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Abbreviations and Glossary 
 

Term Definition 

AOD Above Ordnance Datum - ‘Ordnance Datum’ is the standard measure of sea level in the UK, from 
which all heights are measured for mapping purposes.  

AADT 
Annual Average Daily Traffic - A daily total traffic flow (24hrs), expressed as a mean daily flow 
across all 365 days of the year. 

Air quality 
objective 

Policy target generally expressed as a maximum ambient concentration to be achieved, either 
without exception or with a permitted number of exceedances within a specific timescale (see also 
air quality standard). 

Air quality 
standard 

The concentrations of pollutants in the atmosphere which can broadly be taken to achieve a certain 
level of environmental quality.  The standards are based on the assessment of the effects of each 
pollutant on human health including the effects on sensitive sub-groups (see also air quality 
objective). 

Ambient air Outdoor air in the troposphere, excluding workplace air. 

Annual mean The average (mean) of the concentrations measured for each pollutant for one year.   

AQMA Air Quality Management Area. 

AQO Air Quality Objective. 

Baseline  In EIA, ‘baseline conditions’ are the environmental conditions in existence just before the occurrence 
of an impact – i.e. they are the conditions that would be affected.  Baseline conditions are not the 
same as existing conditions, which are those in existence at the time of carrying out the EIA, 
because, this may be some time in advance of the occurrence of an impact and environmental 
conditions may change in the intervening period. 

CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan - A plan prepared by a contractor before the start of 
construction work, detailing ‘environmental aspects’ that may be affected by the construction work 
and management methods to prevent any such effects.  The CEMP would include methods and site 
management practices to be applied to prevent generation of nuisance dust, accidental pollution 
events and a range of other potential sources of accidental damage to the environment, and 
response and reporting procedures to minimise the damage in the event of a pollution incident. 

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. 

EA  Environment Agency 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment – an assessment of certain types of major project of the 
significant effects that the project could have on the environment.   

ELDC East Lindsey District Council 

Emission rate The quantity of a pollutant released from a source over a given period of time. 

EPUK Environmental Protection (UK). 

Exceedance 
A period of time where the concentrations of a pollutant is greater than the appropriate air quality 
standard. 

FRA Flood Risk Assessment. 
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Term Definition 

H2S Hydrogen-sulphate  

HDV/HGV Heavy Duty Vehicle/Heavy Goods Vehicle. 

HRA Habitat Regulations Assessment. 

IAQM Institute of Air Quality Management. 

LAQM Local Air Quality Management. 

LNR Local Nature Reserve. 

Mitigation  Measures which have the purpose of avoiding, reducing or compensating for adverse environmental 
impacts.  It may also include measures to create environmental benefits. 

NNR National Nature Reserve. 

NO2 Nitrogen dioxide. 

NOx Nitrogen oxides. 

NPPF 
National Planning Policy Framework – a statement of central government guidance on planning 
policy, replacing the previous system of topic-specific PPGs and PPSs. 

ouE European Odour Unit 

PM10 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 micrometres. 

PM2.5 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 2.5 micrometres. 

Ramsar site  Wetlands of international conservation importance, designated under the Ramsar Convention, often 
but not always for the protection of populations of water birds. 

Receptor The existing environmental feature that would be affected by an impact – for instance, the population 
of a protected species, or a specific archaeological site, or the occupants of a residential property. 

SAC Special Area of Conservation – strictly protected sites designed under the EU Habitats Directive, 
representing internationally important, high-quality conservation sites that significantly contribute to 
conserving the 189 habitat types and 788 species identified in Annexes I and II of the Directive (as 
amended). 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest – a statutory designation under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended), protecting nationally important wildlife sites, habitats and geological sites. 

µg/m3 
microgrammes 
per cubic metre 

A measure of concentration in terms of mass per unit volume.  A concentration of 1µg/m3 means 
that one cubic metre of air contains one microgram (millionth of a gram) of pollutant. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 

 This Environmental Statement (ES) has been prepared to accompany a planning application for the 
creation of four new poultry units plus associated structures (silos) and access upgrades alongside the 
existing six poultry units on land at Valley Farm, Hemingby Lane in West Ashby, near Horncastle 
(hereafter referred to as the Proposed Development); the Site location is shown on Figure 1.1 in Volume 3 
of this ES.   

 The planning application has been submitted by Harrison Pitt Architects (on behalf of Stonegate Farmers 
Ltd) to East Lindsey District Council (ELDC).  

1.2 Need for an Environmental Statement 

 A planning application (Ref: S/201/1555/17) was originally submitted to ELDC in August 2017.  The 
application was subsequently screened in September 2017, with ELDC determining that the application 
required a statutory Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) based on the number of chickens at the 
facility.   

 In this instance, the Proposed Development is considered to constitute a Schedule 1 development as 
defined by the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the 
EIA Regulations) and falls under Section 17 (the Proposed Development involves increasing capacity at 
a poultry farm with more than 60,000 birds): 

“Installations for the intensive rearing of poultry or pigs with more than (a)85,000 places for broilers 
or 60,000 places for chickens; (b)3,000 places for production pigs (over 30 kg); or (c)900 places 
for sows.” 

 Schedule 1 developments constitute those that are likely to have significant effects and for which it is a 
mandatory requirement to provide an ES with the planning application.  The scope of this assessment 
presented in this ES was determined in consultation with ELDC in December 2018, details of which can 
be found in Chapter 4 of this ES. 

1.3 Need for the Development  

 Stonegate Farmers Ltd (the Applicant) own multiple poultry farms across Lincolnshire. The Applicant is 
looking to expand some of their current farms to increase the production capacity for free range egg laying 
and chick rearing (rearing chicks into egg laying hens) within the Lincolnshire area. The expansion also 
contributes to increasing availability of UK based produce, potentially reducing reliance on imports from 
overseas. 

 For this Proposed Development, as a chicken rearing farm the applicant wishes to construct an additional 
four rearing units, to increase the bird capacity at the Site from 96,000 to a total of 168,480 birds housed 
in ten units, increasing capacity to supply the product reaching the supermarkets.  

 There is a current trend in the market of moving towards free range egg production on individual farms. 
This rural Site is an existing poultry farm business and the additional permanent free range poultry units 
would help expand the business to meet market demand. The Applicant has a long-standing connection 
with the poultry business and their existing operation implemented on other sites is proving to be highly 
successful.  

1.4 ES Structure 

 This ES comprises the following elements: 

▲ Volume 1: ES Non-Technical Summary - provides an overview of the Proposed Development and 
summarises the findings of the EIA and any key mitigation measures and / or enhancement 
proposed. 

▲ Volume 2: ES (Main Text) – provides a detailed description of the Proposed Development, reports 
the findings of the EIA and any potential significant environmental effects as well as any proposed 
mitigation measures. 

▲ Volume 3: ES Figures - illustrations and planning drawings that specifically accompany this ES and 
which are not included within the Technical Appendices. 
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▲ Volume 4: ES Technical Appendices – detailed technical reports to accompany the individual 
assessments documented in this ES. 

 The following documents also accompany the planning application submission, but do not form part of 

this ES:  

▲ Design and Access Statement (DAS) - provides a description of the design issues relevant to the 
Proposed Development. The document provides an explanation of the site selection process, the 
principles and concepts which have driven the design, the approach to access and how the relevant 
Development Plan policies have been taken into account. 

▲ Transport Statement - a statement on transport issues arising from the Proposed Development. 

1.5 Competent Experts 

 This ES has been prepared in accordance with the EIA Regulations. The following qualified and 
competent professionals, with sufficient expertise in the relevant fields, led the assessments of their 
respective technical discipline or compilation of the overall EIA; pen profiles of their competence are 
provided in Section 13 of this ES:  

▲ EIA Co-ordinator – Delta-Simons Environmental Consultants Ltd 

▲ Water Resources – Stephen Foster Associates Ltd  

▲ Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Delta-Simons Environmental Consultants Ltd 

▲ Air Quality, Dust and Odour – Delta-Simons Environmental Consultants Ltd 

▲ Landscape and Visual – Yew Tree and Gardens 

▲ Ecology – Envirotech NW 

▲ Noise Assessment – Miller Goodall 

▲ Transport and Access – Via Solutions Ltd 

1.6 Key Terms / Glossary 

 To provide consistency throughout this ES the following key terms have been used: 

▲ The ‘Proposed Development’ is the development that is subject of the planning application. 

▲ Stonegate Farmers Ltd is referred to as ‘the Applicant’. 

▲ ‘The Site’ is the area of land within the formal planning application (red line) boundary encircling 
the Proposed Development (see Figure 1.1, in Volume 3 of this ES). 

▲ The ‘Study Area’ is the area over which a desk based or field assessment has been undertaken 
and is defined within each specialist topic chapter. The Study Area varies depending on the nature 
of the potential effects within each discipline, as informed by professional guidance and best 
practice regarding EIA. All of the Study Areas cover the Proposed Development area plus a buffer 
zone beyond the red line boundary, and are described within the methodology section of the 
relevant chapters within this ES. 

▲ East Lindsey District Council is referred to as ‘ELDC’. 

▲ Lincolnshire County Council is referred to as ‘LCC’. 

1.7 Access to the Planning Application and Environmental Statement 

 The full application package is available free of charge to view/download from the following website: 

https://www.e-lindsey.gov.uk/applications 

 Electronic copies, on CD/DVD, of the entire set of documentation are available from Harrison Pitt 
Architects at the address below.   

Harrison Pitt Architects 

29 Castle Hill 

Lancaster  

https://www.e-lindsey.gov.uk/applications
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LA1 1YN  

 A printed paper copy of the Non-Technical Summary can also be requested, free of charge, from the 
above address.  However, a paper copy of the full ES would incur a fee of £85 per ES or provided on a 
CD/DVD for £35 per ES (including postage and packaging), by writing their request, and enclosing a 
cheque for the relevant amount to Harrison Pitt Architects. 

 Members of the public can view copies of the Non-Technical Summary, ES and other planning 
documentation at the following location: 

Horncastle Community Access Point (CAP) and Library 

Wharf Road 

Horncastle 

Lincolnshire 

LN9 5HL 

 Opening hours: 09:00am to 16:00pm, Monday and Thursdays only. 
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2 The Proposed Development 
2.1 Site Context 

 Location 

 The Site is an existing poultry farm (rearing chicks into egg laying hens) located approximately 1.6 
kilometres (km) north of Horncastle, Lincolnshire. the development area (red line) and landownership 
boundary (blue line), are shown in planning drawing No. 1980-001_A, presented in Volume 3 of this ES.    

 Hemingby Lane lies along the eastern boundary, with a maintained hedge between the Site and road. A 
hardstanding storage site lies to the north-west of the Site, with its access road running along the northern 
boundary of the Site separated by a mature hedgerow; arable fields lie beyond the access road to the 
north. The River Bain runs along the western boundary, with arable fields beyond to the west. It is 
understood the applicant also owns Bain Farm, located to the south along Hemingby Lane and contains 
a further four rearing units. A residential property and grassland fields (including a horse paddock) lie 
between the two farms, west of Hemingby Lane.  A second residential property lies east of Hemingby 
Lane, opposite the first.  

 Existing Facility   

 The existing facility has a capacity of 96,000 birds located in six single storey poultry bird units across the 
Site. A row of four units are located along and perpendicular to the northern boundary, with a further two 
units located perpendicular to the southern boundary of the Site with the closest adjacent to Hemingby 
Lane; these units comprise a total building footprint of 5,040m2.  The existing Site layout is illustrated on 
planning drawing No. 1980-001_A, in Volume 3 of this ES.   

 The current units are constructed with two types of external finish, either green coloured steel cladding 
with profiled metal roof, or timber cladding with profiled fibre cement roof, and include external feed silos. 
The remainder of the Site comprises semi-improved grassland, concrete areas in front of each unit 
entrance and a gravel access road through the Site, from Hemingby Lane, between the rows of poultry 
units. 

 The Site also has a generator building and a large silo in the north-west corner and a small, wood 
administrative office building beside liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) storage tanks near the Site entrance.  
Another three LPG tanks are located near the centre of the Site, while a few other small units are present 
across the Site.   

 Environmental Designations and Assets 

 The Site has historically been in agricultural use and was developed for poultry units between 1971 and 
2003.  A map of key environmental constraints can also be found in Volume 3, Figures 2.1a and 2.1b. 

 There are no internationally statutory nature conservation designations within 6 km of the Site, and no 
national statutory nature conservation designations within 2 km of the Site. However, the River Bain is a 
Local Plan designated Site of Nature Conservation Importance and lies adjacent to the Site along the 
western boundary. 

 There are no Registered Battlefields, World Heritage Sites, Registered Parks and Gardens, or Listed 
Buildings located within 1 km of the Site.  The nearest Scheduled Monument is the buried remains of 
Shearman’s Wath Henge, located approximately 635 m north-west of the Site boundary.  

 There are no surface watercourses located on-site, but the River Bain forms the Site’s western boundary. 
The Site benefits from an existing flood defence alongside the River Bain, but the south-west part lies 
within Flood Zones 2 and 3; see Figure 2.1b in Volume 3 of this ES.   

 The Site is not located within a designated groundwater Source Protection Zone (SPZ), but the superficial 
deposits are classified as a Secondary A Aquifer and the bedrock is Unproductive Strata (non-aquifer).  

 An overhead powerline, on wooden poles, currently crosses the west side of the Site in a north-west/south-
east direction. The Site does not intersect a pipeline or hazard zone. 



Volume 2 – Environmental Statement (Main Text) 
Valley Farm, Horncastle 
Delta-Simons Project Number 18-0995   Page 5 

Environment | Health & Safety | Sustainability 

2.2 The Proposed New Poultry Units and Site Changes  

 The Proposed Development would increase the bird capacity at the Site from 96,000 to a total of 154,350 
birds housed in a total of ten poultry units. It is proposed to develop four new units on Site comprising 
14,400 birds in Unit A, 7,950 birds in Unit B and 18,000 chickens each in Units C and D. The planning 
application Site encompasses an area of approximately 1 hectare (ha) and excludes the existing six 
poultry units; the red line boundary of the Proposed Development area is illustrated on planning drawing 
1980-005_A, in Volume 3 of this ES. 

 The Proposed Development is the product of an iterative design process that has considered 
environmental issues at each stage (see Chapter 3).  

 Building Dimensions and Layout  

 The proposed new Site layout and building designs are illustrated on the following drawings presented in 
Volume 3 of this ES: 

▲ Planning drawing 1980-005_A shows the Red Line Planning Application and Land Ownership 
Boundaries. 

▲ Planning drawing 1980-001_A shows the existing Site Plan. 

▲ Planning drawing 1980-010_J shows the proposed new site layout and development footprint.   

▲ Planning drawing 1980-050_B proposed new Type C and D rearing shed plan and elevations.  

▲ Planning drawing 1980-051_B proposed new Type B rearing shed plan and elevations.  

▲ Planning drawing 1980-052_A proposed new Type A rearing shed plan and elevations.  

 As illustrated on planning drawing 1980-010-J, the proposed new Unit A would be located adjacent to the 
existing four units on the northside of the Site, whilst Units C and D would be located adjacent to the two 
existing units on the southside of the Site.  New Unit B would be located between the groups of units, 
along the western boundary.  

 The proposed new units for the Site would match the size, scale and traditional Lincolnshire portal frame 
structure of the existing Site units. The proposed units would be single storey, with a maximum ridge 
height of 5 m. Unit A would measure approximately 40 m x 18 m, Unit B would measure 36 m x 11 m and 
Units C and D would measure 50 m x 18 m. All of the units would be constructed of green coloured steel 
cladding with profiled metal roof, to match the existing units on Site.  Each Unit would have one grain silo 
for feed, 2.87 m in diameter and 7.8 m tall, positioned at the entrance.  

 The new units would be developed on the existing semi-improved grassland areas within the Site’s blue 
line boundary, with an 8 m standoff from the River Bain’s bank top (see planning drawing 1980-010_J) to 
meet the Environment Agency’s requested minimum 4 m clearance for essential maintenance (as per 
Environmental Agency EIA Scoping response letter dated 05 December 2018). 

 Site Access  

 The existing Site access would remain via the A158 onto Lough Road then Hemingby Lane, with surface 
upgrades to the internal site roads completed as required.  The existing on-site access road, comprising 
compacted, self-binding gravel surfacing, would also be extended to allow heavy good vehicles (HGVs) 
to manoeuvre within in the Site and access the new Units. A new 25 m diameter HGV turning circle would 
be created in the centre of the Site. 

