[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-019864

	Permit Reference Number:
	EPR-FB3302MM

	Permit Holder:
	R L Waste Consultancy Ltd

	Site Address:
	Ty Mawr Farm, Llanbeulan, Anglesey. LL63 5UR

	Grid Reference:
	Farm location: SH3747775374 Amended to SH 37551 75414 following RFI 

Fields:
14 - SH 37800 75403
15 - SH 38145 75265
4 - SH 38107 75105
5 - SH 38010 75010
6 - SH 37899 75112
7- SH 37765 75307
8 - SH 37750 75106
9 - SH 37506 75097
10 - SH 37272 75056
11 - SH 37199 75250
13 - SH 37371 75295
16 - SH 37605 75514
17 - SH 37480 75272
18 - SH 37477 75374
12 - SH 37401 75715

Storage:
SH 37583 75361 removed following RFI – Refer to Response re dust temp storage ByPass dust removed from application following RFI



	Administrative Checks- by permit support officer

	
	Comments

	Consultation
	Waste reg team: 
IndustryRegulation&Waste.NW@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
Environment team: 
TimAmgylcheddMonacArfon@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
NLO: 
Sean.Wannop@environment-agency.gov.uk 

	Date due:
	25/11/2022

	Are fields on Anglesey? If yes, then send application.
	Yes - sent on 16/12/22, email on DMS

	Permit compliance rating and multiplier
	Rating A- 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
	EPR-FB3302MM no variations

	Correct application form
	Y 
	

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

	Fee on MyNRW
	Y
	Amount: £798
Date cleared on MyNRW: 10/11/22
Transaction number: 2108202

	Location map
	Y 
	

	Benefit statement
	Y 
	

	Waste Analysis
	Y  
	

	Soil Analysis
	Y 
	

	EIA Agri Regulations evidence 
	N 
	RFI refer to RFI response RFI Response received confirming evidence

	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

	1. About the Permit

	Has there been any pre-application discussions?
	N
	

	Has the permit number been provided?
	Y
	EPR/FB3302MM

	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?
	N 
	Full address not provided in relevant section but is given elsewhere
Farm is 60m east of given grid ref which relates to field 18 RFI. Response indicates GR to be SH 37551 75414

	Does the farm address match the grid reference?
	N
	Farm is 60m east of given grid ref which relates to field 18 RFI. Response indicates GR to be SH 37551 75414

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

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

	Y 
	Only one CPH provided 53/160/0002. This is similar to all but one of the CPH identified on MyMap - 53/160/0082 – possible typo RFI Response indicates the CPH to be correct.


4-9, 11-18 53/160/0082 – Mrs M E Hughes, Ty Mawr Farm.
.
10 - 53/140/0013 – E G Hughes, TY Mawr Farm.



	Has all of parcels of land table been completed?
	Y 
	Included in Application Map document

	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  
	47.07ha

	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?
	Y
	States yes but incorrect RFI. Response accepts this to be incorrect.

	Have details of the land owner or occupier been provided?


	Y 
	IG JG Hughes. 
CPH logged under Mrs M E Hughes, Ty Mawr Farm and E G Hughes, Ty Mawr Farm

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


	N
	Not specifically, only for lagoon waste and no direct consent relating to the land in question RFI. Response provides written consent from owner

	4. Previous land treatment

	Has all of the previous land treatment table been completed?

	n/a
	No recorded deployment in the last 12 months but RFI as deployment app was in place within 12 months. Response indicates nil spread in past 12months.

	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?
	Medium (1)
	

	Is the risk banding correct?
	Y
	

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

	12. Additional information on sensitive receptors

	What type of risk assessment has been submitted?
	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/a
	

	If no have details of the assessment evidence to support this conclusion been provided?
	N
	Missing- RFI response received following RFI confirming

	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 of non-stackable
· Is the waste high in readily available nitrogen?
· Producer of waste & permit number (if applicable)
· Total amount being spread/used (tonnes)
	Y 
	Dust stackable refer to response which indicates ‘wettish sand’ consistency RFI Response confirms this waste removed from application

Liquids not identified as stackable or non stackable – RFI. Response states non stackable

