[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-018100

	Permit Reference Number:
	EPR-GP3792SK

	Permit Holder:
	ByProduct Recovery Ltd.

	Site Address:
	Blaenycoed Farm, Ysbyty Ifan, Betwsycoed, LL24 0NY

	Grid Reference:
	Farm location: SH 81623 45994

Fields:
1 SH 82096 46327
2 SH 81870 46143
3 SH 82069 46550
4 SH 81853 46334
5 SH 81392 45886
6 SH 81467 46000
7 SH 81123 45900
8 SH 80865 45607
12 SH 80688 45483
20 SH 82392 46972
21 SH 82484 46849
22 SH 82659 47067

Storage:
1 SH 81649 46016
2 SH 82016 46659
3 SH 81916 46235



	Administrative Checks- by permit support officer

	
	Comments

	Consultation
	Waste reg team: 
IndustryRegulation&Waste.NW@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
Environment team: 
ConwyEnvironmentTeam@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
NLO: 
Ewan.Marshall-Harries@environment-agency.gov.uk

	Date due:
	08/06/2022

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

	Permit compliance rating and multiplier
	Rating B- 100%



	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 
	English- NLO 

	Correct application form
	Y 
	

	Correct fee
	Y 

	See permit compliance multiplier above and Charging Scheme page 52

	Fee on MyNRW
	Y 
	Amount: £1018
Date cleared on MyNRW: 01/04/22
Transaction number: 2099604

	Location map
	Y 
	

	Benefit statement
	Y 
	

	Waste Analysis
	Y  
	

	Soil Analysis
	Y  
	

	EIA Agri Regulations evidence 
	Y  
	

	Site Specific Risk Assessment 
	Y 
	High risk location only



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

	1. About the Permit

	Has there been any pre-application discussions?
	N
	

	Has the permit number been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the permit holder name been provided?

	Y 
	

	What permit is being deployed under?
	SR2010 No4
	

	2. Contact details

	Has contact information been provided?
	Y
	

	Has the technically competent manager details been provided?
	Y 
	

	Has the nominated competent person details been provided?
	Y 
	

	3. About the land you want to treat

	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?

	Y
	Applicant provided 
CPH-53/046/0016
this number is attached to fields 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12.

Also provided on an additional document
CPH number 53/046/0015 attached to field 20, 21, 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  
	34.9

	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 land owner or occupier been provided?


	Y
	2 Landowners have signed additional checklists attached to the app. 
Mr I Ritchie and Mr S Robert. 

	Has written consent of all owners(s) or occupiers(s) been given?


	Y 
	

	4. Previous land treatment

	Has all of the previous land treatment table been completed?
	Y 
	PAN-014501

	5. Which risk band does the activity fall within?
6. SR2010No4 List A wastes (Lower risk)
7. Location risk
8. Low risk deployment
9. Medium risk (1) deployment
10. Medium risk (2) deployment
11. High risk deployment

	Which risk band does the activity fall within?
	High
	

	Is the risk banding correct?
	Y 
	Activity is adjacent to SSSI/SAC/SPA

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

	12. Additional information on sensitive receptors

	What type of risk assessment has been submitted?
	site‐specific risk assessment

benefit statement
	

	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?
	Y
	EIA evidence submitted by applicant shows fields of grass bordered by hedgerows with sheep grazing.  

	13. About the waste 

	Has all parts of the waste types table been completed?
· List of waste code (6 digit)
· Description of waste (this must be an accurate description specific to this waste that refers to the List of Waste written description)
· Physical form of waste/Is it stackable or non-stackable
· [bookmark: _Hlk106710186]Is the waste high in readily available nitrogen?
· Producer of waste & permit number (if applicable)
· Total amount being spread/used (tonnes)
	Y
	Doesn’t provide whether the waste is stackable/non-stackable on document 1.3, nor if the waste is high RAN or not.

Table 2 of the ABS states all waste are non-stackable, but high RAN waste is not included. 

All these issues were removed following an RFI

	Are the wastes listed in the deployment specifically listed in the permit? 
	Y 
	

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

	Y 
	Google and DMS of previous deployment

	14. About the storage 

	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 
	

	      18. Supporting documents

	Has checklist been completed?
	Y 
	

	      20. Confidentiality and national security

	Has confidentially been claimed?
	N
	

	Has national security been claimed?
	N
	

	      21. Declaration

	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 the operator confirmed they will comply with the NRW pre-notification requirements.

	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?
	Different

	

	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
	Majority of fields are bordered by water courses and drains. There are buffers around all fields in line with CoGAP and Permit conditions, a 10 meter buffer zone is in place around all water courses aside from those that drain into the SSSI/SAC/SPA, (See below).

 Many of the fields contain slopes that terminate in these water courses RFI, 

A 20m buffer zone is in place around water courses that drain into SSSI/SAC/SPA 

	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 
	A borehole used to generate electricity is around 200m from spread area no issue. 