 Building Design 

 The building design has been developed to provide the following requirements: 

▲ The new Units would be designed to provide at least a 20 year working life.   

▲ Development floor levels would be established at a minimum elevation of 32.0m above ordnance 
datum (AOD), to reduce the risk of being flooded by the River Bain. Finished floor levels at Units B 
and C would be achieved by raising ground levels in the southern part of the site.   

▲ Local replacement of the lost floodplain storage in Flood Zones 2 and 3 would be accommodated 
within the Site boundary through creation of an area of ground lowering within the undeveloped 
area in the south-west corner of the Site. 
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▲ Creation of a landscape bund in the north-east corner of the Site to help screen views of poultry 
Unit 4 from Hemingby Lane; any materials sourced from elsewhere on site would be subject to 
testing to make sure it is suitable for the proposed use. 

▲ Relocation of existing and addition of two extra LPG storage tanks, with suitable barrier protection 
from HGV movements; those in the floodplain would be placed on a raised structure that does not 
impeded the flow of any floodwaters. 

▲ Existing overhead cables would be diverted, with those crossing the Site laid underground; all 
relevant utility providers would be contacted before any work is carried out on the Site to ensure 
the safety of the workforce and accommodate any access requirements of the Utility provider. 

▲ Gutters and downpipes shall be fitted to all roofs with all clean roof drainage discharged to 
permeable ground, as at present. The roof discharges would be arranged so as not to discharge 
onto soiled yards. 

▲ Insulation and ventilation control would be provided to make sure the temperature is capable of 
being maintained at a thermally comfortable temperature of between 18OC and 23OC.   

▲ Heating system - propane based heating facilities, comprising warm air heaters provided for 
brooding young chicks and when temperatures risk dropping below 18OC.   

▲ All roofs and walls shall be finished internally so that the birds, insect or rodents cannot damage 
the insulation.  The entire floor area of every house shall be of concrete on compacted hardcore 
with a damp proof membrane between. 

▲ Ventilation – The existing Units use natural ventilation systems, but the new ones would contain 
mechanical roof based ventilation system (i.e. no wall fans needed) with the number of ventilation 
plant per Unit illustrated on planning drawings 1980-050_B, 1980-051_B and 1980-052_A, in 
Volume 3 of this ES. The ventilation system would provide air circulation, dust level, temperature, 
relative humidity, and gas concentrations (e.g. ammonia, NH3, and carbon dioxide, CO2) are kept 
within limits not harmful to the birds.    

▲ Manure / waste clearance plant – manure/waste would be collected from the farm at the end of 
each 16 week rearing period. In common with existing facilities at the Site, poultry manure would 
be removed from each unit using a mechanical conveyor belt system and temporarily stored on an 
area of concrete hardstanding in front of each unit prior to loading onto HGVs for off-site disposal. 
The hardstanding areas would be graded to drain away any liquid waste or runoff from the building 
via a drainage channel. These drains would discharge directly to a series of underground slurry 
tanks that are emptied on an as-required basis. At present, there are five slurry tanks to serve the 
existing six poultry units. The same arrangements would be incorporated within the Proposed 
Development design with temporary waste storage areas, drainage systems and slurry tanks 
associated with each of the additional four proposed poultry units. 

▲ Power supply - Both the heating and ventilation system would be powered by an existing Site 
electricity supply.  An existing generator, to be relocated but retained on site, uses red fuel oil and 
provides a power supply independent of mains electricity supply to provide an emergency back-up 
system in case of failure by main system.   

▲ Water supply – All units would have a permanent fresh water supply through extensions to the 
existing Site’s water utility supply connection.  

▲ Lighting - all units shall contain internal lighting designed to encourage even distribution of hens 
and follow a 24 hour rhythm aligned with periods of darkness lasting at least 6 hours. Lighting shall 
be provided by energy efficient (LED, etc.) lighting.   

 Construction Phase  

 Construction of the proposed new Units would follow the below sequence of works: 

▲ Contact relevant utility provider to relocate the overhead power line and make sure working 
methods and site access comply with their safety requirements. 

▲ Removal or relocation of existing installations in the development areas, such as the silo and 
generator in the north-west corner along with other small storage units. 
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▲ Topsoil clearance, assumed to be disposed off-site (recycled where possible) unless able to 
redistribute on-site subject to not adversely affecting on Site’s flood risk capacity, and ground 
profiling of the whole development area with an excavator.  

▲ Installation of foundations and utility service and drainage connections. 

▲ Installation of steel framework. 

▲ Attachment of side and roof panels to the steel framework. 

▲ Installation of mechanical plant and other poultry unit equipment. 

▲ Stocking of the new Units. 

 The construction works are expected to take 2 to 4 months to complete, with working hours limited to 
08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Fridays and 08:00 to 13:00 Saturdays.  There would be no construction work 
at night-time or on Sundays and Bank Holidays.  

 All construction works would be managed in accordance with a construction environmental management 
plan (CEMP), to be produced by the Contractor. It is assumed that best practice construction measures 
would be applied during construction to minimise any emission of pollutants to the ground, surface water 
bodies or the air, plus emissions of dust and noise that may impact on nearby receptors. 

 Construction traffic movements would be limited to a small number of day-to-day construction workforce 
vehicles, plus pre-arranged HGV deliveries of concrete, building components and other parts as required 
during the building of the Units (potentially 2 or 3 deliveries a week at its peak).   

 It is assumed there would be no requirement to remove or change any of the existing site boundary 
hedgerows or fencing. 

 Site Operation and Management  

 The following outlines the site operational arrangement and management systems that would apply to the 
new units: 

▲ Manure removal would increase from 19 lorry movements per year to 28 per year.  

▲ Staffing – an additional two permanent members of staff would be required, increasing site 
employment from 2 full time equivalent (FTE) to 4 FTE.  

▲ Traffic and transport: 

o Parking provision on Site would increase from 2 spaces to 4 spaces, to cater for the increased 
permanent workforce. 

o The change in vehicle numbers is reflected in the Table 2.1, below, though the number of 
actual movements along the highways would be double as one vehicle would need to travel 
along the local roads twice for each visit (arriving and leaving).  

Table 2.1: Number of Vehicles and Types Visiting the Site Each Year 

Activity Type of Vehicle Number of Vehicles Per Year 

Current Proposed 

Feed HGV / 27 ton 30 49 

Chick/Bird HGV / 18 ton 27 39 

Litter HGV / 27 ton 19 28 

Staff Car/Motorcycle 730 1460 

▲ Site management would be as per the following existing site management plans and standards: 

o Defra, British Egg Industry Council (BEIC) Lion Code, RSPCA Assured and Integrated 
Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) standards. 

o Pest control plan. 

o Dust management plan. 
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o Environmental Permit, covering waste management and pollution control. 

o Travel plan. 

▲ The concrete/compacted hardcore pad adjacent to each Unit would be only external area on which 
waste products would be managed prior to off-site disposal. 

▲ Any runoff from waste materials would be collected, contained and prevented from direct entry to 
local watercourses. 

▲ The new Units on the Site would operate 24/7, as per the existing Units, but HGV movements and 
testing of the backup generators would take place between the hours of 07:00 and 16:00. 

 Decommissioning  

 If the Site was to be decommissioned in the future, all the above ground building and installations would 
be removed and below ground utility connections capped off.  The site would then be returned to 
agricultural grassland. 
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3 Consideration of Alternatives 
3.1 Introduction  

 The EIA process provides an opportunity to consider alternative development options with their respective 
environmental effects before a decision is taken on the final design.  

 This chapter presents a summary of the alternative site and design considerations during the development 
of the Proposed Development and its design. 

3.2 Site Selection  

 The Applicant undertook a strategic feasibility review of all their poultry farm sites to identify those with 
room to accommodate the addition of new units to increase capacity.  The review also took into account 
development constraints and opportunities, such as the ability to rationalise / improve use of existing Units, 
the presence of Utility assets and risks to environmental receptors or neighbouring properties.   

 Valley Farm was selected as a preferred Site as the land is available within the existing landownership 
and currently in use as an existing poultry facility. The Site has the capacity to increase the number of 
birds on Site, retaining use of the current Site access, whilst allowing new units to be kept away from 
sensitive receptors.  

3.3 Design Evolution and Embedded Environmental Mitigation 

 The overall design of the Proposed Development layout emerged as a result of an analysis of opportunities 
and constraints, plus the Site’s relationship with neighbouring development and adjacent open 
countryside.   

 The key environmental constraints for the Site and the environmental mitigation that has been embedded 
into the finalised design for the Proposed Development is summarised in Table 3.1, below. The 
identification of constraints and embedded mitigation were informed by stakeholder consultation and 
reflect the specific Site conditions.  These measures are referred to as ‘embedded mitigation’ because 
they form part of the design that has been assessed in this ES, thus these measures are not proposed as 
mitigation again within the topic assessments.   

 The final layout for the Proposed Development is illustrated on planning drawing 1980-010_J, in Volume 
3 of this ES. 

Table 3.1: Key Constraints and Embedded Environmental Mitigation 

Constraint Embedded Environmental Mitigation 

Visibility of development 
from surroundings. 

The new units would be located to the west of the Site, therefore the existing 
units provide a visual barrier from Hemingby Lane. In addition, the design of the 
units is in keeping with agricultural buildings within Lincolnshire, and provision 
of a raised earth screening bund in the north-east corner and low ridge height of 
the new units also helps reduce the visual and landscape setting impact. 

Existing overhead cables It would be necessary to divert the existing overhead cables, with those crossing 
the Site laid underground. All relevant utility providers would be contacted before 
any work is carried out on the Site to ensure the safety of the workforce and also 
accommodate any access requirements the Utility provider may have. 

Proximity to the River 
Bain, which is a Local Plan 
designated Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance  

The new units and silos have been located to allow a minimum distance of 8 m 
between the bank edge of the River Bain and the nearest proposed new building, 
to allow for essential access for river maintenance in accordance with the 
Environment Agency’s request. 

Flood risk from the River 
Bain 

Floor levels in the proposed new units would be at a minimum elevation of 
32.0 mAOD to reduce the risk of flooding by the River Bain. Replacement of lost 
floodplain storage capacity in Flood Zones 2 and 3 would be provided through 
an area of ground lowering within an undeveloped area in the south-west corner 
of the Site. 

Disposal of increased 
manure arisings and 

Through a variation of the existing Site operational procedures, approved by the 
Environment Agency through an Environmental Permit, an operational waste 
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Constraint Embedded Environmental Mitigation 

associated pollution risks 
to soils, groundwater and 
surface water. 

management and pollution control system would be established using 
mechanical conveyor belts to remove manure onto a concrete pad for off-site 
disposal, with the pad supported by drainage system comprising a drainage 
channel and underground slurry tank.  
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4 Environmental Impact Assessment Methodology 
4.1 Summary 

 This chapter sets out the general approach to, and methodology adopted for, the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA). In particular, consideration was given to the process of scoping the EIA and the 
legislative framework within which the EIA was undertaken. Consideration was also given to the approach 
and methods used to identify the likely significant effects of the Proposed Development.   

4.2 Introduction 

 The purpose of an EIA is to make sure the significant environmental effects of a Proposed Development 
are fully considered before an application for consent is determined.  The EIA process involves collation 
and analysis of information regarding the likely significant environmental effects of the Proposed 
Development and provides an opportunity to ‘design out’ adverse effects wherever possible. Where 
adverse effects cannot be designed out, mitigation measures are proposed to avoid or reduce significant 
environmental effects to an acceptable level; or compensate as a last resort. As such, EIA is an iterative 
process informed by feedback from stakeholder consultation as well as the results obtained from baseline 
studies and assessments by technical specialists.  

 The EIA process consists of the following key stages: 

▲ Screening - to establish the requirement of an EIA. 

▲ Scoping - to establish the likely significant environmental issues and the methodology to be used 
for assessing them. 

▲ Baseline studies – provide a base reference against which any changes due to implementation of 
the Proposed Development are measured. The studies examine the existing environmental 
character of the area likely to be affected by the Proposed Development. 

▲ Identifying potential impacts - to predict the possible changes, both negative and positive, by the 
Proposed Development on the environment and those receptors sensitive to the proposed 
changes. 

▲ Establishing the likely significance of effects - to assess the significance of the changes on the 
environment or receptor, considering the magnitude of the predicted impact and the sensitivity of 
the receptor(s); known as the effect on the environment or receptor. 

▲ Mitigation and residual effect - to introduce measures to avoid, minimise or mitigate significant 
adverse effects resulting from the development proposed; and predict the residual effect post 
mitigation. 

▲ Cumulative effects – consider if any receptors could be affected by the residual effects of more 
than one topic (inter-relationship effects), or if a receptor could be affected by both the Proposed 
Development’s residual effects and residual effects from another development in the same 
timeframe (combined effects on a receptor).  

4.3 Requirements of the EIA Regulations 

 The approach and methodologies employed throughout the EIA process and documented in this ES have 
been conducted in accordance with relevant regulations and advice on good practice, comprising: 

▲ The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017; 

▲ Environmental Impact Assessment Online Planning Practice Guidance1;  

▲ National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019; and 

▲ Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment (2006), Institute of Environmental Management 
and Assessment (IEMA)2. 

 
1  Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government Online Planning Practice Guidance. 
2  Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) ‘Update to Guidelines for Environmental Impact 

Assessment’ (2006). 



Volume 2 – Environmental Statement (Main Text) 
Valley Farm, Horncastle 
Delta-Simons Project Number 18-0995   Page 12 

Environment | Health & Safety | Sustainability 

4.4 Scoping 

 In order to determine the potential environmental issues associated with the Proposed Development and 
agree how these should be addressed in this ES (under the provisions of Schedule 4, Part 1 ‘Information 
for Inclusion within an Environmental Statement’ of the EIA Regulations) a request for a ‘Scoping Opinion’ 
under Regulation 15 of the EIA Regulations was submitted to ELDC, as the Local Planning Authority, in 
July 2018.   

 ELDC issued its scoping opinion on the 24th July 2018 and the topics scoped in by ELDC are summarised 
in Table 4.1, along with a reference to where the issue is covered in this ES.  Table 4.2 details how other 
EIA topics are considered in this ES. 

 Comments received from consultees on the scope of the assessment are summarised in Chapter 5 of this 
ES and have informed the preparation of this ES. 

 The scope of this ES only considers the construction and operational effects of the Proposed Development 
as any future decommissioning effects would be limited to demolition and removal of the buildings to 
restore the Site to agricultural grassland, which would be managed by good construction practices and 
broadly create positive reductions in operational effects.  Any future changes or expansion of the Site 
would also be subject to its own planning consent requirements, with associated environmental supporting 
studies (incl. EIA where needed, if a significant variation to Schedule 1 EIA development).   

 

Table 4.1: Scoping Opinion Requirements  

Topic Scope of ES  Relevant ES section 

Odour  Odour effects from the Proposed Development 
could have an impact during the operational 
phase. An odour screening assessment would be 
carried out to assess the impact on existing 
receptor locations. ELDC acknowledged that an 
odour management plan would be produced to 
accompany the application for the variation of the 
Environmental Permit for the Site.    

The results of the Odour 
assessment are presented in 
Chapter 8 of this ES. 
Comments from the 
Environment Agency have 
been addressed in Chapter 5 
of this ES.   

Flood Risk The Proposed Development has the potential to 
adversely affect the water environment, including 
flooding from the River Bain. As such, 
assessments are required to consider the 
potential effects on associated with the 
development and identify any requirement for 
mitigation.  

A Flood Risk Assessment is 
presented in Chapter 7 of this 
ES. Consultation responses 
to the Environment Agency 
and the Internal Drainage 
Board can be found in 
Chapter 5. 

Natural Environment  The ES should make sure that the standard 
requirements for EIA Scoping set out by Natural 
England are addressed.  

This ES has considered the 
advice from Natural England, 
with an assessment of 
ecological and landscape 
considerations presented in 
Chapter 10 of this ES.  

Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Emissions  

GHG emissions from the Proposed Development 
may contribute to climate change and the 
consequences of a changing climate have the 
potential to lead to significant environmental 
effects.  As such, a GHG emissions calculation 
and assessment would be undertaken. 

