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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


APPLICATION RETURNED
	Details

	Deployment Reference Number:
	PAN-015316

	Permit Reference Number:
	EPR-LB3333AL

	Permit Holder:
	[bookmark: _Hlk86061792]Veolia ES Landfill Limited

	Site Address:
	Maendy Quarry, Pontypridd, CF37 1PS

	Grid Reference:
	Deployment location/storage: ST0750287684



	Administrative Checks- by permit support officer

	
	Comments

	Consultation
	Waste reg team:
wasteregulation.southcentral@naturalresourceswales.gov.uk  
Environment team:
Cwmtaf&bridgendconsultations@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk 
NLO: PSC@environment-agency.gov.uk 

	Date due:
	30/09/2021

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

	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
	EA public register- issued 12/10/2012


	Correct application form
	Y
	

	Correct fee
	Y
	See permit compliance multiplier above and Charging Scheme page 43

	Fee on MyNRW
	Y
	Transaction ref: 02088840
Date: 21/05/2021
Ref: BS/210521/11 VEOLIA ES LANDFILL EPRLB3333AL
Amount: 798.00

	[bookmark: _Hlk86055344]Location map
	Y
	In some of the supporting documents- but doesn’t meet the guidance

	Benefit statement
	Y
	Have supplied a “purpose statement” but does not meet the guidance

	Waste Analysis
	Y
	Not assessed

	Soil Analysis
	N 
	Not being spread on existing soil

	EIA Agri Regulations evidence 
	n/a 
	

	Site Specific Risk Assessment 
	N 
	Ticked yes- but not clear where this is located.



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

	Has there been any pre-application discussions?
	Y
	Hannah Goddard- mainly around the consolidation of the two discharges.

	Has the permit number been provided?
	Y
	“EPR/LB3333” on form. Permit provided, with full reference of “LB3333AL”

	Has the permit holder name been provided?
	Y
	

	What permit is being deployed under?
	SR2010 No5
	

	Has contact information been provided?
	Y
	Mr David Jebb

	Has the technically competent manager details been provided?
	Y
	Mr Ian Harris 

	Has the nominated competent person details been provided?
	Y
	Mr Chris Busby- qualifications not suitable

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

	Does the farm address match the grid reference?
	Y
	Disused quarry without full address.
Site, spreading and storage location all have the same grid reference.

	What type of land do they want to treat?
	Non-agricultural land
	

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

	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
	0.56 ha

	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
	

	Have details of the land owner or occupier been provided?
	Y
	Permit holder

	Has consent been given to carry out the activity?
	Y
	

	Has all of the previous land treatment table been completed?
	n/a
	No previous land treatment

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

	Is the risk banding correct?
	Y
	

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

	What type of risk assessment has been submitted?
	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/a
	

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

	If no have details of the assessment evidence to support this conclusion been provided?
	
	

	Has all of the waste types table been completed?
	Y
	5000 tonnes- given the size of the site this is more waste than is permitted 

	Are the wastes listed in the deployment specifically listed in the permit? 
	Y
	19 12 12 soil substitutes from Table 2.3 of the permit

	Can you verify the waste producer (source of waste) is correct in terms of production, coding, and description?
	Y
	Project Yellow
Recycling Ltd,
EPR/AB3298HZ

	Has all of waste storage table been completed?
	Y
	Grid ref is the same as the deployment location. Need to query if this is the location where the stockpile is

	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
	1000

	Has checklist been completed?
	Y 
	Location map, Benefit statement, 
Waste analysis and 
Site specific
risk assessment all ticked however no specific documents attached with these names. 
Need to clarify which documents provided fulfil each requirement.