Total amount 6118t Adjusted to 5883t with dust removed following RFI

	Are the wastes listed in the deployment specifically listed in the permit? 
	Y
	190204 Removed from application following RFI
190599

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

	Y
	

	14. About the storage 

	Has all of waste storage table been completed?
	Y
	Only for lagoon, no mention of tank (may be combined) or dusts RFI. Storage for lagoon waste removed from application. Refer to RFI response which indicates the dust will be temporarily stored in the farm yard for up to 24 hours RFI ByPass dust removed from application following RFI

	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
	Lagoon YES. Storage removed following RFI. Will be delivered to site and deployed

Tank NOT given
Will be delivered to site and deployed

Dusts NOT given
Refer to response which indicates the dust will be temporarily stored in the farm yard for up to 24 hours. BB check maps for receptors RFI Dust removed from application following RFI

	      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?
	N
	Stated No RFI. Response provides written consent

	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
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk122599479]Has a relevant person or approved person signed the declaration?
	N
	RFI. Response provides clarity



	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
	Onsite pond – removed from app following RFI

	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
	Raise Q re dust storage and and tank waste storage. RFI. Refer to RFI response which indicates temp storage in the farmyard for up to 24 hours. No specific location given RFI Dust removed from application following RFI 

	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
	Non spreading buffers in place

	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) 

	Y
	Issue and pond directly adjacent to Fields 8, 9. Ponds adjacent to Fields 9, 17. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps
Well 50m to NE of Field 16. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps

	location of all storage sites for the waste to be spread 
	Y
	Lagoon waste only. Removed following RFI.
Refer to to response re dust storage temp in farm yard. No specific location RFI Dust removed from application following RFI

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

	Y
	Issue and pond directly adjacent to Fields 8, 9. Ponds adjacent to Fields 9, 17. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps
Well 50m to NE of Field 16. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps

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

	n/a
	Only those identified less than 250m

	any European designated sites- Natura 2000 (SPA, pSPA, SAC or cSAC) or Ramsar- or SSSI within 500m
(shown on map)
	n/a
	None within range

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

	Y
	Public access intersects. Non spreading buffers in place

	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
	Purple moor grass and rush pastures to W and NE of application area and within fields 11, 13. Lowland dry acid grassland and Lowland calcareous grassland to NE of field 15 and adjacent to fields 9,10,11, 13, 17. Non spreading buffer in place on application map.
Local Wildlife site Cors Tafarn-y-Grib to NNE of field 12 at 368.5m A very wet basin mire, with predominantly aquatic vegetation, also smaller areas of sedge-rich wet meadow and willow carr. A large part of the site is dominated by water horsetail with bottle sedge and bogbean. The rare greater spearwort and common spearwort. Topography indicates land slopes towards Field 12 so risk is low. Non spreading buffer is also in place on application map.

	What is the slope of the fields?

	4 – 0-7
5 – 0-7
6 – 0-7
7- 0-7
8 – 0-7
9 – 0-7, 7-12
10 – 0-7
11 – 0-7
12 – 0-7
13 – 0-7
14 – 0-7
15 – 0-7
16 – 0-7
17 – 0-7
18 – 0-7



	Waste Analysis
	Y N n/a
	Comments

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

	Does the analysis include the following?

	· pH
	Y 
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y RFI Silverwood ByPass dust removed from application following RFI

	· Nitrogen (N)
	Y 
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Phosphorus (P)
	Y 
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Potassium (K) 
	Y 
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· % dry matter
	Y  n/a
	Penhesgyn n/a
Silverwood 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 
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Copper 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Nickel 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Lead 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Cadmium 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Mercury 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Magnesium 
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Sodium   
	Y
	Penhesgyn Y
Silverwood Y

	· Sulphur 
	Y
	Penhesgyn N – RFI. Refer to RFI response Sulphate provided divided by 3 to give sulphur
Silverwood Y

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

	· Are there any special testing requirements?
	N
	

	· If yes; have they been tested for?
	n/a
	

	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 
	Roddy Lewis  FACTS (FE/5767)

	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
	

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

	· Soil water content 
	Y
	

	· 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?
	n/a
	

	· Is it only for operational purposes?
	n/a
	

	· Have individual application rates for each waste been given?
	n/a
	

	· 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/a
	

	· How much material was spread?
	n/a
	

	· At what application rate material was spread?
	n/a
	

	· The nutrients supplied by the material?
	n/a
	



	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: 
Nil 

	MyMap, location and slope assessment: 

MyMap assessment:
Watercourse immediately adjacent to NW of Fields 11, 12 and N, NE of Field 12. Drain intersects Field 11. Non spreading buffers in place on application maps.