The Greenhouse Gas 
Assessment can be found  
Chapter 7 of this ES. 
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Table 4.2: Topics Not Cited Within the EIA Scoping Opinion  

Topic Response/Approach 

Access, Traffic 
and Transport 

No non-motorised user routes (e.g. footways, cycleway, etc.) available for public use 
would be affected by the Proposed Development.  In agreement with ELDC, based on 
the proposed vehicle movements per day, further evaluation under the Transport 
Assessment Guidelines was not considered necessary. A Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, controlling the routing and timing of vehicles visiting Site during the 
construction phase, would be prepared in advance of commencing the construction 
works. It was therefore concluded that the development proposals would not give rise 
to likely significant access, traffic or transport effects and therefore this topic was not 
required to be considered within this ES. 
 
A summary of the assessment used in the Scoping Report is presented in Chapter 10 
of this ES. 

Cultural 
Heritage  

There are no Registered Battlefields, World Heritage Sites, Listed Buildings or 
Registered Parks and Gardens or other historic features of interest within 1 km of the 
Site.  A Scheduled Monument, Shearman's Wath Henge, lies approximately 700 m 
north-west of the Site, but the Record of Scheduled Monuments (English Heritage) 
states that the monument has been reduced by ploughing and can no longer be seen 
above ground. 
 
Given the absence of setting impact risks to heritage assets and that the ground within 
the Site has been previously disturbed, there is a low risk of significant effects on built 
heritage assets by the Proposed Development.  Therefore, an assessment of potential 
cultural heritage effects was not included within this ES. 

Ecology A preliminary ecological appraisal (PEA) has been undertaken at the Site. It has been 
agreed with ELDC that given the findings of the habitat survey and assessment that 
the development proposals, with good Site management practices adopted by the 
construction contractor, would not give rise to likely significant ecological effects, a 
detailed assessment of ecological impact was not to be included within this ES. 
 
Summary of the PEA is presented in Chapter 10 of this ES.  

Ground 
Conditions 

Likely environmental and geotechnical issues associated with soil and groundwater 
conditions were established by reviewing freely available information relating to the Site 
and its environmental setting. The Site has been in agricultural use since at least 1888, 
with no significant potential sources of historical contamination and the Site is not 
located within a designated groundwater Source Protection Zone (SPZ). Superficial 
Quaternary deposits of Alluvium, comprising clay, silt, sand and gravel, are recorded in 
the south-west of the Site, and Quaternary River Terrace Deposits of sand and gravel 
are recorded in the north-east, both of which are classified as Secondary A Aquifers. 
The underlying bedrock comprises Jurassic Kimmeridge Clay Formation mudstones 
(classified as Unproductive Strata (a non-aquifer)).  
 
Based on the information reviewed, the Proposed Development was considered to 
pose a low risk of soil / groundwater contamination and hazardous ground gases 
resulting from existing ground conditions at the Site. It was therefore agreed that no 
significant effects would be anticipated, and this topic was not required to be included 
within the Scope of this ES.  
 
It should be noted that details of relevant pollution prevention measures relating to 
surface water management and run-off are discussed fully in the Water Resources 
Chapter 7 within this ES.  

Health Impacts The effects of the Proposed Development in relation to health and population (e.g. 
effects on human receptors, such as local residents, employees and construction 
workers) have been considered in the noise, air quality and ground conditions 
assessments. In light of this and that the Site does not offer or directly affect facilities 
used by members of the public for amenity / well-being (e.g. rights of way, parks, etc), 
the Scoping Report determined that a separate health impact assessment was not 
required. 
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Topic Response/Approach 

 
However, pest control may be a potential risk that third parties may be concerned with, 
so a summary overview of existing pest control procedures is presented in Chapter 10 
to demonstrate the risk would be suitably controlled. 

Landscape and 
Visual 

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was undertaken at the Site and 
presented in the Scoping Report.  The LVIA concluded that the Proposed Development 
would not represent a significant change from the current Site impacts, so would not 
have a significant adverse impact upon the character of the surrounding landscape 
type or any visual receptors.  
 
It was therefore agreed that a more detailed review of Landscape and Visual Impacts 
would not be required within this ES. However, a summary of the LVIA presented in 
the Scoping Report can be found in Chapter 10 of this ES. 

Natural 
Disasters and 
Major Incidents 

For human-made and natural risks to be significant, the anticipated likely risk would 
need to result in substantial harm that the normal functioning of the Proposed 
Development is unable to cope with or rectify.  With regard to flood risk and drainage 
this is explored in Chapter 7 ‘Water Resources’ of this ES.  Other human risks include 
explosion, terrorist activities, pollution and contamination, and fire – these are not 
considered likely, particularly as other regulations and control measures would apply.    
 
ELDC agreed that as such no significant effects were anticipated, this topic was not 
required to be included within the scope of this ES. 

Noise Noise impacts during operation and construction were assessed at the scoping stage, 
and not anticipated to give rise to significant noise and effects with good Site practices 
adopted by the construction contractor. It was therefore agreed with ELDC that this 
topic is not to be included within the scope of this ES.   
 
A summary of the assessment used in the Scoping Report is presented in Chapter 10 
of this ES. 

Socio-economic An summary overview of the socio-economic impacts of the Proposed Development is 
presented in Chapter 10 of this ES. 

4.5 Assessment of Environmental Effects 

 This ES was prepared in accordance to The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017.  

 Schedule 4 (Paragraph 5) of the EIA Regulations states that the ES should include: “The description of 
the likely significant effects on the factors specified in regulation 4(2) should cover the direct effects and 
any indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short-term, medium-term and long-term, permanent 
and temporary, positive and negative effects of the development”. Then in Paragraph 6 “A description of 
the forecasting methods or evidence, used to identify and assess the significant effects on the 
environment, including details of difficulties (for example technical deficiencies or lack of knowledge) 
encountered compiling the required information and the main uncertainties involved”. 

 The EIA Regulations also stipulate in Schedule 4 (Paragraph 7) that the ES must include: “A description 
of the measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, offset any identified significant adverse 
effects on the environment and, where appropriate, of any proposed monitoring arrangements (for 
example the preparation of a post-project analysis)”. 

 However, the EIA Regulations do not provide a definition of what constitutes a significant environmental 
effect. This is because the significance of effects can only be determined on an individual basis, according 
to the environmental parameters under consideration and the context in which the relevant assessment 
is made. Significance is generally determined through a combination of the sensitivity of a receptor and 
the magnitude of the impact.   

 The generic criteria adopted to assess the significance of the likely effects is described in this chapter, but 
for some specialist topics an alternative assessment methodology and significance criteria may apply that 
is described in the relevant topic specialist chapter. 
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 Significance is generally determined through a combination of the magnitude of the impact and the 
sensitivity or value of a receptor, identified as part of the baseline conditions. 

 

 In this ES, the term ‘impact’ has been used to mean the physical changes to environmental receptors as 
a result of the Proposed Development. This is to differentiate it from the term ‘effect’, which is the resultant 
outcome of the change to which a level of ‘significance’ is applied. 

 Baseline Conditions   

 The baseline describes the current environmental conditions of the site and the surrounding area relevant 
to the environmental receptor.  Desk based and field studies were undertaken, details of which are 
described in each specialist chapter.  In addition, data was collected through statutory and non-statutory 
consultation, review of readily available maps, records, information and reports. The baseline conditions 
were used to assess the likely impacts resulting from the Proposed Development. 

 Sensitivity / Importance of Receptors  

 The sensitivity of the environmental receptors is determined by professional judgement; using the 
importance of existing environmental features on or in the vicinity of the Site and the sensitivity of receptors 
which would potentially be affected by the Proposed Development’s changes. The sensitivity criteria (e.g. 
high, medium, low, and very low) or importance (e.g. international, national, regional or authority area) is 
defined for each specialist topic. 

 Magnitude of Impact  

 Whilst quantitative methods of assessing the scale of change are preferable it is not always possible to 
equate values to environmental assessments and therefore, where required, qualitative assessments are 
used. Such assessments rely on previous experience and professional judgement. The methodologies 
used for identifying and assessing impacts for each topic area are described within their specialist chapters 
of this ES. 

 Significance of Effect 

 All assessments of effect are based on the professional judgement of the relevant environmental 
specialist, supported by the application of published topic-specific guidance where this is available.  As a 
minimum, all effects, for all topics, can be defined through the following pairs of opposites: 

▲ adverse or beneficial (i.e. undesirable effects, or an improvement over the baseline situation); 

▲ short-term or long-term (i.e. effects would be felt for less than 15 years, or effects would still be felt 
15 years after construction and beyond); and 

▲ construction or operational (i.e. caused by the construction of the Scheme, or by the operation of 
the Scheme after opening). 

 For those topics whose effects are most easily defined in absolute numbers, this is done through 
calculations or computer modelling and the definition of numerical values for the environmental change 
(e.g. the increase or reduction in the concentration of an air pollutant, or the increase or reduction in noise 
levels).  For topics where the environmental effects are less amenable to numerical measurement, 
professional judgement can be applied to determine the significance of effect on a graduated scale.  This 
is done by grading both the value / sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of impact on separate 
scales and then applying a matrix, with the sensitivity of the affected receptor on one axis and the 
magnitude of the impact on the other axis.  A typical matrix for this purpose is presented below as Table 
4.3, showing typical terminology for sensitivity of receptor, magnitude of impact and significance of effect. 

 Some topics use this matrix unmodified, together with their own tables of criteria for defining value / 
sensitivity and magnitude of impact; some other topics use modified versions of the matrix, while others 
use a combination of a matrix and thresholds based on calculations.  The assessment of effects used for 
each topic is set-out in the methodology section of their respective chapter in this ES.  
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Table 4.3: Typical matrix for assessing the level of significance of an effect 

Value / 
Sensitivity 

Magnitude of Impact 

No change Negligible Minor Moderate Major 

Very High Neutral Slight 
Moderate or 

Large 
Large or Very 

Large 
Large or Very 

Large 

High Neutral Slight 
Slight or 
Moderate 

Moderate or 
Large 

Large or Very 
Large 

Medium Neutral 
Neutral or 

Slight 
Slight 

Slight or 
Moderate 

Moderate or 
Large 

Low Neutral 
Neutral or 

Slight 
Neutral or Slight Slight 

Slight or 
Moderate 

Negligible Neutral Neutral Neutral or Slight Neutral or Slight Slight 

 

4.6 Mitigation 

 Schedule 4 (Paragraph 7) of the EIA Regulations state that the ES must include: “A description of the 
measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, offset any identified significant adverse 
effects on the environment and, where appropriate, of any proposed monitoring arrangements”. 

 Mitigation has been considered as an integral part of the design of the Proposed Development.  The 
Applicant has adopted an iterative approach whereby the Proposed Development has evolved in 
response to increasing knowledge of the Site and potential environmental effects. Where complete 
avoidance of potentially significant effects has not been feasible through scheme design, additional 
measures are identified in the relevant ES chapters to reduce or offset effects where practical to do so. 

 In addition, consideration has been given to providing the opportunity for enhancement measures within 
the Site. 

4.7 Residual Effects 

 The residual effects of the Proposed Development are those that remain, assuming successful 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures.   

 All remaining effects of the Proposed Development, following the application of mitigation measures, are 
summarised and their significance stated within the ‘Residual Effects’ section of each specialist chapter. 

4.8 Cumulative Effects 

 Schedule 4 (Paragraph 5) of the EIA Regulations states that the ES should include a description of 
cumulative effects.  

 Cumulative effect assessment is therefore a key part of the EIA process and is concerned with identifying 
situations where a number of potential effects from separate projects or different potential effects from the 
same project could combine to cause a significant effect on a particular resource. Cumulative effects have 
been assessed within Chapter 11 of this ES, at a scale appropriate to that subject and in line with best 
practice guidance currently available. 

 Chapter 11 also outlines the method and results of identifying those third party developments considered 
for any assessment of cumulative effects. 

4.9 Assumptions and Limitations 

 A number of assumptions have been made during the preparation of this ES. The generic assumptions 
and limitations are presented below, whilst assumptions and limitations specific to environmental topic 
assessments are discussed in the relevant chapters of this ES. 

▲ It is assumed that information provided by third parties, including publicly available information and 
databases, is correct at the time of their provision.  
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▲ Chapter 2 of this ES describes the design, construction and operation of the Proposed Scheme as 
the basis of the assessment of changes (impacts) from the baseline situation.  

▲ Baseline conditions have been assumed to be accurate at the time of the physical surveys but, 
owing to the dynamic nature of the environment, conditions may change during time or with site 
preparation, construction and operational phases. 

▲ The assessment of cumulative effects has been reliant on the availability of information on other 
developments. 

▲ Where information is not available, assumptions have been made based on professional 
experience to inform the assessments 
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5 Stakeholder Consultation Summary 
 In addition to ELDC’s response within the formal Scoping Opinion (see Section 4.4 of this ES), individual 

responses from a number of statutory consultees were provided on the submitted planning application 
(Ref: S/201/1555/17). Table 5.1 below provides a summary of consultee responses and comments 
received throughout the process.    

 In addition, some consultees were contacted again as appropriate by the specialists undertaking the 
individual assessments as part of the EIA. 

Table 5.1: Consultation Responses Relating to EIA topics 

Consultee Comment Our Response 

Anglian Water A drainage strategy will need to be prepared in 
consultation with Anglian Water to determine 
mitigation measures. 
 
A Flood Risk Assessment is required to be 
submitted, providing evidence to show that the 
surface water hierarchy has been followed as 
stipulated in building Regulations Part H.  
 
A foul water strategy is to be submitted. 
 
To discharge trade effluent from trade premises 
to a public sewer vested in Anglian Water 
requires consent. 

Chapter 7 assesses the water and 
drainage risks and presents an outline 
drainage strategy for the Proposed 
Development. This chapter covers flood 
risk, drainage, water quality and 
hydrogeology. 
 
Any required discharge consent 
applications and detailed designs 
development would be progressed 
following receipt of planning consent, if 
successful. 

Environment 
Agency 

The odour assessment indicates that the 
current Site has potential for significantly 
exceeding the SCAIL benchmark, and therefore 
the proposed changes could have an impact on 
nearby receptors in the area. Assessments 
identifying significant odour impacts on nearby 
receptors should fully assess the mitigation 
measures that are available for the proposed 
new units. 
 
The Site will require the operator to apply for a 
variation of the existing Environmental Permit.  

Issues relating to odour have been fully 
assessed within Chapter 8.  
 
An application to vary the existing 
Environmental Permit would be 
submitted by the Applicant following 
receipt of planning consent and prior to 
commencing operation of the Proposed 
Development, if successful. 

Natural 
England 

Case law and guidance has stressed the need 
for a full set of environmental information to be 
available for consideration prior to a decision 
being taken on whether or not to grant planning 
permission. Natural England provided detailed 
advice on the scope of the EIA for this 
development, though no Site specific concerns 
were identified. 

Environmental Information relating to 
those highlighted within Natural 
England’s comments have been 
discussed throughout this ES, with the 
water environment assessed in Chapter 
7, air quality assessed in Chapter 8, and 
ecology and landscape considered in 
Chapter 10. 

Witham 3rd 
Internal 
Drainage 
Board 

The board request that the suitability of 
soakaways is to be determined, the suitability of 
new soakaways as a means of surface water 
disposal, should be to an appropriate standard 
and to the satisfaction of the Approving 
Authority in conjunction with the LPA.  

An outline drainage strategy for the 
Proposed Development is presented in 
Chapter 7. Detailed design development 
would progress following receipt of 
planning consent, if successful. 
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6 Planning Policy Context 
6.1 Introduction 

 This chapter outlines the planning policy framework within which planning permission for the Proposed 
Development should be determined.  Key legislation, national and local planning policies and relevant 
planning guidance, all of which underpin the environmental assessments presented within this ES, are 
identified along with other material considerations.  Legislation and policy relating to each specialist topic 
is discussed, where relevant, within each topic chapter of this ES. 

 This chapter just provides an overview of relevant policy; it does not assess compliance with planning 
policy, which is done with the separate Design and Access Statement, by Harrison Pitt Architects, 
accompanying the planning application.   

6.2 Development Plan 

 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended, is the primary legislation which underpins the 
land use planning system in England and the process for determining planning consent for developments.    

 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that planning decisions must be 
made in accordance with the Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The 
granting of planning permission does not require the proposal to be consistent with every narrow criterion 
in the Development Plan, rather the proposal has to be acceptable overall in the context of the 
Development Plan taken as a whole. 

 The Site lies within the administrative boundary of ELDC, in Lincolnshire, and the East Lindsey Local Plan 
2016 – 2031, adopted in July 2018, replaces the previous Local Plan adopted in 1995. The ELLP includes 
policies that respond to identified local issues: Communities, Housing, Transport, Economy, Environment, 
landscape and biodiversity and Climate change. The policies aim to encourage sustainable housing 
growth and sustainable communities, providing affordable housing and employment, mitigating flood risk 
and adopting low carbon and renewable energy, enhancing the natural and built environments and 
promoting inclusivity and accessibility in the communities.   

