[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-022693

	Permit Reference Number:
	EPR/EB3205CY

	Permit Holder:
	4Recycling Limited 

	Site Address:
	Manor Farm, Eyton, Wrexham, LL13 0SN

	Grid Reference:
	Farm location: SJ 36167 44303

Fields: Fields:
1  ID05 SJ 3682 5073
2  ID06 SJ 3712 5068 
3  ID07 SJ 3688 5060
4  ER10 SJ 3598 4165
5  ER11 SJ 3584 4158 
6  MF08 SJ 3502 4427
7  MF10 SJ 3558 4419
8  MF11 SJ 3531 4402 
9  MF12 SJ 3562 4395
10 ID02 SJ 3685 5088 
[bookmark: _Hlk141950983]11 ID03 SJ 3710 5085
12 ID04 SJ 3662 5063

Storage:

A. SJ 35430 44530
B. SJ 35410 44100
C. SJ 35480 43990
D. SJ 36630 50960
E. SJ 37220 50770
F. SJ 37230 50700






	Administrative Checks- by permit support officer

	
	Comments

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

NLO: No NLO assigned at this time.

	Date due:
	03/08/2023

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

	Permit compliance rating and multiplier
	No rating assigned at this time




	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, bespoke , permit is live,  with variations:

24/11/2017 – To add one waste code EWC 06 02 01*

03/02/2021  -  To add two waste codes  EWC 06 02 05 * (waste relevant to this deployment) & EWC 07 07 12.

16/12/2022 –  To add one waste code  EWC 19 13 06.


	Correct application form
	Y 
	

	Correct fee
	Y 
	See permit compliance multiplier above and deployment fee- Charging Scheme

	Fee on MyNRW

	Y 
	This application is a resubmission of a returned deployment PAN-021819. The original fee of £1,018
was retained (BACS reference: PSCAPPBYPRO1287).

An additional payment of £819 has been made as requested with this resubmission. Total fee paid is £1,837 which matches the charging scheme 2023/24. 

Amount: £819.00
Date cleared on MyNRW: 18/07/2023
Transaction number: 2119276

	Location map
	Y 
	

	Benefit statement
	Y 
	

	Waste Analysis
	Y  
	

	Soil Analysis
	Y  
	

	EIA Agri Regulations evidence 
	Y  
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk141880209]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?
	Bespoke
	

	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 
	See comments at bottom of decision document. 

	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 
	

	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?

	Y 
	

	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 
	There is no PAN number associated with previous spreading because farmyard manure was spread and does not fall under regulation. The applicant has provided the quantity spread on each field. 

	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?
	Bespoke
	

	Is the risk banding, correct?
	Y 
	

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

	12. Additional information on sensitive receptors

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

	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?
	Y 
	

	13. About the waste 

	Have 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
· Is the waste high in readily available nitrogen?
· Producer of waste & permit number (if applicable)
· Total amount being spread/used (tonnes)
	Y 
	

	Are the wastes listed in the deployment specifically listed in the permit? 
	Y 
	Added in permit variation dated 16/12/2022 see DMS. 

	Can you verify the waste producer (source of waste) is correct in terms of production, coding, and description?
	Y 
	Yes, used EA public register.

	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?

	n/a
	The applicant has confirmed activity/activities will fully meet the rules of the permit they have applied under, but the question relates to a standard facility permit and is not required for a bespoke. 

	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 
	

	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 
	

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

	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
	

	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)

	n/a
	

	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 
	

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

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

	Within Groundwater Safeguard Zone
	n/a
	

	the location of any other designated environmentally sensitive sites within 500m. Including but not limited to:
· Section 7 habitats 
· Section 7 species 
· Scheduled Monument
· Local Nature Reserve
· National Nature Reserve
· Ancient Woodlands
· Local Wildlife Sites (SINC)
· National Park
· Hedges
· Ditches
	N 
	See comments at bottom of decision document 

	What is the slope of the fields?