	Has confidentially been claimed?
	N
	

	Has national security been claimed?
	N
	

	If signing on behalf of a relevant person, has written confirmation from a relevant person been given?
	Y
	Letter of Authority DJ2021

[bookmark: _Hlk86061815]However, none of the signees of the letter (John Abraham, David Gerrard, or Mark Wilson) are current relevant people for the permit, therefore the letter is invalid

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

	Has a relevant person or approved person signed the declaration?
	N
	See above



	Location 
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	Has determining officer completed MyMap screening report?
	Y
	Limited due to lack of knowledge of site boundary

	Do the grid references match the site plan?
	Y
	Vague site plan

	If there is storage; do the grid references match the site plan?
	N
	Storage not shown on site plan

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

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

	surface water courses 
(permit condition: no spreading within 10 meters) 
(buffer zones needed)
	Y
	Water courses on west side of quarry, however not clear where spreading activity is occurring.

	groundwater source protection zones 
(permit condition: no 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 spreading within 50 meters) 
	n/a
	

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

	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)
	N
	

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

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

	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 N n/a
	Entire site is a local wildlife site.

Whole site is covered in vegetation.

Whole site is draining to a point and may be waterlogged.

	What is the slope of the fields?
	Unable to assess run-off risk as not clear where activity is occurring. Parts of the quarry show as transparent, yellow and red.



	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
	N
	Testing not carried out in line with TGN

	· Nitrogen (N)
	N
	

	· Phosphorus (P)
	N
	

	· Potassium (K) 
	N
	

	· % dry matter
	N
	

	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 
	N
	

	· Sodium   
	N
	

	· Sulphur 
	Y
	

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

	· Are there any special testing requirements?
	Y
	

	· If yes; have they been tested for?
	N
	

	If spreading waste soil, has the analysis been carried out at an MCERTS Lab?
	?
	An MCERTS testing report has been provided, but it is unclear whether this is for the quarry or the waste.

	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
	Unsure of purpose of waste application so have been unable to assess the results of the soil analysis.
Testing not carried out in line with TGN

	· Potassium (K)
	N
	

	· Phosphorus (P)
	N
	

	· Magnesium (Mg) 
	N
	

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

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

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



	Benefit Statement
	Y N n/a
	Comments

	BENEFIT STATEMENT WRITTEN IN LINE WITH THE GUIDANCE NOT PROVIDED- CANNOT ASSESS THIS SECTION

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

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

	· Is there a clear benefit from the activity? 
	
	

	· Is the material suitable for its intended use? 
	
	

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

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

	· 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.
	
	

	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
	
	

	· Timing of application
	
	

	· Amount of waste to be applied and application rate
	
	

	· Soil chemical properties (e.g. liming and pH) 
	
	

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

	· Soil water content 
	
	

	· Levelling the land
	
	

	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
	
	

	· Included the nutrient level in their environmental risk assessment
	
	

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

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

	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
	
	

	· Waste analysis
	
	

	· Crop nutrient requirements
	
	

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

	· Does each waste confer benefit in its own right?
	
	

	· Is it only for operational purposes?
	
	

	· Have individual application rates for each waste been given?
	
	

	· 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.
	
	

	Application of waste (TGN 8.01 6.10)

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

	· Is the timing of application appropriate? 
	
	

	· Have they stated when the waste will be spread?
	
	

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

	Have the total nutrients supplied by the waste been given? 
	
	

	Does the total nutrients supplied match NRW calculations?
	
	

	Has total nutrients supplied been given in oxide format?
	
	

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

	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?
	
	

	· How much material was spread?
	
	

	· At what application rate material was spread?
	
	

	· The nutrients supplied by the material?
	
	



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

	SITE SPECIFIC RISK ASSESSMENT WRITTEN IN LINE WITH THE GUIDANCE NOT PROVIDED- CANNOT ASSESS THIS SECTION

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

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

	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.
	
	

	· Pathways
	
	

	· 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.
	
	

	· Measures that will minimise or mitigate the impact will be put in place
	Y N 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:
· no comments requiring action as application is being returned.