 Those ELLP policies relevant to the Proposed Development and against which the planning application 
should be assessed are set out in Table 6.1 below. 

Table 6.1: Relevant Local Plan Policies 

Policy Number Title 

SP1  A Sustainable Pattern of Places 

SP2 Sustainable Development  

SP10 Design  

SP11 Historic Environment  

SP13 Inland Employment  

SP16 Inland Flood Risk 

SP23  Landscape 

SP24 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

SP25 Green Infrastructure 

6.3 Other Material Planning Considerations 

 In addition to the Development Plan, the documents which are considered to be material in the 
determination of this planning application are: 

▲ National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019; and 

▲ Planning Practice Guidance. 
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 National Planning Policy Framework  

 The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be 
applied. It states that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development3”. This then gives rise to specific guidance for local planning authorities when 
discharging their duty as local decision makers, namely: 

▲ “Local planning authorities should approach decisions on proposed development in a positive and 
creative way4”; and 

▲ “They [Local Planning Authorities] should use the full range of planning tools available, including 
brownfield registers and permission in principle, and work proactively with applicants to secure 
developments that will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area. 
Decision-makers at every level should seek to approve applications for sustainable development 
where possible5”. 

 The following summarises the key NPPF principles relevant to this planning application.  

 Building a Strong Competitive Economy 

 The NPPF requires that the planning system should proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development.   The NPPF establishes the Government’s commitment to ensuring that the planning system 
does everything it can to support sustainable economic growth and that “significant weight should be 
placed on the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business 
needs and wider opportunities for development.6”  

 Achieving well-designed Places 

 The NPPF states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development: “In determining 
applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which promote high levels 
of sustainability, or help raise the standard of design more generally in an area, so long as they fit in with 
the overall form and layout of their surroundings.7” 

 Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change and Flooding and Coastal Change 

 The NPPF identifies the key role the planning system has in supporting the transition to a low carbon 
future in a changing climate, helping to ‘minimise vulnerability and improve resilience.  When determining 
any planning applications, local planning authorities should ensure that flood risk is not increased 
elsewhere. 

 Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment 

 The NPPF calls upon the planning system to contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment. 

 When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity.  Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged. 
If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated or, as a last 
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused. 

 The decisions of local planning authorities should aim to “prevent new and existing development from 
contributing to, being put at an unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels 
of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability.”  

 Planning Practice Guidance  

 The online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) covers a range of topic areas and provides guidance on 
how national policy is to be interpreted and applied locally, and underlines the support for sustainable 
development required by the NPPF.       

 
3 Paragraph 7, Page 5, NPPF 2019 
4 Paragraph 38, Page 13, NPPF 2019  
5 Paragraph 38, Page 13, NPPF 2019  
6 Paragraph 80, Page 23, NPPF 2019 
7 Paragraph 131, Page 39, NPPF 2019  
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6.4 Environmental Permitting 

 The existing Site activities are managed in accordance with an Environmental Permit issued by the 
Environment Agency, who also undertake compliance audits.   

 It is acknowledged whilst the planning process could allow the building of the units, the Applicant would 
need to obtain from the Environment Agency a variation to their existing Environmental Permit, under The 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016, prior to operating the new facility; this 
is to reflect the change in bird numbers and emission points.   

 It is important to note that though there are commonalities between some of the technical assessments in 
this ES and those required for the Environmental Permit, some of the assessment requirements do differ. 
It would also be during the Environmental Permit Variation application process that the Applicant would 
demonstrate that the new facilities meet the Best Available Techniques (BAT) requirements, such as the 
ammonia emission level. 
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7 Water Resources 
7.1 Introduction 

 This Chapter provides an assessment of the potential hydrological and hydrogeological effects of the 
Proposed Development of additional poultry units at Valley Farm, Hemingby Lane, Horncastle. 
Assessment of potential effects has been undertaken through a combination of baseline analysis, site-
based survey and assessment, quantitative impact assessment and detailed consideration of potential 
impact mitigation requirements. 

 The assessment incorporates a review of relevant legislation and policy followed by a detailed description 
of baseline hydrological and hydrogeological conditions at the Site. An assessment of potential 
development effects on surface water and groundwater resources has been undertaken by reference to 
development design details and Site conditions. Separate Flood Risk (FRA) and Drainage Assessment 
(DA) reports have been prepared for the Proposed Development; see Appendix 7.2 in Volume 4 of this 
ES. The FRA and DA are referenced throughout this Chapter. 

 Where potentially significant impacts are identified additional mitigation measures are proposed so that 
any risk to water resources or downstream flooding is minimised and that the Proposed Development can 
be established in compliance with relevant legislation and policy. 

7.2 Legislative and Policy Framework  

7.2.1 This Environment Impact Assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the requirements of 
national and local legislation, policy and guidance. The approach to hydrological and hydrogeological 
impact assessment and the methodology developed for identification of potentially significant effects 
has taken account of the following: 

▲ National Planning Policy Framework (2019); 

▲ Planning Practice Guidance (2019); 

▲ East Lindsey District Council Local Plan Core Strategy (2018); 

▲ East Lindsey Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2017); 

▲ Environment Agency Groundwater Protection Policy (2017); 

▲ Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016; and 

▲ Flood and Water Management Act (2010). 

 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out national policy in relation to geological 
conservation and protection of surface water and groundwater resources. Local planning authorities are 
required to implement planning policies that ‘aim to prevent harm to geological conservation interests. The 
NPPF incorporates a requirement to protect water resources and prevent unacceptable impact on soils 
or land stability as follows:  

“The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by (inter 
alia): preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or 
noise pollution or land instability.” 

 Planning practice guidance (PPG) provides detail in relation to water resources protection and the 
planning system. PPG ID34 advises on how the planning system seeks to protect water quality and 
support the delivery of adequate water and wastewater infrastructure, as follows: 

“Water quality is only likely to be a significant planning concern when a proposal would: 

• involve physical modifications to a water body such as flood storage areas, channel 
diversions and dredging, removing natural barriers, construction of new locks, new 
culverts, major bridges, new barrages/dams, new weirs (including for hydropower) and 
removal of existing weirs; and/or 

• indirectly affect water bodies, for example, as a result of new development such as the 
redevelopment of land that may be affected by contamination, mineral workings, water or 
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wastewater treatment, waste management facilities and transport schemes including 
culverts and bridges;” 

7.2.5 The NPPF also sets out the framework for management of development in relation to flood risk with 
the aim of directing new development to areas at lowest flood risk. A sequential approach to 
assessment of development suitability is based on consideration of development vulnerability to flood 
hazards. Local planning policy, as defined in the East Lindsey Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2017 
(SFRA), is consistent with the objectives of the NPPF and supporting PPG. 

7.2.6 Local policy regarding development and flood risk is set out in the SFRA which makes reference to 
the East Lindsey Council Local Plan. The most current local policy guidance is provided in the Local 
Plan Core Strategy 2018 within which Policy SP16 – Inland Flood Risk states as follows: 
 
1. “The Council will support development for business, leisure and commercial uses in areas of inland 

flood risk where it can be demonstrated that accommodating the development on a sequentially 
safer site would undermine the overall commercial integrity of the existing area. Such 
developments must incorporate flood mitigation measures in their design  

2. The Council will not support development in identified flood storage areas. 
3. All new development must show how it proposes to provide adequate surface water and foul water 

disposal including avoiding impacting on surface water flow routes or ordinary watercourses. The 
Council will expect this to involve the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems along with other 
appropriate design features, including the retention of any existing water features on the site. 

4. The Council will support development that demonstrates an integrated approach to sustainable 
drainage that has a positive gains to the natural environment. 

5. Where required by national planning policy development proposals in areas at risk of flooding must 
be accompanied by a site-specific flood risk assessment.” 

 The River Bain is classified as a main river adjacent to the site and therefore the responsibility of the 
Environment Agency with regard to policy and regulation. The site is within the Witham Third Internal 
Drainage Board (IDB) area although IDB management is normally limited to ordinary watercourses which 
would exclude the River Bain. 

 The Groundwater Directive 2006/118/EC requires EU Member States to prevent the input of hazardous 
substances and limit the inputs of non-hazardous pollutants into groundwater. These requirements have 
now been transposed into UK law by the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 
2016.   

 The Nitrates Directive aims to reduce nitrate concentrations from agriculture entering water systems and 
is implemented by the Nitrate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2015, which include:  

▲ a requirement to designate nitrate vulnerable zones (NVZs); 

▲ a requirement to plan nitrogen applications on agricultural land; 

▲ the setting of limits on nitrogen fertiliser applications; 

▲ the establishment of closed periods for spreading; and  

▲ controls on the application and storage of organic manure. 

7.2.7 The Environment Agency is responsible for assessing farmers’ compliance with measures in nitrate 
vulnerable zones. 

7.2.8 The Flood and Water Management Act (2010) clarifies responsibilities for land drainage and flood risk 
management and transfers some key responsibilities to local authorities. It is noted that, as set out in 
the Lincolnshire Joint Flood Risk and Drainage Management Strategy (LJFRDMS) and the current 
draft Joint Lincolnshire Flood Risk and Water Management Strategy 2019-2050 (JLFRWMS), 
Lincolnshire County Council is designated the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for the Lincolnshire 
administrative area, including the East Lindsey area. 
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7.3 Assessment Methodology   

 Approach and Method   

 Assessment of potential development impacts on local hydrology and hydrogeology has been undertaken 
through a combination of desk-based analysis, site survey work, qualitative and quantitative impact 
assessment and consideration of potential impact mitigation requirements.  

 Potential development effects have been defined by reference to baseline geological, hydrological and 
hydrogeological assessment and detailed development design proposals. Where necessary, mitigation 
measures have been defined for any effects considered to be significant with the aim of reducing any 
residual risk to an acceptable level. The criteria for determining the significance of effects is based upon 
the following method as set out in current European guidance8: 

(i) Assessment of potential receptor sensitivity. 

(ii) Assessment of potential magnitude of impact. 

(iii) Determination of potential effect significance. 

 As summarised in Tables 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3, magnitude is considered in relation to the potential impact on 
the receptor with magnitude defined in a range from negligible to major. The receptor sensitivity is defined 
as low, medium or high depending on the specific receptor character and its ability to tolerate change. The 
significance of the effect is defined in relation to both the magnitude of the impact and receptor 
significance. If the significance of the potential effect is moderate or higher, then mitigation measures may 
need to be considered.  

Table 7.1: Methodology for determining sensitivity 

Sensitivity Examples of receptor 

High The receptor/resource has little ability to absorb change without fundamentally 
altering its present character, or is of international or national importance. 

Moderate The receptor/resource has moderate capacity to absorb change without significantly 
altering its present character, or is of high importance. 

Low The receptor/resource is tolerant of change without detriment to its character, or is 
of low or local importance. 

 

 Table 7.2: Methodology for determining impact magnitude 

Magnitude of 
Impact 

Criteria for assessing impact 

Major Total loss or major/substantial alteration to key elements / features of the baseline 
(pre-development) conditions such that the post development character / 
composition / attributes would be fundamentally changed. 

Moderate Loss or alteration to one or more key elements/features of the baseline conditions 
such that post development character / composition / attributes of the baseline 
would be materially changed. 

Minor A minor shift away from baseline conditions. Change arising from the 
loss/alteration will be discernible/detectable but not material. The underlying 
character / composition / attributes of the baseline condition would be similar to 
the pre-development circumstances/situation. 

Negligible Very little change from baseline conditions. Change barely distinguishable, 
approximating to a ‘no change’ situation. 

  

  

 
8     European Commission 2017. Environmental Impact Assessment of Projects: Guidance on the preparation of the 

Environmental Impact Assessment report 
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Table 7.3: Effect significance matrix 

 Sensitivity 

Magnitude High Moderate Low 

Major Major Major-Moderate Moderate-Minor 

Moderate Major-Moderate Moderate-Minor Minor 

Minor Moderate-Minor Minor Minor-Negligible 

Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 

 In considering the significance of the effect account is taken of an effect’s duration; reversibility and 
compatibility with relevant environmental policies and standards.  

 Assumptions and Limitations 

 The methodology for assessment of potential water resource and flood risk effects has incorporated the 
following assumptions: 

▲ The site area and Proposed Development footprint is as defined on planning drawing 1980-010_J; 

▲ The concrete pad adjacent to each unit would be the only area on which waste products would be 
managed; 

▲ All clean roof drainage would be discharged to permeable ground as at present; 

▲ The development incorporates an 8 m standoff from the River Bain’s bank top, as indicated on 
planning drawing 1980-010_J; 

▲ Development floor levels would be established at a minimum elevation of 32.0 mAOD; 

▲ Finished floor levels at units B and C would be achieved by raising ground levels in the southern 
part of the site; and 

▲ As necessary, local replacement of lost floodplain storage would be accommodated within the site 
boundary through ground re-profiling. 

 The assessment methodology is subject to the following limitations: 

▲ Analysis of flood extents is reliant on the accuracy of the published Flood Map for Planning. No 
new hydraulic modelling has been undertaken as part of this study. 

▲ Existing on-site drainage systems have not been subject to camera survey or condition survey. 

▲ Assessment of water quality effects has been based on generic poultry farm waste composition 
data. There has been no independent testing or analysis of site-specific waste products. 

7.4 Baseline Conditions 

 Site Location and Hydrological Context 

 Valley Farm is located approximately 1 km north of the town of Horncastle, and is accessed from 
Hemingby Lane. The Proposed Development area (the ‘Site’) is located at the western end of Valley Farm 
and extends to an area of approximately 1.0 ha. Hemingby Lane forms the eastern Site boundary with the 
River Bain forming the western boundary. Land to the north and south of the Site is under agricultural use. 
The location of the Site is indicated in Figure 7.1. 

 At present the Site contains six fixed poultry units and associated infrastructure, including vehicle access 
and waste management facilities. Existing units are established around a central access road. The Site is 
accessed directly from Hemingby Lane. An aerial view of the Site showing the existing development is 
presented as Figure 7.2. 
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 Ordnance Survey mapping of the area indicates that ground levels at the Site fall from a maximum 
elevation of 32.0 mAOD at the north-eastern corner to approximately 30.0 mAOD at the south-western 
corner. More detailed ground level information has been derived from opensource LiDar data; the results 
are presented as drawing 171/04/6/01 of the FRA, which is Appendix 7.2 in Volume 4 of this ES.  

 The River Bain flows from north to south along the western Site boundary. The river flows in a partly 
engineered channel with channel beds and banks highly overgrown by dense vegetation. A low 
embankment on the left bank (eastern bank) of the river provides a degree of flood protection for the Site 
but does not extend along the entire western Site boundary. A view of the River Bain adjacent to the site 
is included as Figure 7.3. There are no other natural surface water drainage features at or in the vicinity 
of the Site. The location of the Site in relation to local hydrology is shown on drawing 171/04/6/02 of the 
FRA. 

Figure 7.1: Site location (© Crown copyright licence No. 100048324) 
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 Figure 7.2: Aerial view of the site showing existing development

 
(Source: Google Maps, 2019) 

 As indicated on the current Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning9, the majority of the Site is 
designated Flood Zone 1 and therefore at low risk of flooding from river or sea. However, the south-
western corner of the Site is designated Flood Zone 3, high risk, with a larger area of the western side of 
the Site designated Flood Zone 2, medium risk. An extract from the flood map is included as Figure 7.4. 
The Flood Map for Planning does not include the effects of any existing flood defences. 

 Figure 7.3: A view of the River Bain at the western site boundary looking south (downstream)

 

 

 
9 https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/ 
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 The Environment Agency defended flood map is comparable to the undefended Flood Map for Planning, 
indicating that existing flood defences in the area provide a standard of protection less than 1:100yrs. The 
SFRA confirms the flood zone designations shown on the Flood Map for Planning as the SFRA is based 
on Environment Agency flood mapping with no new flood modelling. The SFRA does not separate Flood 
Zone 3a from Flood Zone 3b, but further analysis of the potential extent of Flood Zone 3b is included at 
Section 5 of the FRA, confirming that no part of the Site is in Flood Zone 3b. 