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

	n/a
	

	any European designated sites- Natura 2000 (SPA, pSPA, SAC or cSAC) or Ramsar- or SSSI within 500m
(shown on map)
	Y 
	SSSI/SAC/SPA-
Migneint-Arenig-Dduallt borders field 12, 8 and 7 a 20m buffer zone is in place where fields are adjacent 

	location of any public rights of way
(shown on map)
	Y 
	No issue 

	any buildings or houses within 250m
(shown on map)
	Y 
	No issue

	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 
	8 areas of ancient woodland, no issue. 

25 areas of protected habitat. Some of these border fields, buffer zones in place should prevent issues.

7 protected species 2 areas partially cover some fields, however field walk info indicates these are not present in the fields. 

Whole area is in the Snowdonia national park  

	What is the slope of the fields?


	0-7 degrees (transparent)- fields # fields 20, 21, 22 portions of fields 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12

7 -12 degrees (yellow)- fields #Majority of fields 5 and 6, portions of fields 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12, 20

12 degrees plus (red)- fields # portions of 5, 6, 4, 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 12

Full assessment at the conclusion section of application. 



	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   
	n/a
	Not required in waste analysis. 

	· Sulphur 
	Y 
	

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

	· Are there any special testing requirements?
	Y
	Iron and aluminium 

	· 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
	2 fields (1 & 2) not suitable for alum 19 09 02 due to lower pH

	· 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 
	Majority of fields are at or above target however additions are in line with RB209. 



	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 
	Alum 19 09 02 is excluded from fields 1 and 2 due to pH

	· 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 
	

	· 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
	n/a
	

	· Included the nutrient level in their environmental risk assessment
	n/a
	

	· Stated the source of information that they used to set the nutrient level.
	n/a
	

	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.
	Y
	

	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?
	Y 
	PAN-014501 all info on DMS

	· 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?
	Y 
	

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

	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.
	Y 
	

	· Pathways
	Y 
	

	· 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.
	Y 
	

	· Measures that will minimise or mitigate the impact will be put in place
	Y 
	



	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.
	Y 
	

	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
	Y 
	



	Habitat Regulation Assessment
	Comments

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

	Appropriate assessment:
Approval for the project cannot be given unless either: 
a) the project specification, and/or the terms under which it might be approved, are modified so as to remove the risk of adverse effects, and a revised HRA report is prepared; or 
b) the project satisfies the requirements of Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive, an Article 6(4) Statement of Case is prepared (OGN 200 Form 3) and submitted for consideration by the appropriate authority, normally Welsh Ministers 

At the request of local conservation officer field 12 will be removed to mitigate risk of nutrient leeching/runoff via deep peat soil present in field 12. 




	Comments

	Consultation responses: 
Comments were provided by the Agri Officer, indicated that fields above target indices should be removed or reduced to lower the indices. Checked current indices and additions against RB209, current applications are acceptable under current guidance. No other actions were generated by comments.  

	MyMap, location and slope assessment: 

MyMap assessment: 

MyMap 1
  
MyMap 2

Large areas of protected habitat/protected species are present adjacent to or near the spread area. Fields 8, 7 and 12 are adjacent to the SSSI/SAC/SPA. See RFI and slope assessment for further info. 
An area of protected species appeared to cover parts of field 5 and 6 however field photographs show this not to be the case.    

Location assessment:

PAN-018100 slope map 1 

PAN-018100 Slope map 2 
 
There are several tracks and paths crossing the fields applied for however none appear to be a public right of way. There are several drains and water courses throughout the fields, these have been buffered however many have slopes which lead to them providing an impact pathway for runoff of liquid wastes. 

[bookmark: _Hlk106692553]Slope assessment: 
Field 1: 
Soil type- medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake. 
Slope: Majority of field is clear (between 0-6 degrees), a belt of yellow slope with small areas of red goes from the central field to the southeastern edge of the field. A small area of red (12 degrees +) borders a water course on the western edge of the field. 
Other info: Slopes in this field terminate in water courses however, these water courses are connected to the SSSI and are therefore covered by a 20m buffer zone which removes the sloping areas from the spread plan. 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff risk: Low 

Field 2: 
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake.
Slope- field is mostly clear (0-6) with a southern area of yellow (6-12 degrees) and Red (12 degrees). the eastern and western borders of the field is yellow. 
Other info: Border slopes are covered by 20m buffer zones due to water courses. 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff Risk: Moderate, the central area of red slope is not buffered and due to the soil (which is medium, meaning it is close set which will slow drainage.) the liquid nature of the majority of the wastes and the steepness of the slope. This area should be removed.    

Field 3: 
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake.
Slope- The western portion of field 3 has a large area of yellow (6-12) and a large portion of red which slopes outside of the spread area and into ancient woodland. There is also a portion of 12+ slope which slopes into a water course.
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable 
Risk of runoff: moderate. The western edge of the field should be removed to prevent runoff. 
The north eastern corner also requires removal as the slope extends beyond the 20m buffer zone and causes the risk of a runoff into a watercourse.   