	MyMap and location assessment: 
· See MyMap search results and location section of this document. 
· unable to complete full assessment of location as unsure of the spreading and storage locations.

	Protection of habitats and ecosystems
· n/a

	Agricultural benefit calculations:
· testing of the waste and received soil not completed in line with guidance. assessment could not be completed.
· no benefit statement provided. assessment could not be completed
· partially completed nutrient calculator saved to DMS

	Other information to note:
Discharge:
Permit: Information: AN0236801 - Dynamics 365
AN0236801 (sharepoint.com)

	Reasons for return:
Permit conditions and TGN requirements
You have applied for a landspreading deployment under the standard rules permit SR2010No5- Use of mobile plant for land reclamation, restoration or improvement of land. This is the permit was must assess the application against, as well as the requirements within the accompanying Technical Guidance Note for landspreading.

Table 2.1 of the permit (Activities) sets out that this permit is for “The use of mobile plant to treat land that has been subject to industrial or other man-made development where such treatment results in benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement.”

Benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement is defined in sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the technical guidance note for landspreading- TGN 8.01 How to comply with your landspreading permit.

As you have stated on the LPD1 form, this is non-agricultural land and the waste can only be used when the land is not being brought back into agricultural use, we have presumed you are not proposing this activity to benefit agriculture, however we have not been provided with evidence that this activity is intended to result in ecological improvement as per the definition in Box 6.4 of TGN 8.01:
1. Ecological improvement must be for the purposes of providing, maintaining or improving the soils ability to provide a growing medium.
1. Benefit should be assessed using the following criteria:
1. maintenance and improvement of existing habitats and their bio-diversity – provision of new habitats
1. prevent deterioration of habitats
1. development or restoration of existing habitats to give greater biodiversity and sustainability
1. development and maintenance of landscaped, amenity and recreation sites.
1. Reclamation of derelict or degraded land
2. Restoration of mineral extraction or waste management facilities, provided that the land has no existing conservation value and the land is not a specialised habitat. The above improvements for habitats may also include assessment against the same criteria outlined above for agricultural benefit i.e. the physical, chemical and biological enhancement of the soil to create or support a habitat.
2. Existing habitats must not be damaged in the process

Condition 2.1.3 of the permit states “Each notification shall contain an assessment that shows that benefit will be conferred by spreading of the waste. The assessment shall be made by a person with appropriate technical expertise and contain evidence demonstrating the reasons for their opinion.”

The supporting documents required to support your application and demonstrate the claimed benefit (benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement) consist of location map, benefit statement, waste analysis, soil analysis and site-specific risk assessment. TGN 8.01 details what information must be included within these supporting documents. See below for our comments.

Location map (TGN 8.01; section 2.3)
Site plans are included in some of the supporting documents provided with the application, however none appear to have been created to support this application, nor do they meet the requirements set out in the guidance, nor clearly show the areas where the waste to be spread or stored. The Purpose Statement indicates drawing CE_MQ1458-DW01 in Appendix A should be referred to as the site plan for this application, but as above, it does not meet the guidance.

Benefit statement (TGN 8.01; section 2.6)
You have provided a Purpose Statement; however, this does not meet the requirements of the guidance, and it is unclear how the proposed activity will result in benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement.

Waste Analysis (TGN 8.01; section 2.4)
Two waste analysis were provided in a separate email- 93500 Report and 97424 Report- and show analysis of the proposed waste from February and June 2021. 
Assessment of the results and the nutrients supplied by the material should be discussed within the benefit statement. We have noted that the pH levels in both samples are very alkali, and the nutrients supplied at the maximum application rate are extremely high. 
The February testing refers to the material as “Sandy Clay with Gravel”, while the June testing refers to it as “Sand with Gravel & Roots” and is described as a soil substitute in the LPD1 form. The form of the waste and its composition should be described within the benefit statement- see specifically. section 2.6.6 and Section 3: 19 12 12.
The TGN section sets out what should be tested for within the waste, and deviation from this list should be discussed within the benefit statement.