	0-7 degrees (transparent)- Fields ID02, ID03, ID05, ID06, ID07, MF10 and MF11

7 -12 degrees (yellow)- 
Fields IDO4 (partially), MF08 (partially) and MF12 (partially).  

12 degrees plus (red)- 
Fields ER10 (partially) and ER11(partially).







	Waste Storage 
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Is waste storage occurring at the place where waste is being deployed? 
	Y 
	

	Is only waste as specified in this deployment being stored in the proposed storage locations?
	Y
	

	If the waste is stackable and stored in temporary field heaps; are the storage locations in the same place one constructed within the last two years? or in different location?
	n/a
	n/a due to no previous deployment. 

	If the waste is stackable and stored in temporary field heaps; are the storage locations in a field:
· liable to flooding or becoming waterlogged, or 
· within 50 metres of a borehole, spring or well or 
· within 10 metres of surface water or a land drain
· within 30 meters of a watercourse on steeply sloping land
	N
	The field heap locations are not located in the areas listed.

	If the waste is non-stackable is the waste stored within either a vessel, a covered building, or on an impermeable surface
	n/a
	

	If the waste is high RAN and it is being stored within 200 metres of a European Site (SAC/SPA), Ramsar Site or a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) is the waste being covered to prevent loss of ammonia? (condition 3.2.4 of the permit)
	n/a
	Waste is not high in readily available nitrogen. 



	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 waste’s types applied for. 

	· Are there any special testing requirements?
	Y
	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?
	m/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 
	
On full report

	· Phosphorus (P)
	Y 
	

	· Magnesium (Mg) 
	Y 
	

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

	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 
	This deployment is adding minor nutrients. The waste is liming the soil. The p.H of the soils do show the soil  acidic and below the cropping optimum. 



	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 
	See comments at the bottom of the decision document. 

	· 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
	n/a
	Liming waste deployment 

	· Timing of application
	Y 
	See comments at the bottom of the decision document. 

	· 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
	

	Timing of application- if any of the wastes are high RAN, are they being spread OUTSIDE of the closed periods 
	n/a
	

	Groundwater Safeguard Zone for nitrate- if any of the wastes are high RAN, are the application rates less than 50 m3/ha, with a minimum 3 week gap between applications
	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 the cropping is any of the following, is the maximum nitrogen limit in line with that given in The Water Resources (Control of Agricultural Pollution) (Wales) Regulations 2021:
· 0 kg/ha- Field beans, Peas
· 120 kg/ha- Sugar beet
· 150 kg/ha- Asparagus, Carrots, Forage maize. Radish, Spring barley, Swedes
· 180 kg/ha- Spring-sown wheat, Winter barley
· 220 kg/ha- Autumn or early winter sown wheat
	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 given by the applicant 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?
	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:

In light of the conclusions of an appropriate assessment and taking account of the advice received from protected sites advisors, it has been established that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000/Ramsar site, taking into account any conditions or restrictions as applicable, either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects. (As documented in section 4 of OGN 200 form 1, and section 5 if applicable) 


	
HRA Overall conclusion:

In light of the conclusions of the appropriate assessment, it has been ascertained that the project will not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000/Ramsar site, as documented in section 4 of OGN 200 form 1, and section 5 is applicable. 




	Comments

	Consultation responses: 

1. A comment was left stating there was no details of waste on landowner permission form. The applicant has provided a new consent form in the request for information 1 response. 



	MyMap/location and slope assessments:

MyMap/location assessment

For details of the Mymap assessment see the DMS.

Slope assessment

Field number: Fields IDO4, MF08 and MF12 (partially).  
Slope of the land: 7-12o
Soil type: Sandy loam
Waste types applied: solid, stackable. 
Cropping type: Grass, maize & winter wheat 
Method of application: rear discharge spreader 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: In compliance with the restrictions outlined in CoGAP. 