Watercourse to N of Fields 14,15. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps.

Watercourse and drain to SE of Fields 15, 4, 5, 8. Watercourse to SW of Field 8. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps.

Issue and pond directly adjacent to Fields 8, 9. Ponds adjacent to Fields 9, 17. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps.

Well to NE of Field 16. Non spreading buffer in place on application maps.

Purple moor grass and rush pastures to W and NE of application area and within fields 11, 13. Lowland dry acid grassland and Lowland calcareous grassland to NE of field 15 and adjacent to fields 9,10,11, 13, 17. Non spreading buffer in place on application map.

Local Wildlife site Cors Tafarn-y-Grib to NNE of field 12 at 368.5m A very wet basin mire, with predominantly aquatic vegetation, also smaller areas of sedge-rich wet meadow and willow carr. A large part of the site is dominated by water horsetail with bottle sedge and bogbean. The rare greater spearwort and common spearwort. Topography indicates land slopes towards Field 12 so risk is low. Non spreading buffer is also in place on application map.

Historic Monuments-
ST PEULAN'S CHURCH
Religious, Ritual and Funerary
Medieval
CAPEL-BACH
Religious, Ritual and Funerary
Post Medieval Chapel
Both adjacent to fields 11,12 & 13. Non spreading buffers in place on application maps.


Location assessment:
Application locations NGR correct on MyMAP when compared to Application Maps. All locations are Not within Source Protection Zone 2, and/or are over 500 meters from a European site, Ramsar, SSSI. Medium Risk (1) 

14 - SH 37800 75403
15 - SH 38145 75265
4 - SH 38107 75105
5 - SH 38010 75010
6 - SH 37899 75112
7- SH 37765 75307
8 - SH 37750 75106
9 - SH 37506 75097
10 - SH 37272 75056
11 - SH 37199 75250
13 - SH 37371 75295
16 - SH 37605 75514
17 - SH 37480 75272
18 - SH 37477 75374
12 - SH 37401 75715

Slope assessment:

Fields 4-8, 10-18 all 0-7 low risk of run off.
4 – 0-7
5 – 0-7
6 – 0-7
7- 0-7
8 – 0-7
9 – 0-7, 7-12
10 – 0-7
11 – 0-7
12 – 0-7
13 – 0-7
14 – 0-7
15 – 0-7
16 – 0-7
17 – 0-7
18 – 0-7

Field number: 9 
Slope of the land: 0-7, 7-12
Soil type: Medium
Wastes types applied (solid, liquid, sludge etc.): liquid, solid
Cropping type: Grass
Method of application: Leachate-Tanker with low trajectory splash plate, spread in multiple applications throughout the year Mar-Sept’23. Bypass Dust -Lime Spreader after first cut silage in June’23.
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: controls identified in benefit statement.
Other risk factors not mentioned above: none
Conclusions (is run off risk high?): Low risk

	CPH details: 

4-9, 11-18 - 53/160/0082 – Mrs M E Hughes, Ty Mawr Farm.
10 - 53/140/0013 – E G Hughes, TY Mawr Farm.



	Protection of habitats and ecosystems
Evidence not provided to show that the land is in agricultural use. RFI RFI Response confirms agricultural use


	[bookmark: _Hlk122601032]Agricultural benefit calculations:

Penhesgyn Tank indicates decrease in Phosphate and Potash, readily available nitrogen 76.19% 
Penhesgyn Lagoon indicates decrease in Phosphate and Potash, readily available nitrogen 38.25%
Silverwoods indicates decrease in Phosphate and Potash, pH 12.6, readily available nitrogen 1.25% RFI Silverwoods ByPass dust removed from application following RFI



	Request for information: sent by email 22/12/22. Required response date 09/01/23. 

