considered in the assessment: spread in line with COGAP and along contour lines, land will be cultivated within 24 hours of spreading (arable fields)
Run off risk is determined as low given the above information.

	Protection of habitats and ecosystems
Fields are of appear to be of established agricultural use on GIS however applicant provided no field walk data or other evidence in initial application. Requested evidence or justification about why it hasn’t been provided.  


	Agricultural benefit calculations:

My calculations closely match those of the applicant, some round errors are the only discrepancies.  

Several of the fields are at or above target indices (3) however spreading additions are compliant with guidance and RB209. 

Increase in P and K Beechdean waste streams are providing an increase to fields 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23 and 24. Secanim provides an increase in P and K for fields 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20. These fields are below target for phosphate and potash and the increases are compliant in line with RB209. All other waste streams provide an increase in phosphate for fields 14,15,16,17,18,19 and 20 again these increases are acceptable in line with phosphate addition guidance in RB209. No further action is required.

High RAN assessment- Penderyn waste stream is a high RAN waste this has been acknowledged in the application as has field 25 being in an NVZ, applicant has outlined they will follow NVZ guidelines and have buffered out water courses and other sensitive receptors which should prevent nitrogen pollution, spreading method, deep leg injection, should help to mitigate nitrogen issues. No further action is required.

[bookmark: _Hlk103761125]Liming assessment- D.wise is providing an application of 12.24 kg/ha to14.96 kg/ha of liming to the fields. The amount of liming being delivered by this is an over application of liming. Majority of fields are at or below target pH for the crops being grown. Fields 1, 2, 14, 17, 25 are above target pH. If pH’s become too high soil nutrients become inaccessible to crops. See RFI for request to reduce application rate.    

Low pH of wastes Beechdean (3.76 pH), Kelloggs (3.94 pH) and Rowan (4.17 pH). Fields are all above 5.2 and should not be negatively affected by the spreading of the low pH wastes, following our pH guidance. Applicant has also confirmed that fields will be limed to help offset the effects of acidic waste. No further action is required.
  

	Request for information: 

RFI sent 18/05/22:
1. Bio-solids have either been spread or have been applied to be spread. I have informed the applicant and asked them to check with the landowner.
2. CPH number provided by applicant is incorrect for all fields.
3. Land ownership of field 25 is different to the ownership stated in application. 
4. Waste Stream- D Wise description doesn’t match waste analysis 
5. Waste Codes- description of Penderyn waste stream does not match the assigned waste code.
6. Previous Waste spreading information 
7. EIA evidence and information is missing
8. Land sloping issues field 4
9. Land sloping issues fields 2, 12, 13, 5, 8, 20, 19, 21, 22
10. Land sloping issues fields 12, 13, 5, 8, 11, 22, and 21
11. Total field size and spread area. 
12. Timing of application. 
13. Liming issues with D.wise. 

Response received 31/05/22:
1. Have stated they will not spread waste from this deployment on the fields in question until March 2023 i.e. 12 months after the spreading of the biosolids
Also stated Ag Ben statement has been updated but it hasn’t
2. Not yet provided
3. Not yet provided
4. D. wise waste stream removed from application 
5. Penderyn description amended
6. Waste specific information provided 
7. Confirmed land has been under deployments for several years. States satellite images have been attached, but these have not been provided.
8. Field 4 removed 
9. Based on the information provided and re-assessment of the field slopes, spreading can be allowed on the yellow areas. Need to get applicant to ensure this information is included in any subsequent applications.
10. Based on the information provided and re-assessment of the field slopes, spreading can be allowed on the red areas. Need to get applicant to ensure this information is included in any subsequent applications.
11. Have stated that “As field 4 has been removed we measure the boundary sizes of the fields to be 50.” Need to confirm with applicant that the hectarage given should be for the areas they intend to spread on, not the total size of the fields. Area given in Table 1 of the ABS is 49.4
12. Amended time of spreading- Need to justify Feb spreading. This info has not been updated in the ABS
13. removed D wise waste stream

Response received 01/06/22:
2. stated that field 25 has no CPH number as field is not used for agriculture. This differs from the info on MyMap, but is accepted
3. Landowner/occupier given for field 25 but address only- no phone number has been provided.

2nd RFI- queries points 1, 3, 7 and 12 asked. Reminders for subsequent applications given for points 9, 10 and 11

2nd RFI response received 06/06/22
1. biosolids info added to Ag Ben statement
3. phone number provided
[bookmark: _Hlk105418833][bookmark: _Hlk105418827][bookmark: _Hlk105418853]7. Satellite images (google map screenshot) provided for all fields except Field 25 Penyfford and the north eastern end of field 12- 3rd RFI to be sent
12. Information provided.

3rd RFI response received 06/06/22 with the additional Satellite images

	Other information to note: 

Applicant submitted a new set of waste analyse and ag ben on 29/04/22 

Fields have been applied to be spread and have possibly been spread already with biosolids form united utilities.

As of 09/05/22 confirmation has been given that United utilities delivered the biosolids in April and intend to spread on the majority of fields in this deployment. (Fields A, B, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24)




	Decision

	Can the deployment application be approved?
	Yes

	Issue date
	07/06/22

	Effective date
	07/06/22

	Permitting Officer
Date
	Louise Bailey 
07/06/22

	Team leader or Transfer of Powers (ToP) approval
Date 
	Kate Thomas
07/06/22



	Time recording

	Admin/consultations
	60

	Determination
	980+250

	Sign off
	10

	Issuing
	10

	Total
	1310
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