Conclusion

The runoff risk has been determined as low for the following reasons:

· The sloping land is contained to the spreading field.
· The waste is a stackable solid meaning the runoff risk is low.
· The application rate is very low, ranging from 3-13 t/ha.
· The waste will be applied via rear discharger spreader which is an approperate method for the waste type.
· Wastes will be spread In compliance with the restrictions outlined in CoGAP. 

Field number:  ER10 (partially) & ER 11 (partially)
Slope of the land: 12o+
Soil type: Sandy loam
Waste types applied: solid, stackable. 
Cropping type: Grass, Winter wheat and maize 
Method of application: rear discharge spreader 
Weather conditions before during and after spreading: In compliance with the restrictions outlined in CoGAP. 
Conclusions: The runoff risk has been determined as low for the same reasons as the above conclusion. 

Fields ID02, ID03, ID05, ID06, ID07, MF10 and MF11 are located on flat to gently sloping land and do not pose a surface runoff risk. 


	CPH details: 

CPH given LPD1: 56/059/0041 & 56/001/0027

MyMap record:

ID02, ID03, ID04, ID05, ID06, ID07 = 56/001/0027 (PR Done + CO)

ER10, ER11, MF08, MF10, MF11, MF12 = 56/059/0041 ( SR Lewis + sons)

The CPH numbers provided by the applicant match the MyMap record. 


	Protection of habitats and ecosystems

For details of the habitats and ecosystems refer to the full MyMap report on the DMS.


	Agricultural benefit calculations:

The liming calculations in the nutrient calculator indicate the fields are being over limed from this landspreading activity by a small amount. However, the applicant has justified this increase in the submitted agricultural benefit statement which takes into account the following variables which reduces the liming effect of applying this waste stream which includes:

· Crop uptake
· Soil drainage
· Nitrogen acidification 

The applicant has provided the full calculations of these variables in the submitted agricultural benefit statement.


	Request for information: 09/08/2023

2. Confirm the following, If the payment has been made (including the date, if paid). The BACS reference used. The total amount paid. The applicant has confirmed the payment has been made. Banking were emailed and the fee was found, see the DMS for more information. 

3. Provide a new landowner consent form with the information you have already provided, in addition to the following: The wastes to be spread on all fields. The applicant has provided a new consent form.

4. Provide the correct grid reference for field ID03. The applicant has provided the correct grid reference for the field. 

5. Confirm the distance of all the no spread buffer zone distances on the submitted site plan. The applicant has confirmed the distance of the no spread buffer zones.

6. [bookmark: _Hlk142316344]Update the site plan to show the source protect zone (3) located on fields ID02 to ID07. The applicant has updated the site plan. 

7. Update the site plan to extend the buffer zone in field ID04. The applicant has updated the site plan. 

8. [bookmark: _Hlk142317928]Update the site plan to show the following: The no spread buffer zone distances in field MF08 & ID05.The location of the ancient woodlands that borders fields MF08 & ID05. The applicant has updated the site plan. 

9. Update the site plan to show the following: The no spread buffer zone distance in field MF12. The location of the local wildlife site that borders field MF12. The applicant has updated the site plan. 

10. Update the SSRA to acknowledge the lime waste has dust emitting potential and the mitigation measures in place to reduce dust emissions from spreading the waste. The applicant has clarified the waste has a low dust potential because during the production process, the material is subject to a wetting process to prevent dust blow around the manufacturing process. That results in a granular composition as opposed to a dust material. The applicant has also updated the SSRA to state this. 

11. Update the SSRA document so it fully risk assess the following sensitive sites: Protected habitats, ancient woodlands, Local wildlife sites (SINC). The applicant has updated the SSRA.