Response received 09/01/23

About the land you want to treat
1. Address and grid reference of the main farm address 
You have not provided the full address of the main farm or the correct grid reference.  The grid reference you have provided relates to a field adjacent to the west of the main farm location.

ACTION: Confirm the full address of the main farm and provide a valid grid reference for that address.

RESPONSE: This is the address of the farm Ty Mawr Farm, Llanbeulan, Anglesey. LL63 5UR. The GR is SH 37551 75414

2. County/Parish/Holding number
The holding number provided (53/160/0002), does not match our records. We believe this may be a typographical error.

ACTION: Review the CPH number for all fields identified in the application and provide a correction if necessary.

RESPONSE: This is the correct holding number, it was updated early last year when a few more fields were added

3. Owner or occupier of the land
You have stated YES on the application but the Permit Holder for EPR-FB3302MM is RL Waste Consultancy Ltd, it is our understanding that RL Waste Consultancy Ltd neither own nor occupy the land.

ACTION: Confirm either if RL Waste Consultancy Ltd (The Permit Holder) are / are not the owner or occupier of the land you want to treat. If RL Waste Consultancy Ltd are not owner or occupier of the land you want to treat, then confirm that the answer to this question should be NO.

RESPONSE: Apologies, I can confirm I am not the owner, I am acting as a consultant

4. Written consent of all owners(s) or occupiers(s)
You must provide the written consent of all owner(s) or occupier(s) to carry out the activity.
The document submitted in your LPD1, ‘confirmation.pdf’, does not confirm the location(s) to be spread, waste(s) to be spread nor that the named person is either the owner or occupier of the land.

ACTION: Provide written consent from the owner or occupier of the land that you have permission to spread the named waste streams on the land identified in your deployment application.

RESPONSE: Please see attached consent. (BB. Checked and validated)

Previous Land Treatment
5. Has any of the land listed in on the previous page been treated with other wastes, sewage sludge, slurries or manures etc. in the last 12 months?
You have stated NO to this question. Our records show that a mobile plant deployment application was issued which covered this date period. We note that no pre-notifications were received for the deployment in question.

ACTION: Confirm that the land listed in the application has not been treated with other wastes, sewage sludge, slurries or manures etc. in the last 12 months.

RESPONSE: There has been no waste spread in the last 12 months

Additional information on sensitive receptors
6. 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 seminatural (habitat)?
You have answered NO to this question but have not provided evidence to support this.

ACTION: Provide evidence to support your answer. 

RESPONSE: How does one provide evidence of this?  RFI 

About the waste 
7. Waste streams to be spread/used under this deployment 
The table requires that you state that physical form of the wastes AND if they are ‘stackable/non stackable. 
You have confirmed that the Bypass Dust is stackable, but not its physical form.
You have confirmed the Penhesgyn IVC tank and lagoon leachates are liquid but have not confirmed if they are stackable or non-stackable.

ACTION a: Confirm the physical form of the Bypass Dust

RESPONSE: This is a stackable solid. It is similar to consistency of ground limestone

ACTION b: Confirm if the two 19 05 99 waste streams from Penhesgyn IVC as stackable or non-stackable.

RESPONSE: These are non stackable liquids

About the storage
8. You have identified that ‘lagoon leachate only’ will be stored to a maximum quantity of 1250 tonnes at any one time at grid reference SH 37583 75361. No other storage is identified for either the Tank Waste 19 05 99 from Penhesgyn IVC nor the By Pass Dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management, 235 tonnes and 2353 tonnes respectively. Your application and Benefit Statement do not identify how these wastes will be delivered to the application site for immediate use without the need for storage.

ACTION: Confirm that storage is / is not required on site for these waste streams. If storage is required, then provide grid references for said storage. If storage is not required, then amend your benefit statement to explain your methodology for delivery and immediate deployment.  

RESPONSE: The bypass dust will be delivered in several artic wagons and tipped within the farm yard, to be carted out to fields using a tractor and limespreader combination. This will be completed with 24hrs of tipping.
Having spoken to the farmer, we have decided to not store the leachate. It will be delivered and spread only. Penhesgyn IVC itself has adequate storage so we can collect when conditions are suitable RFI 

9. [bookmark: _Hlk122524273]You have identified the location of your proposed storage for lagoon waste at grid reference SH 37583 75361.