Soil Analysis (TGN 8.01; section 2.5)
On the LPD1 form you have not ticked that you have included a soil analysis, however document 210814-67-MCERTS-COMPLETE-2021-08-23 (1) supplied in a separate email appears to be a soil analysis. The intended purpose of this document is unclear or if it is an analysis of the quarry itself, or the soil substitute. This should be referenced in the supporting document list in the LPD1 form and the benefit statement. 
The TGN section sets out what should be tested for within the receiving soil, and deviation from this list should be discussed within the benefit statement.

Site Specific Risk Assessment (LPD1 form guidance)
A site-specific risk assessment is required, but one has not been provided despite being ticked on the LPD1 form. It is not clear if any of the supporting documents provided were intended to be the risk assessment.

Total amount of waste to be spread and application rates (TGN 8.01; section 2.6.7)
Table 2.1 of the permit states “The quantity of waste applied per hectare shall not exceed that in the agreed deployment form and in any case no more than 5000 tonnes of waste shall be spread per hectare.” You have proposed to spread 5000 tonnes of waste over 0.56 ha of land. This is not acceptable. The maximum amount of waste you can spread to land under this deployment is 2,800 tonnes i.e. 0.56-hectare area multiplied by 5000 tonnes per hectare maximum permitted application rate. You are also required to state the intended application rate with the benefit statement which was not done.

LPD1 form
1. only a partial EPR number was given- EPR/LB3333. The full permit reference should be provided.
1. the technical competence certificate provided for Mr Ian John Harris is incomplete- the continuing competence certificate is missing. The continuing competence for SR2010 No5 is LSNHW- see the WAMITAB website for further information (search “SR2010 No5” on the Wales tab- » Primary Competence | WAMITAB
1. the technical competence certificates provided for Mr Christopher Paul Busby (managing landfill hazardous waste) are not relevant to the proposed activity as per WAMITABs hierarchy for Mobile plant for treatment of land for land reclamation, restoration or improvement
1. the same grid reference has been provided for the site as a whole, where the spreading will occur, and the stockpile storage location. The specific spreading location, or the stockpile location has not been shown on any site plans so we cannot verify if the grid reference is correct. It is very unusual for all 3 of the grid references to show the exact same locations. 
1. the declaration has been signed by Mr David Jebb with a letter provided to show Mr Jebb has been given the authorisation to sign on behalf of Veolia ES Landfill Limited. The letter is signed by John Abraham, David Gerrard, and Mark Wilson, however none of these are currently relevant people for the permit as noted on Companies House, therefore the letter is invalid, and authorisation has not been provided.

Additional comments on supporting documents
A number of documents were provided to support the application; however, their purpose is not clear, nor has it been explained e.g. the Environment Management System for the producer of the waste, or the ecological surveys. The Purpose Statement document contains a list of 5 documents, however many more were supplied both attached to the LPD1 form and supplied in a separate email.

You have supplied a copy of your permit- please note that the version of the rule set attached (v3) is no longer the current permit. You should refer to the EA version of this rule set for deploying in England (v7) and the NRW version of the rule set when deploying in Wales (v6).

While Appendix A - Maendy IC2 Submission August 2019 may contain useful information for the proposed activity, it was written in response to improvement conditions on a different permit, not to fulfill the requirements of this permit or application. 

Appendix B - Restoration assessment Procedure Maendy also contains useful information but is not specific to this application. 
 



	Decision

	Can the deployment application be approved?
	No

	Issue date
	n/a

	Effective date
	n/a

	Permitting Officer
Date
	Louise Bailey
26/10/21

	Team leader or Transfer of Powers (ToP) approval
Date 
	Huw Davies
26/10/21



	Time recording

	Admin/consultations
	60

	Determination
	385

	Sign off
	10

	Issuing
	10

	Total
	465 minutes
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