12. Update the ABS to confirm the following: The number of all the proposed storage location(s) along with all the grid references and the locations marked on the site plan. Update the ABS to provide specific details when hardstanding will be used at potential storage location(s). Provide more information to outline how long the TATA lime will be stored in field heaps during this deployment. The applicant has stated the waste will not be stored on hardstanding and has removed this statement from the ABS. The applicant has provided further storage locations where the wastes will be stored, these stockpiles are located on suitable ground and are owned by the landowners named in the CPH consent form. The applicant has not outlined how long the waste will be stored in field heaps or the mitigation measures in place to protect the underlying soil from the highly basic waste. This was requested in the request for information 2. 

13. Update the ABS so that it confirms only waste as specified in this deployment will be stored in the proposed storage location(s). The applicant has updated the ABS.

14. Update the ABS to confirm how often the waste will be spread on both permanent pastures and arable land. The applicant has updated the ABS.

Request for information 2 25/08/2023

1. Update the ABS so that it states how long the TATA lime will be stored in individual field heaps during this deployment. The applicant has confirmed the field heaps will store the waste for 38 weeks.

2. Update the ABS so that it states what the specific mitigation measures that are in place to protect the underlying soil when the field heaps are in use. The applicant has confirmed that the field heaps will be lined with straw to give some protection to the underlying soil. Although the straw will not be impermeable it does prevent the liming waste being in direct contact with the soil.


	Other information to note: 

The purpose of this bespoke landspreading deployment is to raise the field p.Hs to optimum levels, as they are currently acidic where the field p.Hs range from 5.9 to 4.8. As a result, the fields would benefit from a liming activity to raise the p.H of the fields so that the grass, winter wheat and maize can optimally grow. Due to this, the waste being spread (EWC 06 02 05*) is highly basic where the p.H of the waste stream is 11.6. Although this value is comparable to agricultural lime and lime treated biosolids. To mitigate the risk of detriment to the grass ,maize and winter barley the waste will be spread with the following timings.

Grass fields 

Spreading on grass pasture will be limited to an application in autumn (September- October) following sileage offtake (1 or 2 crop with aftermath grazing). When the grass will be dormant.

Winter wheat

The waste will be Spread between cropping onto post-harvest stubble in Autumn 2023 (September- October).

Maize

The waste will be spread on cultivated ground in the Spring of 2024 prior to sowing.

As the waste will be spread in dormant periods this will mitigate the effects of potential detriment to the grass and crops such as leaf scorch as the grass and crops will not be actively growing. The applicant has also justified spreading the waste in early autumn by stating it is standard practise for liming activities to take place in this time period by referring to an article written by the Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board which confirms this (see here). 

Dust potential

The applicant has confirmed in the request for information 1 response dated 18/08/2023 that the waste has a low dust potential. This is due to the waste being subject to a wetting process to prevent dust blow around the manufacturing process. The final material is granular in nature as opposed to a dust material. Given the physical nature of the material, this minimises the potential of dust being an issue during land applications. The applicant has also stated the waste will be spread in appropriate weather conditions to further mitigate the risk of dust and includes periods with little to no wind. Where the optimum conditions for spreading are following light dew with zero wind.

Conductivity 

The waste has a conductivity reading of 3,912 µS/cm which is elevated but is still in the safe range as stated in TGN 8.01 (2000-4000 µS/cm) and is comparable to other liming agents. The submitted agricultural benefit statement contains mitigation measures to reduce the risk of leaf scorch which includes spreading the waste in dormant periods (grass) to post silage pasture (winter wheat), and to maize stubble following crop offtake. The application rate of the waste is also very low ranging from 13 – 3 tonnes per hectare.



	Decision

	Can the deployment application be approved?
	Yes 

	Issue date
	04/09/2023

	Effective date
	04/09/2023

	Permitting Officer
Date
	Owen Clee
04/09/2023

	Team leader or Transfer of Powers (ToP) approval
Date 
	Huw Davies
04/09/2023



	Time recording

	Admin/consultations
	60

	Determination
	1,920

	Sign off
	10

	Issuing
	10

	Total
	2,000
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