ACTION a: Confirm if the proposed storage location is either naturally occurring or of built construction. If of built construction, confirm that this storage location is of suitable construction to specifically contain the Lagoon Waste 19 05 99 from Penhesgyn IVC and it has the means to prevent ingress of other wastes / materials / fluids or overflow of contained wastes as per condition 2.3.1 of SR2010 No4 and TGN 8.01 ‘How to comply with your landspreading permit’ section 2. 

RESPONSE: Having spoken to the farmer, we have decided to not store the leachate. It will be delivered and spread only. Penhesgyn IVC itself has adequate storage so we can collect when conditions are suitable

ACTION b: Confirm the total capacity of the proposed storage location and the relevant identifiable freeboard when filled to your proposed maximum storage quantity.

RESPONSE: Having spoken to the farmer, we have decided to not store the leachate. It will be delivered and spread only. Penhesgyn IVC itself has adequate storage so we can collect when conditions are suitable

Declaration
10. Signing on behalf of a relevant person? 
You have answered NO to this question however you have signed the Declaration on Behalf of IG JG Huges*(see point below). If you are not a relevant person, but want to sign the application on their behalf, you must include confirmation that you can do this.

ACTION: Confirm if you are / are not signing on behalf of a relevant person. If you are, then provide written confirmation from the relevant person that can sign on their behalf. Without this confirmation the declaration has not been completed correctly.

RESPONSE:  See attached confirmation (BB. Checked and verified)

11. In the Declaration you have provided the relevant persons name as IG JG Huges. This may be a typographical error; however, in the ‘Details of land owner or occupier’ section you have named Mr John Hughes.

ACTION: Confirm the correct identity of the relevant person you are signing on behalf of, including their full name.

RESPONSE: IG and JG Hughes is the business name, the ‘J’ is John Hughes so I am signing on behalf of IG and JG Hughes. BB-should the the landowner or permit holder? RFI 

Testing of waste
12. Our technical guidance document for landspreading (TGN 8.01) sets out the typical analysis suite and parameters (box 4.2) that should be tested for. For this waste it should include Conductivity which has not been tested for in your provided analysis for the 19 02 04 waste from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd.

ACTION: Provide the full testing suite results for the Cement By-Pass dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd. 

RESPONSE: We accept that the conductivity of the material is high. In our latest analysis (attached M809_46028) it is at 19,000. This level should not be confused with limits that are in place for conductivity of liquid spreading. The principle behind that being, a highly conductive liquid coating the leaves or sward of crops could scorch however in the case of a solid, being spread at such low application rate and resting on the soil, the risk of scorch is minimal. In fact, as mentioned previously, we have now spread over 300,000t of bypass dust to agricultural land over the last 10years, using both land in Wales and England, and there hasn’t been a single example of scorch or conductivity related issues RFI 

13. Our technical guidance document for landspreading (TGN 8.01) sets out the typical analysis suite and parameters (box 4.2) that should be tested for. For these wastes it should include Sulphur which has not been tested for in your provided analysis for the 19 05 99 wastes from Penhesgyn IVC.

ACTION: Provide the full testing suite results for 19 05 99 wastes from Penhesgyn IVC.

RESPONSE: Sulphur in the waste is not at levels that will cause any detriment. The waste has been tested for Sulphate, so it is a simple conversion of the Sulphate level divided by 3, which gives the levels of Sulphur. The amounts being negligible and of no detriment.

14. In your provided analysis for the Cement By-Pass dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd the pH is reported as 12.4. In your Benefit Statement you have indicated that this waste will be spread using a ‘Lime Spreader’. This method has the potential to disperse the waste airborne in certain weather conditions. 

ACTION a: Justify that the waste will not have a negative impact in terms of its pH. If this cannot be adequately justified, then this waste must be removed from the application.

RESPONSE: All pH’s are below the optimum for grassland so there is no concern regarding overliming at the application rates given. Ground limestone which has a TNV of over 46% is usually applied at 7-8t/ha to utilise its liming properties which typically produces a rise of a decimal point or 2 decimal points, the rise only fully seen after a year or so. EA guidance suggests that bypass dust applied for its liming benefit should be spread at 4-5 times that of ground limestone which is due to the levels of sulphur in the material, negating its ability to neutralise in real terms. At our application rate we will not be seeing a significant rise in pH, but getting all of the benefits of a Potassium fertiliser. RFI 

ACTION b: Justify that the method of spreading will not have a negative impact in terms of its physical form (presumed dusty).