Figure 7.4: Flood Map for Planning for Valley Farm

 
(Source Environment Agency 2019) 

 

 Surface water flood risk is defined on the Environment Agency Surface Water Flood Risk Map10 for the 
area. The map confirms that the entire Site is considered to be at low risk of flooding from surface water 
sources. The only mapped medium or high surface water flood risk areas in the vicinity are the route of 
the River Bain and lower lying areas of the Valley Farm site to the south. Further detail is provided in the 
FRA. 

 Surface Water Resources 

 The River Bain is the only surface water feature in proximity to the Site. The river forms the western 
boundary of the site and flows approximately north to south towards Horncastle. River network mapping 
of the area indicates that the small drain that joins the River Bain at the southern boundary of Valley Farm 
extends northwards towards the property referred to as Lapwater. At the downstream Site boundary the 
River Bain drains a catchment area of 114km2, extending north to Ludford and Kelstern. The catchment 
area is predominantly rural but encompasses the villages of Donington on Bain, Goulceby, Asterby and 
Hemingby. 

 Approximately 500 m upstream of the Site, the River Bain receives inflow from a mill stream associated 
with Thimbleby Mill. The mill stream forms a short bypass channel with offtake from the River Bain 200m 
upstream of the outlet. To the south of the Site, the River Bain receives inflow from ponds at Elmhurst 
Lakes Caravan Park approximately 600 m downstream. 

 Water quality in the River Bain was last assessed under the old General Quality Assessment (GQA) 
scheme which ended in 2009 and was replaced by the Water Framework Directive scheme. The section 
of the river between the Site and Horncastle 1 km downstream was classified in 2000 as Category A – 
‘very good’ chemical quality. Within a 1km radius of the Site there is only one consented discharge to 
surface waters as indicated in Table 7.4. 

 
10https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-

risk/map?easting=516779&northing=429178&address=200000644892&map=SurfaceWater 
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Table 7.4: Consented discharges to surface water within a 1km radius of the Site 

Reference Owner Location Purpose Receptor 

Prnnf12244 S R White Horncastle Trout 
Farm, Thimbleby 

Mill 

Treated sewage 
effluent 

Mill Stream/Mill 
Stream 

 
 The Site and surrounding area is designated a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ) in recognition of the risk to 

surface water and groundwater resources from agricultural fertilizers and manures. NVZ designation 
triggers a requirement to adopt specific approaches to the use and management of agricultural fertilisers 
and manures, including poultry manure. 

 There are two licensed surface water abstractions within a 1km radius of the Site; see Table 7.5. Both are 
located at Thimbleby, upstream of the Site as follows. 

 Table 7.5: Licensed abstractions from surface water within a 1km radius of the Site 

Reference Owner Location Purpose Source 

4/30/10S/0089 R&V Booth River Bain, 
Thimbleby 

Lake and pond 
throughflow 

River Bain 

4/30/10/S/0153 John Booth & 
Sons Ltd 

River Bain, 
Thimbleby 

Spray Irrigation River Bain 

 

 Full details of consented discharges to surface water and licensed abstractions from surface water are 
provided in the Envirocheck datasheet and accompanying maps at Appendix 7.1. 

 Groundwater resources 

 British Geological Survey (BGS) mapping of the area indicates that the Site is underlain by superficial 
geological deposits consisting of Alluvium (clay, silt and sand) above River Terrace Deposits (sand & 
gravel). Superficial deposits are underlain at depth by mudstone of the Kimmeridge Clay Formation. 

 The Kimmeridge Clay bedrock is classified as ‘unproductive strata’ by the Environment Agency. The 
formation has low potential for storage or transmission of groundwater and is therefore not considered to 
have any potential for water supply or the provision of baseflow to the surface water system. 

 The superficial geological deposits are classified as ‘Secondary A Aquifer’ which is consistent with the 
definition of ‘minor aquifer’ under previous designation schemes. Geological mapping indicates that the 
River Terrace Deposits extend beneath the entire Site, although overlain by Alluvium at the western side 
of the Site. The Site is not within a groundwater Source Protection Zone (SPZ). With regard to groundwater 
vulnerability, the superficial deposits are designated as ‘high vulnerability’.  

 Whilst there is no site-specific ground investigation information to define the depth of the superficial 
deposits, a historically constructed borehole in the vicinity of Thimbleby Mill proved the top of the 
Kimmeridge Clay bedrock at an elevation of 29.37 mAOD. A similar elevation at the Site would indicate 
that the base of the River Terrace Gravels would be approximately 2.0 to 2.5 mbgl. Site hydrological 
survey confirmed that, adjacent to the Site, the River Bain channel is approximately 1.5 m deep to bed 
level. The base of the River Terrace Deposits is therefore likely to be below the current bed elevation in 
the River Bain. 

 River Terrace Deposits typically consist of relatively clean sand & gravel deposits. Such deposits tend to 
have a high hydraulic conductivity with the range of values referenced in standard hydrogeological texts 
indicating 10-4 to 10-1 m/sec. It is considered likely that any groundwater present within the River Terrace 
Deposits is in hydraulic continuity with the River Bain. On that basis, it is anticipated that groundwater is 
likely to be present at a depth of approximately 1.5 mbgl to 2.0 mbgl within the River Terrace Deposits 
beneath the Site. 
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 During low flow conditions in the River Bain the River Terrace Deposits contribute baseflow to the 
watercourse. Conversely, during high flow conditions in the river there is potential for discharge to the 
aquifer resulting in rising groundwater levels beneath the Site. Groundwater within the superficial deposits 
is expected to be flowing in a south-westerly direction towards the River Bain and lower ground to the 
south. 

 Within a 1km radius of the Site there are two consented discharges to groundwater/land as indicated in 
Table 7.6. Full details are provided in the Envirocheck datasheets and maps as Appendix 7.1 in Volume 4 
of this ES. 

Table 7.6: Consented discharges to groundwater within a 1km radius of the Site 

Reference Owner Location Purpose Receptor 

Pr3lf294 P Goodrum Elmhurst Lane Horncastle unknown Land/soakaway 

Pr3lf425 DNJ Hogan 40 Elmhurst Road unknown Land/soakaway 

 
 There are no licensed groundwater abstractions within a 1 km radius of the Site. The water resource 

significance of shallow groundwater within the superficial deposits in the area relates primarily to hydraulic 
continuity with the surface water system and the baseflow contribution to rivers and streams in the area. 

 There is no local groundwater quality data to determine the quality or composition of groundwater beneath 
the Site. The NVZ designation is however relevant to groundwater resources and national pollution 
management guidance applies to protection of both surface water and groundwater resources in NVZs. 

 Flood risk and drainage 

 The Environment Agency has provided details of recorded flood events in the vicinity of the site. A copy 
of the historic flood map for the area is included as Appendix A of the FRA, which is Appendix 7.2 in 
Volume 4 of this ES. Records indicate that part of the Site was flooded during the April 1981 flood event 
in the River Bain. The recorded flood extent is approximately coincident with the extent of Flood Zone 2 
on the Flood Map for Planning. 

 The East Lindsey SFRA provides further information on historic flood incidents in the Horncastle area, 
including the Site. The nearest recorded flood incident to the Site recorded in the SFRA is to the west of 
Oak Tree Meadow, approximately 750m south of the site. 

 Flooding from river and sea 

 As indicated on the Flood Map for Planning, the majority of the site is designated Flood Zone 1 and 
therefore considered to be at low risk of fluvial flooding. The western part of the Site extends into Flood 
Zone 2 with the south-western corner, where ground levels are lower, designated Flood Zone 3. 

 Site-specific flood level data for the River Bain has been provided by the Environment Agency for a range 
of fluvial flood frequencies. Full details are included at Appendix B of the FRA, in Volume 4 of this ES, and 
summarised in Table 7.7 below. Model data from the Environment Agency is available for locations 
upstream (Node 19000) and downstream (Node 18500) of the site. Linear interpolation has been used to 
estimate flood levels adjacent to the site. Model results are derived from the 2009 River Bain hydraulic 
Model. The Environment Agency has confirmed that the 2009 model is the most up-to-date model 
available. 

Table 7.7: Modelled flood levels in the River Bain adjacent to the site (mAOD) 

Location 1:20yr 1:100yr 1:1000yr 1:100cc 

Node 19000 31.16 31.42 31.59 31.47 

Adj. to site 30.90 31.14 31.32 31.19 

Node 18500 29.88 30.02 30.22 30.06 
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 Detailed ground level data for the Site has been derived from high resolution LiDar data, as presented on 
drawing 171/04/6/01 in the FRA. Average ground level across the majority of the Site is 31.90 mAOD. The 
exception is the south-western corner of the Site where a shallow basin bounded by the 31.40 mAOD 
contour achieves a minimum elevation of 30.60 mAOD. Reference to Table 7.7, in relation to existing site 
ground level, confirms the mapped extent of Flood Zone 3 at the Site as flood water at 31.14mAOD would 
encroach onto the south-western corner of the Site as mapped. However, with a modelled flood level of 
31.32 mAOD, it is apparent that Flood Zone 2 would not extend into the northern part of the Site as 
currently shown on the Flood Map for Planning. With a ground level of 31.90 mAOD the majority of the 
Site is above the 1:1,000yr flood level of 31.32 mAOD and hence correctly designated Flood Zone 1. 

 Flood Zone 3b, the functional floodplain, is normally defined by the limit of the 1:20yr flood. With a modelled 
elevation of 30.90 mAOD, the 1:20yr fluvial flood would be too low to encroach onto the Site. The south-
western corner of the Site achieves a minimum elevation of 30.60 mAOD, but land between this area and 
the river bank is a minimum of 31.1 mAOD. Comparison of modelled flood elevations and existing Site 
ground level confirms that no part of the Proposed Development would extend into Flood Zone 3b.  

 The Proposed Development of agricultural facilities is classified as ‘low vulnerability’ development in 
relation to flood risk. The normal planning requirement is that such development should not be at risk of 
flooding during a 1:100yr fluvial flood event, taking account of the potential effects of climate change. 

 Government climate change guidance11 provides detail related to appropriate climate change allowances 
for each river basin district for a range of timescales. For less vulnerable development in Flood Zone 2 
and 3 over a design lifetime of 20 years the recommended maximum increase in river flow is 10% and 
15% respectively. Modelled flood data provided by the Environment Agency includes flood levels for flood 
flows including a 20% allowance for climate change. Predicted flood elevations are therefore expected to 
exceed elevations derived from application of government guidance. The predicted 1:100yr plus climate 
change flood level adjacent to the site is 31.19 mAOD which remains well below average Site ground level 
of 31.90 mAOD. 

 Analysis of fluvial flood level data in comparison to existing site ground level has demonstrated that the 
majority of the Site is above the predicted 1:100yr fluvial flood level, including allowance for climate 
change, and therefore at low risk of fluvial flooding. 

 Groundwater Flooding 

 British Geological Survey (BGS) mapping of the area indicates that the Site is underlain by superficial 
geological deposits consisting of Alluvium (clay, silt and sand) above River Terrace Deposits (sand & 
gravel). Superficial deposits are underlain at depth by mudstone of the Kimmeridge Clay Formation.  

 The River Terrace Deposits are likely to have relatively high permeability, as evidenced by the free-
draining nature of the ground surface. Superficial deposits are likely to be in hydraulic continuity with the 
River Bain and therefore groundwater levels beneath the Site may rise in response to a rise in river level. 
During periods of high flow in the river there may be potential for localised groundwater flooding in advance 
of embankment overtopping during high frequency, low magnitude flood events. However, the extent and 
depth of any groundwater flooding would not exceed the predicted extent and depth of fluvial flooding, 
and would therefore be restricted to the south-west corner of the Site. 

 Surface Water Flooding 

 Surface water flood risk is defined in relation to direct rainfall over the Site and the capacity of Site surfaces 
and drainage systems to accommodate it. Environment Agency surface water flood risk maps are defined 
through application of a specific procedure based on digital terrain models and assumptions regarding 
losses to infiltration and/or urban drainage.  

 The site is relatively free draining and as indicated in Figure 7.5, the current Environment Agency surface 
water flood map12 indicates that the entire Site is at low risk of surface water flooding.  

 
11 Environment Agency 2016. Flood Risk Assessments: Climate change allowances. February 2016 
12https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-

risk/map?easting=516779&northing=429178&address=200000644892&map=SurfaceWater 
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 Figure 7.5: Surface water flood risk map 

 

(Source Environment Agency 2019) 

 Sewers and drainage infrastructure 

 The Site is situated in a rural location with no evidence of the presence of stormwater sewers or other 
drainage infrastructure within the Site. The presence of a stormwater sewer in Hemingby Lane has not 
been established. However, any surcharging or surface flooding associated with a sewer at this location 
would tend to result in overland flow of excess surface water in a southerly direction along Hemingby Lane 
rather than onto the Site. On this basis the Site is considered to be at low risk of flooding from surface 
water drainage infrastructure. 

 The Site is underlain by permeable superficial deposits. At present all surface water from hard surfaces 
at the site (i.e. building roofs and the access road) is drained to underground strata by natural infiltration. 
There are no positive drainage systems at the Site and no off-site discharge of surface water. 

7.5 Assessment of Impacts (without mitigation) 

 Baseline hydrological and hydrogeological assessment provides the basis for assessment of the potential 
effect of the Proposed Development on surface water resources, groundwater resources and local flood 
risk. 

 Hydrological aspects of the Proposed Development 

 Impact assessment has been undertaken in relation to the construction phase of the development and 
the operational phase of the development. The development would incorporate groundworks related to 
ground raising and foundation excavation, new building erection and expansion of existing areas of 
hardstanding. 

 Construction Phase 

 Construction phase activities with the potential to affect water resources or flood risk include the following: 

▲ Local excavation and fill at the south-western corner of the Site to produce a level platform at 32m 
AOD; 

▲ Excavation of new building foundations; 

▲ Excavations for installation of additional slurry tanks and associated drainage systems; and 
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▲ Placement of aggregate hardcore to extend the Site access and turning area. 

 Operational Phase 

 Operational phase activities with the potential to affect water resources or flood risk include the following: 

▲ Increase in impermeable area of the Site due to increased roof area and extended hardstanding; 

▲ Discharge of increased volumes of surface water to ground; 

▲ Generation and management of additional poultry waste products; and 

▲ Loss of floodplain storage due to ground raising in the south-western corner of the site. 

 The Proposed Development has a planned operational life of at least 20 years.  

 Assessment of effects on water resources 

 The methodology outlined at Section 7.3 of this ES has been applied to each aspect of the Proposed 
Development with the potential to affect water resources or flood risk. 

 Construction Phase 

 Raising of ground levels in the south-western area of the Site would be undertaken by importation of fill 
materials as existing on-site alluvial deposits are unlikely to be geotechnically suitable. Importation and 
placement of inert fill materials, above groundwater level, would have no effect on local groundwater 
resources. As ground raising would take place close to the river bank it would be necessary to make sure 
groundworks do not result in the discharge of sediment laden runoff to the river. The sensitivity of the river 
to short term sediment inflow is considered to be Moderate. The magnitude of any sediment contaminated 
runoff is expected to be Minor leading to a Minor significance of effect. 

 New building foundations would be excavated into the Alluvium/River Terrace Deposits. It is estimated 
that foundations would remain above groundwater elevation in the superficial deposits, but foundation 
excavation would remove part of the unsaturated zone. On-site pollution control measures would need to 
be implemented to make sure contaminating substances are not able to enter foundation excavations. 
The sensitivity of the groundwater within the superficial deposits is considered to be Moderate. The 
magnitude of any impact is likely to be Minor resulting in a Minor significance of effect.  

 At present any liquid waste material from the existing poultry units is collected in the foul drainage system 
and drained to collection tanks for ultimate off-site disposal. It is assumed that additional tanks would be 
installed to provide the additional capacity required for the new poultry units. Underground excavation 
would be required for tank and associated drainage system installation. The depth of excavation required 
for tank installation may extend below the groundwater table in the superficial deposits. Whether 
temporary dewatering of excavations is required would depend upon local ground conditions and 
excavation depth. Whilst local dewatering, if required, is unlikely to have any adverse effect on the local 
groundwater system, excavations would create a temporary direct pathway to groundwater. Pollution 
prevention measures would be required to make sure contaminants associated with the works are not 
released to groundwater. With a high vulnerability to contamination, the sensitivity of the groundwater 
receptor is considered to be High. With adoption of appropriate pollution prevention measures as part of 
the construction programme, the magnitude of any impact is expected to be Minor resulting in a 
Moderate-Minor significance of effect. 