Field 4:
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake.
Slope- Southern portion of this field is majority red (12+ degrees) and areas of yellow. The western edge of the field is also sloping red with small areas of yellow the northern portion of the field is mostly transparent indicating little to not sloping. 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff risk: High, the southern portion of the field is all slopes mostly at above 12 degrees, these slopes terminate into an ancient woodland and water course, the slopes extend beyond the 20m buffer zone. This coupled with the liquid nature of the waste the soil type and spreading methods indicate it would be best to remove this portion of the fields to reduce the risk of runoff. If the southern portion of this field is removed, then the rest is safe to spread with minimal risk of runoff.

Field 5&6: 
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake.
Slope- The majority of these fields are covered by red (12+) with sections of yellow (6-12). Most of the fields have been removed to prevent damage to areas protected under the NERC Act to SAP species and habitats. The remain areas are steeply sloping. 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff Risk: High, these fields should be removed from the spread plan, the surface spreading of liquid waste on to steeply sloping fields indicates a clear risk of runoff, as stated by the applicant there are protected species present in sections of the field and also a drain. 

Field 7:
Soil type Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake.
Slope-Red areas have already been covered by a no spread zone there are areas of yellow in the field but the majority of field not already covered by no spread zone is clear.  
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff Risk: Low due to sloping areas having already been removed or buffered appropriately. 

Fields 8 and 12: 
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake
Slope-The southern portions of these fields are sloping in red with some yellow sections. This slope terminates in water courses a road and the boundary of the SSSI/SAC/SPA. The sloping is further than the proposed 20 meter buffer areas. North of fields are also red and slope out of the spread area however, the 10m buffer zones should mitigate risk of runoff. 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff risk: high in the south, low elsewhere. The southern portions of these 2 fields should be removed due to the liquid nature of the waste the surfaces spread method to remove the risk of waste runoff into sensitive receptors. 

20, 21 and 22: 
Soil Type- Medium (possibly peat- see RFI)
Cropping- Grass
Method of application- is surface spreading via dribble bar for liquid waste, rear discharge spreader for sludge cake.
Waste types- 9 waste streams of liquid, 1 waste stream of sludge cake
Slope-There are several small areas of yellow centrally in the field and the boards of the field are yellow with portions of red however these have already been removed with a no spread zone. Majority of the fields are clear and have no sloping risk.
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: Spreading will take place in line with CoGAP, when weather conditions are suitable
Runoff risk: Low.            






	CPH details: 
Applicant provided CPH-53/046/0016- this number is attached to fields -1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ,8 ,12. Owner is JE, E and IE Ritchie 

CPH number 53/046/0015 is attached to field 20, 21, 22 and the land is register as owner IH, JE and SM Roberts. 


	Protection of habitats and ecosystems

Applicant provided photographs of a field walk and survey showing that the fields of are of established agricultural use. No spread areas have been applied to areas protected under the NERC Act to SAP species and habitats.


	Agricultural benefit calculations:

Saving rounding errors NRWs calculations match those of the applicant. Nutrients are being spread at offtake or within safe and negligible additions to the soil.

None of the wastes are high RAN. 

Llyn Conwy waste stream is pH 3.85, soil pHs are above 5.2 and should be able to tolerate the spreading of this waste. However, in agricultural benefit statement the applicant has stated no waste stream is below pH 4.3. This was corrected following RFI. 

Llyn Conway liming information has been given however liming additions are negligible.     

	Request for information: 

RFI Sent: 

1. Acidity of Llyn Conway waste stream.
2. Soil type
3. Spreading times correction 
4. About the waste table correction
5 and 6. waste storage information
7-11. Waste runoff risks. 

Response came in 27/06/22

All points were resolved by applicant response. 


A soil map was submitted for the area which was marked areas of medium loam, clay and some areas of boggy peat however coupled with the EIA evidence the fields all appear to be suitable for spreading with the requested amendmentsabove. RFI closed. 

A second RFI was sent 21/07/22, HRA assessment concluded that field 12 was too much of a risk to be spread upon due to the deep peat of the soil and proximity to the SSSI/SAC Requested the removal of field 12 via RFI. 

A response came in the same day, removing field 12. A further email was sent requesting an update for the total tonnage of spread. Response came in the same day with a new total tonnage RFI closed. 

	



	Decision

	Can the deployment application be approved?
	Yes

	Issue date
	25/07/22

	Effective date
	25/07/22

	Permitting Officer
Date
	Ethan Banfield

	Team leader or Transfer of Powers (ToP) approval
Date 
	Huw Davies
25/07/2022




	Time recording

	Admin/consultations
	60

	Determination
	910

	Sign off
	10

	Issuing
	50

	Total
	1050
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