RESPONSE: This is the only way to spread this material. Its consistency is the same as the farmer spreading ground limestone. It has been conditioned with water so the material isn’t a light dust, but more like a wettish sand. We have had dozens of applications approved for this material with yourselves, and over a thousand approved with the EA.

15. In the submitted waste analysis for 19 05 99 the Biochemical Oxygen Demand for Penhesgyn tank and lagoon is 75 & 45mg/l respectively. CoGAP page 11 states the following:
‘Surface waters normally have a BOD of less than 3mg/l, any loading in excess of this can be considered a pollutant.’

ACTION: Considering the elevated levels of BOD of these waste streams this needs to be justified and accounted for in the Benefit Statement as a potential negative impact to surface waters.

RESPONSE: We are aware of the polluting abilities of anything that isn’t rainwater. This is why we will be spreading the material in accordance with COGAP, and why there are 10m min. buffer around watercourses.

Agricultural benefit statement
16. Section 3.1 Fertiliser Requirement – NITROGEN. The references you have used to calculate the nitrogen requirements of the fields within this application have been taken from an out of date version of the RB209 guidance which has not been in use for a number of years. The nitrogen requirements do not align with the latest version of RB209 (March 2022)- RB209 Section 3 Grass and forage crops | AHDB

ACTION: Revise your benefit statement section 3.1 in line with the latest version of RB209.

RESPONSE: Done and attached (BB checked and verified)



	Request for information:  RFI  sent by email 12/01/23. Required response date 20/01/23. 

Response received 16/01/23

Additional information on sensitive receptors

6. 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 seminatural (habitat)?
You have answered NO to this question but have not provided evidence to support this.

ACTION: Provide evidence to support your answer. How does one provide evidence of this?

NRW Response: Can we refer you to the following -
https://cdn.cyfoethnaturiol.cymru/media/694828/part-lpd1-guidance-feb22.pdf  Protection of habitats and ecosystem.
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/wsi/2017/565/contents  https://www.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2021-02/environmental-impact-assessment-guidance.pdf          

ACTION: Provide evidence to support your answer.

RESPONSE: The land is not semi improved or under the threshold of any described in the links above
. It has been in continuous grassland and grazing for decades. It has been registered previously under 
 PAN-014930 -2020
PAN-006442 -2019
PAN-00287 -2018
The farmer has confirmed the area is agriculturally improved


About the storage

8. You have identified that ‘lagoon leachate only’ will be stored to a maximum quantity of 1250 tonnes at any one time at grid reference SH 37583 75361. No other storage is identified for either the Tank Waste 19 05 99 from Penhesgyn IVC nor the By Pass Dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management, 235 tonnes and 2353 tonnes respectively. Your application and Benefit Statement do not identify how these wastes will be delivered to the application site for immediate use without the need for storage. 

ACTION: Confirm that storage is / is not required on site for these waste streams. If storage is required, then provide grid references for said storage. If storage is not required, then amend your benefit statement to explain your methodology for delivery and immediate deployment. 
The bypass dust will be delivered in several artic wagons and tipped within the farm yard, to be carted out to fields using a tractor and limespreader combination. This will be completed with 24hrs of tipping.
Having spoken to the farmer, we have decided to not store the leachate. It will be delivered and spread only. Penhesgyn IVC itself has adequate storage so we can collect when conditions are suitable

NRW Response: We have noted that you will not be storing the Lagoon Leachate. 

You have now identified that the ByPass Dust will be tipped within the farmyard. Please see below to points 12 and 14 regarding the removal of the waste from this deployment due to its conductivity and pH levels.

For future reference if you should wish to amend the application, you will be required to provide the relevant information as if you had originally applied for it as per the LPD1 Application Form guidance and TGN8.01 

While this information is no longer required, we have also noted that within your Certificate of Agricultural Benefit section 1.0 that you state ‘The material is fine grained and windy conditions should be avoided when spreading near sensitive receptors such as housing and watercourses.’ Although in your response to our request for information you describe the waste both as ‘similar to consistency of ground limestone’ and also ‘wettish sand’. This is contractor information and highlights further why this waste may be unsuitable for landspreading.