 Works to extend the Site access and turning area would involve shallow excavation of soils/subsoils and 
placement of self-binding aggregate cover. During the construction process there would be potential for 
any runoff from the working areas to accumulate sediment from either excavated soils or aggregate fill. 
Proposed Unit B is the closest to the River Bain, at 8 m from the top of bank, and there is an existing rough 
grass cover between the working areas and the river to provide a degree of protection against indirect 
discharge of sediment-laden water to the river. The sensitivity of the river to minor sediment influx is 
considered to be Low and the magnitude of any impact is likely to be Negligible. The significance of the 
effect is therefore considered to be Negligible. 

 Operational Phase 

 The majority of potential effects related to operation of the developed Site are associated with flood risk 
and these are considered in subsequent sections of this Chapter.  
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 Expansion of existing operations by increasing bird numbers from 96,000 to 168,480 as proposed, with 
an additional four poultry units would lead to an increase in the volume of waste materials (poultry manure) 
to be removed from the Site on a periodic basis. The Site is located in close proximity to a high quality 
river and underlain by a groundwater body considered to have high vulnerability to contamination.  
Therefore, it would be necessary to make sure that water resource contamination risk is adequately 
managed and that waste products are prevented from entering the surface water or groundwater systems. 

Figure 7.6: Existing poultry waste management systems 

 

 

 In common with existing facilities at the Site, new poultry units would be equipped with an area of 
hardstanding for poultry waste management, as shown in Figure 7.6. Poultry manure is periodically 
cleared from each unit and stored on an area of concrete hardstanding at the front of each unit. 
Hardstanding areas are graded to drain away from the building and equipped with a drainage channel to 
collect any liquid waste or runoff. Drains discharge directly to a series of underground slurry tanks that are 
emptied on an as-required basis with waste slurry removed from Site. At present there are five slurry tanks 
to serve the existing six poultry units. The same arrangements are incorporated within the Proposed 
Development design with temporary waste storage areas, drainage systems and slurry tanks associated 
with each of the additional four proposed poultry units. 

 The design of the proposed solid and liquid waste management systems removes the majority of 
contamination risk to water resources. Any residual risk is likely to be associated with management 
practices or extreme climatic conditions. In the unlikely event that waste management activities are 
undertaken during extreme weather conditions there would be potential for generation of contaminated 
runoff from concrete holding areas in excess of drainage capacity. Under such conditions contaminated 
runoff could discharge onto the adjacent areas of hardstanding which are unlikely to be fully impermeable. 
Infiltration to ground could therefore occur. 

 Poultry manure may contain high concentrations of nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus plus some 
heavy metals and potentially small concentrations of substances, used as antimicrobial agents. Whilst 
phosphorus may be retained by soils without leaching to groundwater, other substances have higher 
mobility with the potential to drain to groundwater beneath the Site. As the Site is located within a NVZ 
and as the requirements of the Groundwater Directive require no discernible release of hazardous 
substances or no groundwater quality deterioration due to release of non-hazardous substances, any 
uncontrolled release of contaminated runoff from the waste containment areas could affect groundwater 
quality in contravention of regulatory standards. 
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 The sensitivity of groundwater beneath the Site to potential contamination from liquid waste products is 
considered to be High. Although the potential volume of any waste leakage to ground is likely to be low 
the polluting potential of the leachate may be high. Impact magnitude is therefore judged to be Moderate. 
The resulting effect significance is therefore Major-Moderate. 

 Assessment of effects on flood risk 

 Construction Phase 

 There are no activities during the construction phase of the Proposed Development that are likely to have 
an impact on flood flow conveyance or local flood risk. 

 Operational Phase 

 Roof water from poultry unit buildings currently runs off directly to ground around the periphery of each 
building. New units would be equipped with gutter and downpipes to improve surface water control and 
surface water runoff would be allowed to drain to ground in the same way. The existing access area would 
be extended as shown on the Site layout planning drawing 1980-010_J, in Volume 3 of this ES. The area 
would be surfaced with self binding aggregate cover which is expected to retain a degree of surface 
permeability during the planned lifetime of the development. 

 The total building roof area would increase from 5,040 m2 to 8,020 m2 following the Proposed 
Development. Confirmation of the continued feasibility of surface water drainage to ground has been 
undertaken by reference to design rainfall data and typical ground permeability for clean sand & gravel 
deposits.  

 Drainage design in the UK is typically based on the 6hr 1:30yr storm event. The relevant rainfall depth for 
this event at the Site is 43.36 mm (Flood Estimation Handbook). For small catchments the appropriate 
rainfall intensity increase for climate change over a 20 year design life is 10% (upper end). The design 
rainfall depth, including climate change allowance is therefore 47.70 mm. For small roof areas, discharge 
to ground would be almost immediate with no significant losses. For a total roof area of 8,020 m2 the total 
volume of surface runoff generated from a 6hr-30yr design storm would be approximately 380 m3 at an 
average total discharge rate of approximately 18 litres per second (l/sec) or around 2l/sec per building. 

 For the purpose of assessment of infiltration feasibility it is conservatively assumed that surface water 
would be discharged to a strip 1m wide either side of each building (i.e. typically approximately 100m2). 
The typical hydraulic conductivity range for clean sand & gravel is 10-4 to 10-1 m/sec. For a total discharge 
of 2 l/sec over an area of 100 m2 the required infiltration rate would be approximately 2 x 10-4 m/sec. It is 
therefore reasonable to conclude that discharge of surface water to ground from all poultry units following 
the Proposed Development could be accommodated within the Site boundary without a requirement for 
on-site storage or attenuation.  

 The proposed access area is expected to retain a degree of surface permeability with any surface water 
runoff draining to greenfield land at the access road boundary without the need for any form of positive 
surface water drainage. 

 On the basis of the above analysis it is concluded that discharge of clean surface water to ground can be 
accommodated within the Site. The sensitivity of the groundwater system to inflow of clean surface water 
is considered to be Low and the magnitude of any impact would be Negligible resulting in Negligible 
significance of effect. 

 The majority of the Proposed Development would be located outside the fluvial floodplain, as defined by 
the limit of the 1:100yr fluvial flood event, and would therefore have no impact on floodplain storage or 
flood flow conveyance through the area. However, the south-west corner of proposed Unit C would extend 
into Flood Zone 3. To achieve the required standard of flood protection all poultry units would be 
established with a finished floor level of 32.0 mAOD. At the southern end of Unit C, where existing ground 
level is lowest, this would be achieved by raising the ground level in this area. As a consequence there 
would be a local loss of floodplain storage. 

 To bring ground levels up to the Site average of 31.90 m AOD beneath the south-western corner of unit C 
it is estimated that approximately 50 m3 of floodplain storage would be lost (230 m2 area x average depth 
of 0.2 m). With a River Bain left bank elevation of 31.1 m AOD the lost storage would currently be 
accessible to flood flows of around 1:100yr frequency. 
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 The Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning indicates that large areas of Horncastle approximately 
1km downstream of the Site are at medium and high risk of fluvial flooding from the River Bain. There 
have been several historic flood events in the town. Loss of floodplain storage upstream of the town has 
the potential to adversely affect flood risk within the town. The sensitivity of the River Bain to loss of 
floodplain storage is therefore considered to be High. However, the potential loss of up to 50 m3 of storage 
is a very small proportion of the accessible floodplain in the area and therefore the magnitude of any 
impact is likely to be Minor. The significance of effect is therefore judged to be Moderate-Minor. 

 Summary of effects 

 A summary of the unmitigated effects of the Proposed Development on water resources and flood risk is 
provided in Table 7.8. 

Table 7.8: Summary of Effects 

Activity Receptor Potential impact Impact significance 

Sediment discharge during 
ground raising 

River Bain Water quality 
deterioration 

Minor 

Building foundation excavation Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Minor 

Slurry tank installation Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Moderate-Minor 

Access area extension River Bain Water quality 
deterioration 

Negligible 

Waste management & disposal Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Major-Moderate 

Increased discharge of surface 
water to ground 

Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Negligible 

Loss of floodplain storage River Bain Increased flood 
risk 

Moderate-Minor 

7.6 Mitigation, Enhancement and Monitoring 

 The hydrological and hydrogeological impact assessment in this chapter has identified the potential impact 
of the Proposed Development on water resources and flood risk. Where potential impacts are judged to 
have negligible or minor significance no further impact mitigation is proposed. For activities that have the 
potential to result in effects of moderate or major significance further mitigation is proposed as detailed 
below. 

 Mitigation by design 

 During early stage scoping of potential development effects on water resources and flood risk a number 
of potential impacts were identified and mitigated as part of the development design process. These 
measures were as follows: 

▲ Adoption of a Sequential Approach to the location of new buildings to minimise encroachment into 
Flood Zones 2 & 3; 

▲ Adoption of a minimum finished floor elevation of 32.0 mAOD to provide an adequate standard of 
flood protection for all new buildings; 

▲ Location and sizing of new buildings to minimise the requirement for ground raising and hence to 
minimise loss of floodplain storage; and 

▲ Site layout design to incorporate a minimum 8 m standoff from the River Bain bank top in 
accordance with Environment Agency regulatory requirements. 
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 Construction mitigation  

 The assessment of risk to water resources identified the need for pollution control measures to be 
implemented to make sure contaminating substances are not able to enter the surface water system. As 
a minimum, these measures would include: 

▲ Minimise construction activities within 8 m of the River Bain and, in particular, avoid disturbing 
ground within 5 m  of the top of the bank to avoid disturbing potential water vole burrows; mark off 
exclusion zone on site to avoid accidental encroachment. 

▲ Construction works within the floodplain and within 8 m of the River Bain would need an 
Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency. 

▲ Contractor to implement a Construction Environmental Management Plan, based upon best 
construction site management practice standards and to contain: 

o A Pollution Prevention Plan, including spillage response measures, prior to construction. 

o Appropriate method statements for working with and storing oils and chemicals in line with the 
requirements of the Control of Pollution (Oil Storage) Regulations 2001. 

o Construction phase Surface Water Management Plan. 

o An Environmental Incident Control Plan (EICP) so protective measures are implemented to 
deal with both normal and emergency situations. 

o Signing-up to the Environment Agency flood warning system. 

 Additional mitigating measures 

 As summarised in Table 7.8, the impact assessment has resulted in identification of three activities that 
could have moderate or major significance with regard to impacts on water resources or flood risk. 
Additional mitigation is proposed to reduce the significance of each activity. 

 The installation of additional slurry tanks at the Site may lead to temporary excavations that are in direct 
contact with groundwater beneath the Site. It is recommended that the tanks and associated foul drainage 
system installation process be subject to an activity-specific pollution prevention plan that aims to minimise 
risk of contaminant entry to groundwater. As a minimum it is proposed that tank installation is undertaken 
in accordance with the former PPG27: Installation, decommissioning and removal of underground storage 
tanks13. The adoption of such measures could reduce the potential magnitude of any impact from Minor 
to Negligible. 

 Waste materials from periodic cleaning of poultry units must be isolated from permeable ground to prevent 
leakage to the underlying groundwater system. The proposed facilities for waste handling and drainage 
management should provide adequate protection for groundwater resources when operated under 
designed conditions. It is recommended that the existing Site waste management strategy is extended to 
cover the Proposed Development and reviewed to make sure it minimises the risk of contaminant 
migration under adverse conditions. The plan should as a minimum include guidance on: 

▲ The timing of poultry unit clearance in relation to climatic conditions; 

▲ Procedures to make sure solid waste is restricted to areas of hardstanding; 

▲ Measures to make sure that drainage systems and slurry tanks have adequate capacity for each 
waste cycle prior to commencement of unit clearance; and 

▲ Definition of measures to be implemented in the event of an unplanned leakage of contaminated 
runoff from areas of hardstanding. 

 The adoption of a formal waste management strategy could reduce the potential magnitude of any impact 
from Moderate to Negligible. 

 
13 Environment Agency. PPG27: Installation, decommissioning and removal of underground storage tanks 
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 It is proposed that lost floodplain storage is fully compensated for by replacement storage to be established 
by re-profiling existing ground levels in the rest of the south-west corner of the Site. Within the undeveloped 
area in the south-west corner of the Site, between proposed unit C and the River Bain within the Valley 
Farm landownership (see planning drawing 1980-010_J), the proposed ground lowering, designed to 
minimise the risk of erosion and soil laden run-off, would deliver the required 50m3 compensatory storage. 

 The establishment of compensatory flood storage should make sure all above ground development is 
established outside the fluvial floodplain and therefore the development would have no adverse impact 
on the conveyance of flood water through the area. 

 Summary of mitigation measures 

 A summary of proposed mitigation measures and post mitigation impact significance is presented in 
Table 7.9. 

 Table 7.9: Mitigation measures summary 

Activity Receptor Potential 
impact 

Impact 
significance 

before mitigation 

Mitigation 
type 

Residual 
impact 

significance 

Slurry tank 
installation 

Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Moderate-Minor Pollution 
prevention plan 

Negligible 

Waste 
management 
& disposal 

Groundwater Water quality 
deterioration 

Major-Moderate Waste 
management 
strategy 

Negligible 

Loss of 
floodplain 
storage 

River Bain Increased 
downstream 
flood risk 

Moderate-Minor Flood storage 
compensation 

Negligible 

7.7 Residual Effects 

 Adoption of the mitigating measures proposed in this Chapter would reduce the potential significance of 
any adverse effect on water resources and flood risk to negligible.  
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8 Air Quality, Dust and Odour 
8.1 Introduction 

 Scope of Chapter 

 This chapter assesses the effects of the Proposed Development on air quality arising from the construction 
and operational phases of the Proposed Development.  In particular, it considers the potential effects of 
dust and particulate matter generated by on-site activities during the construction phase, increases in 
pollutant concentrations as a result of exhaust emissions arising from construction traffic and plant, and 
increases in dust, odour concentrations as a result of the Proposed Development once operational. 

 The chapter includes an overview of the relevant legislative and policy framework (Section 8.2). The 
methodology applied for carrying out the baseline assessment and an analysis of impacts, mitigation 
measures and residual effects are presented in Section 8.3. Baseline conditions are described in Section 
8.4. A summary of receptor locations likely to be affected by changes in air quality due to the Proposed 
Development, the sensitivity of these receptors to accommodate change, the degree of change resulting 
from the proposals and prediction of significance of effects is presented in Section 8.5. Section 8.6 
identifies the recommended mitigation measures that should be implemented for identified effects and 
Section 8.7 identifies any residual effects post mitigation. This chapter is necessarily technical in nature, 
and in order to assist the reader, a glossary of abbreviations and definitions can be found the 
‘Abbreviations and Glossary’ section prior to the ‘Contents’ page of this ES. 

8.2 Legislative and Policy Framework  

 A summary of relevant legislation and national and local policies is outlined below, but an assessment of 
compliance is presented in the separate Planning Statement supporting the planning application.  

 Legislation 

 UK Air Quality Strategy (2007) 

 The Government's policy on air quality within the UK is set out in the Air Quality Strategy for England, 
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland (AQS) (Ref.8.1). The AQS provides a framework for reducing air 
pollution in the UK with the aim of meeting the requirements of European Union legislation.   

 The AQS also sets standards and objectives for nine key air pollutants to protect health, vegetation and 
ecosystems. These are benzene (C6H6), 1,3 butadiene (C4H6), carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), sulphur dioxide (SO2), ozone (O3), and polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).  The standards and objectives for the pollutants considered in this 
assessment are given in Appendix 8.1, in Volume 4 of this ES. 

 The air quality standards are levels recommended by the Expert Panel on Air Quality Standards (EPAQS) 
and the World Health Organisation (WHO) with regards to current scientific knowledge about the effects 
of each pollutant on health and the environment. 

 The air quality objectives (AQOs) are policy based targets set by the Government, which take into account 
economic efficiency, practicability, technical feasibility and timescale. Some objectives are equal to the 
EPAQS recommended standards or WHO guideline limits, whereas others involve a margin of tolerance 
(i.e. a limited number of permitted exceedances of the standard over a given period). 

 For the pollutants considered in this assessment, there are both long-term (annual mean) and short-term 
standards. In the case of NO2, the short-term standard is for a 1-hour averaging period, whereas for PM10 
it is for a 24-hour averaging period. These periods reflect the varying impacts on health of differing 
exposures to pollutants; for example, temporary exposure on the pavement adjacent to a busy road, 
compared with the exposure of residential properties adjacent to a road. 

 The AQS contains a framework for considering the effects of a finer group of particles known as ‘PM2.5’ 
as there is increasing evidence that this size of particles can be more closely associated with observed 
adverse health effects than PM10.  Local Authorities are required to work towards reducing 
emissions/concentrations of particulate matter within their administrative area.     
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 Air Quality Regulations (2016) 

 Many of the objectives in the AQS have been made statutory in England with the Air Quality (England) 
Regulations 2000 (Ref.8.2) and the Air Quality (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2002 (Ref.8.3) for the 
purpose of Local Air Quality Management (LAQM).   

 These Regulations require that likely exceedances of the AQS objectives are assessed in relation to: 

“…the quality of air at locations which are situated outside of buildings or other natural or man-
made structures, above or below ground, and where members of the public are regularly present…” 

 The Air Quality Standards (Amendment) Regulations 2016 (Ref.8.4) transpose the European Union 
Ambient Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC) (Ref.8.5) into law in England. This Directive sets legally binding 
limit values for concentrations in outdoor air of major air pollutants that impact public health such as PM10, 
PM2.5 and NO2. The limit values for NO2 and PM10 are the same concentration levels as the relevant. AQS 
objectives and the limit value for PM2.5 is a concentration of 25µg/m3. 

 Environmental Protection Act 1990 - Control of Dust and Particulates Associated with 
Construction 

 Section 79 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 (Ref.8.6) gives the following definitions of statutory 
nuisance relevant to dust and particles: 

“Any dust, steam, smell or other effluvia arising from industrial, trade or business premises or 
smoke, fumes or gases emitted from premises so as to be prejudicial to health or a nuisance”; and 

“Any accumulation or deposit which is prejudicial to health or a nuisance”. 

 Following this, Section 80 says that where a statutory nuisance is shown to exist, the local authority must 
serve an abatement notice.  Failure to comply with an abatement notice is an offence and if necessary, 
the local authority may abate the nuisance and recover expenses. 

 There are no statutory limit values for dust deposition above which 'nuisance' is deemed to exist. Nuisance 
is a subjective concept and its perception is highly dependent upon the existing conditions and the change 
which has occurred. 

 Environment Act 1995 

 Under Part IV of the Environment Act 1995 (Ref.8.7), local authorities must review and document local air 
quality within their area by way of staged appraisals and respond accordingly, with the aim of meeting the 
air quality objectives defined in the Regulations.  Where the objectives are not likely to be achieved, an 
authority is required to designate an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).  For each AQMA the local 
authority is required to draw up an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) to secure improvements in air quality 
and show how it intends to work towards achieving air quality standards in the future. 

 The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 

 The main requirement with respect to odour control from premises not authorised under the Environmental 
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (Ref.8.12), and subsequent amendments, is provided 
in Section 79 of Part III of the Environmental Protection Act (1990) (Ref.8.6).  

 Enforcement of the Act, in regard to nuisance, is currently under the jurisdiction of the local Environmental 
Health Department, whose officers are deemed to provide an independent evaluation of nuisance. If the 
Local Authority is satisfied that a statutory nuisance exists, or is likely to occur or happen again, it must 
serve an Abatement Notice under Part III of the Environmental Protection Act (1990). Enforcement can 
insist that there be no odour beyond the boundary of the works. The only defence is to show that the 
process to which the nuisance has been attributed and its operation is being controlled according to best 
practicable means (BPM). The term BPM is defined as: 

▲ ‘Practicable’, meaning reasonably practicable having regard among other things to local conditions 
and circumstances, to the current state of technical knowledge and to the financial implications; 

▲ The ‘means’ to be employed, including the design, installation, maintenance and manner and 
periods of operation of plant and machinery, and the design, construction and maintenance of 
buildings and structures; 

▲ Applies only so far as compatible with any duty imposed by law; and 
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▲ Applies only so far as compatible with safety and safe working conditions, and with the exigencies 
of any emergency or unforeseeable circumstances. 

 It should be noted that where an operator can demonstrate that BPM is being applied, or where an agreed 
degree of abatement deemed to be BPM is added, this would not necessarily result in the total elimination 
of odours. 

 National Planning Policy 

 National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 

 The Government's overall planning policies for England are described in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) (Ref.8.8). The core underpinning principle of the NPPF is the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development, defined as: 

“[…] meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs.” 

 One of the three overarching objectives of the NPPF is that planning should “contribute to protecting and 
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, helping to 
improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating 
and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy.” 

 In relation to air quality, the following paragraphs in the NPPF are relevant:  

▲ Paragraph 103, which states “Significant development should be focused on locations which are 
or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of 
transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and 
public health.” 

▲ Paragraph 170, which states “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment by: […] e) preventing new and existing development from 
contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable 
levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever 
possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into 
account relevant information such as river basin management plans.” 

▲ Paragraph 180, which states “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new 
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 
cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as 
the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the 
development.” 

▲ Paragraph 181, which states “Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute 
towards compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into 
account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative 
impacts from individual sites in local areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts 
should be identified, such as through traffic and travel management, and green infrastructure 
provision and enhancement. So far as possible these opportunities should be considered at the 
plan-making stage, to ensure a strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered 
when determining individual applications. Planning decisions should ensure that any new 
development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the local air 
quality action plan.” 

▲ Paragraph 183, which states “The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether 
Proposed Development is an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or 
emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions 
should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. Equally, where a planning decision has 
been made on a particular development, the planning issues should not be revisited through the 
permitting regimes operated by pollution control authorities.” 
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 The NPPF also states that: 

“The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: […] 
preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable 
risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or 
land instability […].” 

 The implications of the NPPF have been considered throughout this assessment. 

 Local Planning Policy 

 A summary of relevant local policies is outlined below, however their compliance and soundness in relation 
to national policy has not been assessed in this instance.  

 East Lindsey Local Plan - Core Strategy 

 The East Lindsey Local Plan - Core Strategy (Ref 8.9), adopted in July 2018, sets out the vision and 
strategic policies for the growth and development of the District up to 2031. 

 In this document, one relevant vision for East Lindsey is that it by 2031, it will be a district with:  

“1. A network of thriving, safer and healthy sustainable communities, where people can enjoy a 
high quality of life and an increased sense of well-being and where new development 
simultaneously addresses the needs of the economy, communities and the environment.” 

 To achieve this vision, East Lindsey will: 

“Require new development to contribute to improving the environmental quality of our spaces and 
places.  

[…] 

Develop where possible on suitable previously used land.” 

 Strategic Policy 10 (SP10) - Design, states that ELDC will support well-designed sustainable 
development, which maintains and enhances the character of the District's towns, villages and countryside 
by: 

“Providing on-site landscaping to integrate the development into its wider surroundings and make 
provision for open space.” 

“Development will be supported if it is designed to […] not unacceptably harm […] any nearby 
residential amenity.” 

 These policies have been considered throughout this report by assessing potential air quality impacts as 
a result of the Proposed Development. 

8.3 Assessment Methodology   

 Scope of The Assessment 

 The scope of the assessment has been determined in the following way: 

▲ Review of ELDC’s latest air quality data (Ref.8.20) for the area surrounding the Site, including data 
from Defra; 

▲ Desk study to confirm the locations of nearby existing receptors that may be sensitive to changes 
in local air quality, and a review of the masterplan for the Proposed Development to establish the 
location of new sensitive receptors; 

▲ Review of the traffic data for the existing Site and Proposed Development; and 

▲ Review of the Proposed Development parameters including building layout, unit numbers and 
associated emission rates. 

 The scope of the assessment includes consideration of the potential impacts on local air quality resulting 
from: 

▲ Dust and particulate matter generated by on-site activities during the construction stage;  
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▲ Increases in pollutant concentrations as a result of exhaust emissions arising from construction 
traffic and plant; 

▲ Increases in pollutant concentrations as a result of exhaust emissions arising from traffic generated 
by the Proposed Development once operational; and 

▲ Increases in dust and odour concentrations as a result of emissions to air from proposed poultry 
sheds included within the development proposals. 

 Approach and Method   

 Construction Phase 

 Dust comprises particles typically in the size range 1-75 micrometres (µm) in aerodynamic diameter and 
is created through the action of crushing and abrasive forces on materials. The larger dust particles fall 
out of the atmosphere quickly after initial release and therefore tend to be deposited in close proximity to 
the source of emission. Dust therefore, is unlikely to cause long-term or widespread changes to local air 
quality; however, its deposition on property and cars can cause 'soiling' and discolouration. This may result 
in complaints of nuisance through amenity loss or perceived damage caused, which is usually temporary.   

 The smaller particles of dust are known as particulate matter (PM), with less than 10µm in aerodynamic 
diameter (PM10) representing only a small proportion of total dust released; this includes a finer fraction, 
known as PM2.5 (with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5µm). As these particles are at the smaller 
end of the size range of dust particles, they remain suspended in the atmosphere for a longer period of 
time than the larger dust particles and are transported by wind over a wider area. PM10 and PM2.5 are small 
enough to be drawn into the lungs during breathing, which in sensitive members of the public could have 
a potential impact on health. However, it is worth noting that, according to the IAQM guidance, the majority 
of fugitive particulate emissions arising from construction sites are expected to relate to the coarser 
fractions (i.e. PM2.5-10) with just 10-15% expected to comprise PM2.5. The IAQM guidance therefore 
focusses on PM10 for the purposes of assessment.   

 An assessment of the likely significant impacts on local air quality due to the generation and dispersion of 
dust and PM10 during the construction phase has been undertaken using: the relevant assessment 
methodology published by the IAQM; the available information for this phase of the Proposed 
Development; and professional judgement. 

 The IAQM methodology assesses the risk of potential dust and PM10 impacts from the following four 
sources: demolition; earthworks; general construction activities; and track-out.  It takes into account the 
nature and scale of the activities undertaken for each source and the sensitivity of the area to an increase 
in dust and PM10 levels to assign a level of risk.  Risks are described in terms of there being a low, medium 
or high risk of dust impacts.  Once the level of risk has been ascertained, then Site specific mitigation 
proportionate to the level of risk is identified, and the significance of residual effects determined. 
A summary of the IAQM assessment methodology is provided in Appendix 8.2, in Volume 4 of this ES.  

 In addition to impacts on local air quality due to on-site construction activities, exhaust emissions from 
construction vehicles and plant may have an impact on local air quality adjacent to the routes used by 
these vehicles to access the Site and in the vicinity of the Site itself. A qualitative assessment of their 
impact on local air quality has been undertaken using professional judgement and by considering the 
following: 

▲ The number and type of construction traffic and plant likely to be generated by this phase of the 
Proposed Development; 

▲ The number and proximity of sensitive receptors to the Site and along the likely routes to be used 
by construction vehicles; and 

▲ The estimated duration of the construction phase and the nature of the construction activities 
undertaken. 
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 Operational Phase 

 Ammonia 

 Atmospheric emissions of ammonia (NH3) from the poultry sheds have the potential to impact on receptors 
of ecological sensitivity within the vicinity of the Site. Relevant background information is presented in 
Appendix 8.3, in Volume 4 of this ES. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
(Ref.8.21) require competent authorities to review applications and consents that have the potential to 
impact on ecological designations. A study was therefore undertaken, based on screening distances 
specified in Environment Agency guidance (Ref.8.22), to identify the following sites of ecological or nature 
conservation importance:   

▲ Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) or Ramsar sites within 5km of the facility; and  

▲ National Nature Reserves, Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) and Ancient Woodland (AW) within 2km 
of the facility.  

 A review of the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) web-based interactive 
mapping service (Ref.8.26) indicated that there are no ecological designations within the relevant 
screening distances. As such, there are no receptors where adverse impacts may occur as a result of the 
development. Potential NH3 emissions are therefore not considered a constraint to the Proposed 
Development.  

 Dust 

 While it is acknowledged that the IAQM guidance document (Ref.8.18) is not strictly related to the 
proposed operation of the Site, it employs the 'Source - Pathway - Receptor' approach to evaluate the risk 
of dust impacts and effects and it aims to provide advice on robust and consistent good-practice 
approaches that can be used to assess the potential operational phase dust impacts.  

 There is the potential for fugitive dust emissions to occur at sensitive receptor locations as a result of 
activities associated with the operation of the Site. Vehicle movements both on-site and on the local road 
network also have the potential to result in the re-suspension of dust from road surfaces.  

 The potential for impacts at sensitive locations depends significantly on local meteorology during the 
undertaking of dust generating activities, with the most significant effects likely to occur during dry and 
windy conditions.  

 The assessment of potential fugitive dust emission impacts has been undertaken using the following 
approach: 

▲ Establish baseline conditions of the existing dust climate around the Site by the current operations 
at the Site; 

▲ Identify activities that could lead to dust emissions without mitigation; 

▲ Identify Site parameters which may increase potential impacts from dust; and 

▲ If required, propose mitigation measures, including modification of Site design. 

 A summary of the dust assessment methodology is provided in Appendix 8.4, in Volume 4 of this ES. 

 Road Vehicle Emissions 

 Of the pollutants included in the AQS, concentrations of NO2 and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) have 
been considered in this assessment as road traffic is a major source of these pollutants and their 
concentrations tend to be close to, or in exceedance of, the objectives in urban locations. 
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 In accordance with the EPUK/IAQM guidance, a significant change would be described as a change in 
Light Duty Vehicle (LDV) flows of 500 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) or more and/or (Heavy Duty 
Vehicle) HDV flows of 100 AADT or more. 

 Odour  

 The assessment methodology, presented in the following sections, assumes the proposed poultry units 
would contain mechanical roof-based ventilation system (details are presented in Appendix 8.5, in Volume 
4 of this ES) to promote better dispersion of potential odour emissions. This reflects the approach to 
assess a design with embedded mitigation. Reference should be made to Appendix 8.3, in Volume 4 of 
this ES, for the relevant background information in relation to odour.  

 Selection of Dispersion Model 

 Emissions to air associated with the operation of the Proposed Development have the potential to cause 
increases in pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of the Site. These have been quantified through 
dispersion modelling, undertaken using ADMS (Ref.8.23) software package developed by Cambridge 
Environmental Research Consultants (CERC) Ltd. ADMS is a short-range dispersion modelling software 
package that simulates a wide range of buoyant and passive releases to atmosphere. It is a new 
generation model utilising boundary layer height and Monin-Obukhov length to describe the atmospheric 
boundary layer and a skewed Gaussian concentration distribution to calculate dispersion under convective 
conditions. 

 The model takes into account the effects of significant buildings within the Proposed Development. It is a 
limitation of the ADMS model that buildings can only be represented as having cuboid (or cylindrical) 
shape and, as such, all buildings have been approximated as having rectangular footprints. It is important 
to note that, as a result, the dimensions of the buildings are set to assess their impact on dispersion rather 
than to be representative of their exact dimensions.  

 Full details of the model are provided in Appendix 8.6, in Volume 4 of this ES.  

 Assessment Scenarios 

 The following assessment scenarios have been considered as part of the dispersion modelling 
assessment: 

▲ Without Development (WoD) - Existing Scenario, current farm operations; and 

▲ With Development (WD) - Proposed Development scenario, current farm operations + proposed 
poultry units. 

 Assessment Extents 

 Impacts have been considered on a grid of potential receptors surrounding the Site, at a 20m spatial 
resolution, and at selected sensitive receptors reflecting potential exposure, both at 1.5m above ground 
level. The receptor grid (study area) extends from national grid reference 525340, 370400 to 
526500, 371620. This area is considered to be of sufficient size to capture the maximum impacts of the 
Proposed Development on odour in the surrounding area.  

 Selection of Sensitive Receptors 

 Sensitive locations are places where the public may be exposed to odour resulting from activities 
associated with the Proposed Development. 

 To complete the assessment of operational phase impacts, a number of 'receptors' representative of 
locations of relevant public exposure were identified at which odour concentrations were predicted.   

 The locations of the assessment receptors are shown on Figure 8.1, in Volume 3 of this ES, and listed in 
Table 8.1 below. 
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Table 8.1: Receptor Locations Used in the Assessment 

Receptor Description / Address Grid Reference  Distance 
from Site 
Boundary 

(m) 

Height 
above 

Ground 
Level (m) 

X (m) Y (m) 

R1 Bain Valley Farm, Hemingby Lane 526004.7 371069.2 85 1.5 

R2 Broomdale, Hemingby Lane 526029.2 371100.1 85 1.5 

R3 Milestone House, Horncastle Road 526422.5 371272.6 455 1.5 

R4 1 The Bungalow, Horncastle Road 526484.4 371547.9 610 1.5 

R5 Lapwater, Hemingby Lane 525916.9 371601.0 350 1.5 

R6 Thimbleby Mill, Elmhirst Lane 525350.3 371358.1 480 1.5 

R7 Thimbleby House Farm, Elmhirst Lane 525450.7 370972.4 440 1.5 

R8 Elmlea Farm, Elmhirst Road 525705.8 370832.9 335 1.5 

R9 South Fork Farm, Elmhirst Road 525747.0 370420.5 705 1.5 

R10 Homefield Farm, Hemingby Lane 526110.6 370635.4 520 1.5 

 
 Assessment Criteria 

 Predicted ground level odour concentrations were compared with the Environment Agency odour 
benchmark level of 3.0ouE/m3 as a 98th %-ile of 1-hour means. 