Declaration

11. In the Declaration you have provided the relevant persons name as IG JG Huges. This may be a typographical error; however, in the ‘Details of land owner or occupier’ section you have named Mr John Hughes.

ACTION: Confirm the correct identity of the relevant person you are signing on behalf of, including their full name. IG and JG Hughes is the business name, the ‘J’ is John Hughes so I am signing on behalf of IG and JG Hughes.

NRW Response: The relevant person/entity for this application is the EPR/FB3302MM Permit Holder not the land owner / occupier. i.e. RL Waste Consultancy LTD.

ACTION: Confirm this is correct.

RESPONSE: This is correct

Testing of waste

12. Our technical guidance document for landspreading (TGN 8.01) sets out the typical analysis suite and parameters (box 4.2) that should be tested for. For this waste it should include Conductivity which has not been tested for in your provided analysis for the 19 02 04 waste from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd. 

ACTION: Provide the full testing suite results for the Cement By-Pass dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd. We accept that the conductivity of the material is high. In our latest analysis (attached M809_46028) it is at 19,000. This level should not be confused with limits that are in place for conductivity of liquid spreading. The principle behind that being, a highly conductive liquid coating the leaves or sward of crops could scorch however in the case of a solid, being spread at such low application rate and resting on the soil, the risk of scorch is minimal. In fact, as mentioned previously, we have now spread over 300,000t of bypass dust to agricultural land over the last 10years, using both land in Wales and England, and there hasn’t been a single example of scorch or conductivity related issues

NRW Response: The conductivity of the waste recorded in your latest provided laboratory analysis, dated 30/11/23, is 19,230 uS/cm. This greatly exceeds the safe range of conductivity given as between 2000 and 4000uS/cm (micro-Siemens per cm) in TGN8.01. TGN8.01 does not differentiate between conductivity levels for solid and liquid spreading.

The conductivity level in this waste in unacceptable, and therefore this waste must be removed from the application. If it is not removed, then the deployment as a whole will be refused.

ACTION: Confirm removal of this waste from the application. 

RESPONSE: We confirm removal

14. In your provided analysis for the Cement By-Pass dust 19 02 04 from Silverwoods Waste Management Ltd the pH is reported as 12.4. In your Benefit Statement you have indicated that this waste will be spread using a ‘Lime Spreader’. This method has the potential to disperse the waste airborne in certain weather conditions. 

[bookmark: _Hlk124251596]ACTION a: Justify that the waste will not have a negative impact in terms of its pH. If this cannot be adequately justified, then this waste must be removed from the application. All pH’s are below the optimum for grassland so there is no concern regarding overliming at the application rates given. Ground limestone which has a TNV of over 46% is usually applied at 7-8t/ha to utilise its liming properties which typically produces a rise of a decimal point or 2 decimal points, the rise only fully seen after a year or so. EA guidance suggests that bypass dust applied for its liming benefit should be spread at 4-5 times that of ground limestone which is due to the levels of sulphur in the material, negating its ability to neutralise in real terms. At our application rate we will not be seeing a significant rise in pH, but getting all of the benefits of a Potassium fertiliser.

NRW Response: We note your comments given above. However, the waste is Cement ByPass Dust not ground limestone and we must base our assessments on the analysis provided. You have not addressed other potentially negative environmental and physical impacts relating to the pH of the waste including those to sensitive receptors. 

The pH level in this waste in unacceptable, and therefore this waste must be removed from the application. If it is not removed, then the deployment as a whole will be refused.

ACTION: Confirm removal of this waste from the application.

RESPONSE: We confirm removal





	Other information to note: 





	Decision

	Can the deployment application be approved?
	Yes No

	Issue date
	17/01/23

	Effective date
	17/01/23

	Permitting Officer
Date
	Bryan Burn
17/01/23

	Team leader or Transfer of Powers (ToP) approval
Date 
	Huw Davies
17/01/2022




	Time recording

	Admin/consultations
	60

	Determination
	2190

	Sign off
	10

	Issuing
	20

	Total
	2220
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