 Significance of Potential Odour Effects 

 The significance of odour effects was assessed through the interaction of the predicted 98th %-ile of 1-hour 
mean odour concentrations and receptor sensitivity, as outlined in the IAQM guidance (Ref.8.11). The 
relevant assessment matrix is summarised in Table 8.2.   

Table 8.2: Determining the Significance of Odour Impacts 

Odour Exposure Level as  

98th %-ile of 1-hour Means (ouE/m3)  

Receptor Sensitivity  

Low  Medium  High  

Greater than 10.0  Moderate Moderate Substantial 

5.0 - 10.0  Slight Moderate Moderate 

3.0 - 5.0  Negligible Slight Moderate 

1.5 - 3.0  Negligible Negligible Slight 

0.5 - 1.5  Negligible Negligible Negligible 

Less than 0.5  Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 
 The IAQM guidance (Ref.8.11) states that an assessment must reach a conclusion on the likely 

significance of the predicted impacts. Where the overall impact is moderate or substantial, the effect is 
likely to be considered significant, whilst if the impact is slight or negligible, the effect is likely to be 
considered not significant. It should be noted that this is a binary judgement of either it is significant, or 
it is not significant. This has been considered to determine the overall significance of potential odour 
impacts associated with the facility. 
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 Assumptions and Limitations 

 Model Uncertainty 

 Uncertainty in dispersion modelling predictions can be associated with a variety of factors, including: 

▲ Model uncertainty - due to model limitations; 

▲ Data uncertainty - due to errors in input data, including emission estimates, operational procedures, 
land use characteristics and meteorology; and 

▲ Variability - randomness of measurements used. 

 Potential uncertainties in the model results were minimised as far as practicable and worst-case inputs 
used in order to provide a robust assessment. This included the following: 

▲ Choice of model - ADMS is a commonly used atmospheric dispersion model developed by CERC 
and results have been verified through a number of studies to make sure predictions are as 
accurate as possible. 

▲ Meteorological data - Modelling was undertaken using five annual meteorological data sets from 
an observation point in the vicinity of the Site to account for inter year variability. 

▲ Emission rates - Emission rates were based on odour emission rates obtained from EA guidance 
'Odour Management at Intensive Livestock Installations' (Ref.8.24). 

▲ Receptor locations - A Cartesian Grid was included in the model in order to predict odour 
concentrations over the Site and provide suitable data for contour plotting. 

▲ Variability - All model inputs are as accurate as possible and worst-case conditions were considered 
as necessary in order to make sure there is a robust assessment of potential odour concentrations. 

 Results were considered in the context of the relevant odour benchmark level. It is considered that the 
use of the stated measures to reduce uncertainty and the use of worst-case assumptions when necessary 
has resulted in model accuracy of an acceptable level. 

8.4 Baseline Conditions 

 Existing air quality conditions in the vicinity of the Site were identified in order to provide a baseline for 
consideration. These are detailed in the following sections. 

 Local Air Quality Management 

 According to the Defra UK AIR website (Ref.8.28), there are no AQMAs designated across the district.  

 Local Emission Sources 

 The Site is located in an area where air quality is mainly influenced by emissions from road transport using 
the local road network, additionally existing odour concentrations are influenced by similar farm operations 
within the vicinity of the Site. 

 Air Quality Monitoring 

 Monitoring of pollutant concentrations is undertaken by ELDC throughout their area of jurisdiction utilising 
passive methods. The most recent diffusion tube monitoring results recorded in the vicinity of the 
development are shown in Table 8.3. 

Table 8.3: Diffusion Tube Monitoring Results 

Monitoring Site Type Monitored NO2 Concentration (µg/m3) 

Location 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

East Street Horncastle H1 Roadside 47.9 39.7 36.7 38.6 36.0 

A158/South Street Horncastle H2 Roadside 38.0 31.1 29.2 30.3 29.8 

Stanhope Rd Horncastle H3 Roadside 34.9 32.9 19.0 13.1 12.0 

Bull Ring Horncastle H4 Roadside 38.1 28.4 29.5 24.5 29.7 
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 As shown in Table 8.3, the annual mean NO2 concentration did not exceed the relevant AQO at any 
monitoring sites, in 2018. Reference should be made to Figure 8.1, in Volume 3 of this ES, for a map of 
the diffusion tube positions. 

 Background Pollutant Concentrations 

 Predictions of background pollutant concentrations on a 1 km by 1 km grid basis have been produced by 
Defra for the entire of the UK to assist Local Authorities in their review and assessment of air quality. Data 
for the assessment extents, in line with the most recently available monitoring results from ELDC, was 
downloaded from the Defra website (Ref.8.25) for the purpose of the project. This data is summarised in 
Table 8.4 below. 

Table 8.4: Predicted Background Pollutant Concentrations (2018) 

OS Grid Reference (X, Y) NO2 NOX PM10 PM2.5 

525500, 370500 9.6 12.9 14.4 8.1 

525500, 371500 9.3 12.5 14.6 8.1 

526500, 370500 10.0 13.5 14.9 8.4 

526500, 371500 9.6 13.0 15.2 8.3 

 
 As shown in Table 8.4, predicted background NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations are below the relevant 

AQOs within the assessment extents. 

8.5 Assessment of Impacts (without mitigation) 

 Construction Phase Assessment 

 Dust and PM10 Arising from On-site Activities 

 Construction activities that have the potential to generate and/or re-suspend dust and PM10 include: 

▲ Site clearance and preparation including demolition activities; 

▲ Preparation of temporary access/egress to the Site and haulage routes; 

▲ Earthworks; 

▲ Materials handling, storage, stockpiling, spillage and disposal; 

▲ Movement of vehicles and construction traffic within the Site (including excavators and dumper 
trucks); 

▲ Use of crushing and screening equipment/plant;  

▲ Exhaust emissions from plant, especially when used at the extremes of their capacity and during 
mechanical breakdown; 

▲ Construction of buildings, roads and areas of hardstanding alongside fabrication processes;  

▲ Internal and external finishing and refurbishment; and 

▲ Site landscaping after completion. 

 The majority of the releases are likely to occur during the 'working week'. However, for some potential 
release sources (e.g. exposed soil produced from significant earthwork activities) in the absence of dust 
control mitigation measures, dust generation has the potential to occur 24 hours per day over the period 
during which such activities take place.  

 Assessment of Potential Dust Emission Magnitude 

 The IAQM assessment methodology has been used to determine the potential dust emission magnitude 
for the following four different dust and PM10 sources:   
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 Demolition 

 The Site comprises mainly semi-improved grassland with concrete hardstanding and gravel in front of the 
existing units, therefore the associated demolition activities are considered to be minimal. As such, the 
potential dust emissions magnitude for demolition activities was not considered further within this 
assessment.  

 Earthworks 

 The total red line area of the Site is 10,145 m2 and while it is not assumed that more than ten heavy earth 
moving vehicles would be active at any one time, in order to represent a robust assessment, the potential 
dust emission magnitude was considered to be large for earthwork activities, based on the size of the 
Site. 

 Construction 

 The total volume of buildings to be constructed on the Site would be less than 25,000 m3, but with 
potentially dusty construction material (e.g. concrete) being used, the potential dust emission magnitude 
was considered to be medium for construction activities. 

 Trackout 

 Construction traffic movements would be limited to a small number of day-to-day construction workforce 
vehicles, and potentially two or three HGV deliveries a week at its peak. As the unpaved road length in 
the Site could be over 100 m, the potential dust emission magnitude would be large for trackout. 

 Table 8.5 provides a summary of the potential dust emission magnitude determined for each construction 
activity considered. 

Table 8.5: Potential Dust Emission Magnitude 

Activity Dust Emission Magnitude 

Demolition N/A 

Earthworks Large 

Construction Activities Medium 

Trackout Large 

 
 Assessment of Sensitivity of the Study Area  

 An assessment will normally be required where there are: 

▲ 'human receptors' within 350 m of the Site boundary; or within 50 m of the route(s) used by 
construction vehicles on the public highway, up to 500 m from the Site entrance(s); and/or  

▲ 'ecological receptors' within 50 m of the Site boundary; or within 50 m of the route(s) used by 
construction vehicles on the public highway, up to 500 m from the Site entrance(s). 

 A windrose generated using the meteorological data used for the dispersion modelling of operational 
phase impacts is provided in Appendix 8.7, in Volume 4 of this ES.  This shows that the predominant 
prevailing wind direction over the 5-years was from the south-west. Therefore, receptors located to the 
north-east of the Site are more likely to be affected by dust and particulate matter emitted and re-
suspended during the construction phase. 

 Under low wind speed conditions, it is likely that the majority of dust would be deposited in the area 
immediately surrounding the source. It has been assumed that the construction traffic would access the 
Site through the existing access point off Hemingby Lane.  

 There are no ecological receptors within the above defined assessment zones for the Site considered to 
be sensitive to dust or PM, and as such these effects are not considered further within this assessment. 

 Taking the above into account and following the IAQM assessment methodology, the sensitivity of the 
area to changes in dust and PM10 has been derived for each of the construction activities considered.  The 
results are shown in Table 8.6. 
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Table 8.6: Sensitivity of the Study Area 

Potential Impact Sensitivity of the Surrounding Area 

Demolition Earthworks Construction Trackout 

Dust Soiling N/A Low Low Low 

Human Health N/A Low Low Low 

 
 Risk of Impacts 

 The predicted dust emission magnitude has been combined with the defined sensitivity of the area to 
determine the risk of impacts during the construction phase, prior to mitigation; Table 8.7 below provides 
a summary of the risk of dust impacts for the Proposed Development.  The risk category identified for 
each construction activity has been used to determine the level of mitigation required. 

Table 8.7: Summary Dust Risk Table to Define Site Specific Mitigation 

Potential Impact Risk 

Demolition Earthworks Construction Trackout 

Dust Soiling N/A Low Low Low 

Human Health N/A Low Low Low 

 

 Construction Vehicles & Plant  

 The greatest impact on air quality due to emissions from vehicles and plant associated with the 
construction phase would be in the areas immediately adjacent to the existing access off Hemingby Lane. 
Construction traffic would access the Site via the local road network.  Due to the size of the Site, the 
construction traffic would be low in comparison to the existing traffic flows on these roads. 

 Final details of the exact plant and equipment likely to be used on Site would be determined by the 
appointed contractor, but it is considered likely to comprise dump trucks, tracked excavators, diesel 
generators, asphalt spreaders, rollers, compressors and trucks. The number of plant and their location 
within the Site would be variable over the construction period. 

 Based on the current local air quality in the area, the proximity of sensitive receptors to the roads likely to 
be used by construction vehicles, and the likely numbers of construction vehicles and plant that would be 
used, the impacts were considered to be negligible according to the assessment significance criteria. 

 Operational Phase Assessment 

 Dust 

 During the operational phase of the Proposed Development, due to the nature of the activities on-site, 
there would be a potential for fugitive dust emissions that could result in loss of amenity at nearby sensitive 
receptor locations.  

 In accordance with the risk-based assessment approach prescribed by the IAQM guidance, it is 
considered that, while there would be an increase in the overall bird numbers, the proposed operation 
would result in a negligible increase of localised dust emitted from the units across the Site due to the 
improved building design and the position/orientation of the proposed poultry units. 

 As such, no significant loss of amenity would be anticipated at nearby sensitive receptor locations. 
Therefore, the risk of potential dust impacts as a result of the proposed operation of the Site would be 
negligible. 

 Road Vehicle Emissions 

 The Proposed Development is not expected to result in additional traffic movements in excess of the 
assessment criteria as detailed in Section 8.3.14. As such, based on the EPUK/IAQM criteria, the 
operational phase traffic of the Proposed Development would result in an effect that would be 
not significant on nearby receptors.  
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 Odour 

 Potential odour releases were defined based on the size and nature of the proposed poultry sheds. These 
were represented within a dispersion model. Impacts at sensitive receptor locations in the vicinity of the 
Site were quantified, the results compared with the relevant odour benchmark levels and the significance 
assessed in accordance with the IAQM guidance.  

 In order to eliminate annual variation of the meteorological dataset, for the purposes of this assessment, 
predicted impacts on 98th%-ile odour concentrations associated with the operation of the Proposed 
Development were based on the 5-year annual average concentrations utilising meteorological data for 
2014 to 2018. 

 Dispersion modelling of potential odour emissions was undertaken using the input data specified in 
Appendix 8.6, in Volume 4 of this ES. Predicted odour concentrations at the discrete receptor locations 
are summarised in Appendix 8.8, in Volume 4 of this ES. Reference should be made to Figure 8.2 and 
Figure 8.3, in Volume 3 of this ES, for annual and 5-year average odour contours projected over the 
assessment extents for both the without and with development scenarios, respectively. 

 Without Development 

 Predicted results indicate that there would be no exceedances of the relevant odour benchmark of 
3.0ouE/m3 during any of the assessed meteorological years 'without development' at the sensitive receptor 
locations within the assessment extents, with the exception of receptors R1 - Bain Valley Farm, Hemingby 
Lane, and R2 - Broomdale, Hemingby Lane, where results indicate a 5-year average predicted 98th%-ile 
odour concentrations of 3.11 and 3.95ouE/m3, respectively. 

 In the context of the existing environment, being predominantly agricultural in nature, receptors R1 and 
R2 are already surrounded by two poultry farms and working farmlands in the wider locality of the Site. 
Therefore, elevated odour concentrations must be expected from time to time at this location.  

 With Development  

 Odour concentrations were predicted to increase by 1.62 and 1.59ouE/m3 at receptors R1 and R2 
respectively, resulting in a slight adverse impact when considering the change as a result of the Proposed 
Development. With the exception of receptors R1 and R2, the predicted 5-year average 98th%-ile results 
during the 'with  development' scenario indicate that there would be a maximum of 0.32ouE/m3 increase 
as a result of the operation of the Proposed Development at sensitive receptor locations, resulting in a 
negligible impact.  

 The predicted 5-year average odour concentrations indicate that the operation of the Site would not be 
considered to result in significant loss of amenity or nuisance at the most affected sensitive receptor 
locations. As such, in accordance with the assessment criteria the resulting impacts are ranging from 
negligible to slight adverse. With the potential effects being not significant. 

8.6 Mitigation, Enhancement and Monitoring  

 Construction Phase 

 Based on the assessment results, special additional mitigation measures would not be required during 
the construction phase of the Proposed Development.  

 However, the following are recommended good construction practice control measures the Appointed 
Contractor should consider applying during construction of the Proposed Development.   

 General Communication 

▲ A stakeholder communications plan that includes community engagement before work commences 
on-site should be developed and implemented. 

▲ The name and contact details of person(s) accountable for air quality and dust issues should be 
displayed on the Site boundary. This may be the environment manager/engineer or the site 
manager. The head or regional office contact information should also be displayed.  
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 Site Management 

▲ All dust and air quality complaints should be recorded and causes identified.  Appropriate remedial 
action should be taken in a timely manner with a record kept of actions taken including of any 
additional measures put in-place to avoid reoccurrence.  

▲ The complaints log should be made available to the Local Authority on request. 

▲ Any exceptional incidents that cause dust and/or air emissions, either on- or off-site should be 
recorded, and then the action taken to resolve the situation recorded in the log book. 

 Monitoring 

▲ Daily on-site and off-site inspections to monitor dust should be undertaken, where receptors 
(including roads) are nearby. The inspection results should be recorded and made available to the 
Local Authority when asked. This should include regular dust soiling checks of surfaces such as 
street furniture, cars and window sills within 100 m of the Site boundary, with cleaning to be 
provided if necessary.  

▲ The frequency of Site inspections should be increased when activities with a high potential to 
produce dust are being carried out and during prolonged dry or windy conditions.  

 Preparing and maintaining the Site 

▲ Plan the Site construction layout so that machinery and dust causing activities are located away 
from receptors, as far as is practicable.  

▲ Where practicable, erect solid screens or barriers around dusty activities where there is a high 
potential for dust production and the Site is active for an extensive period.  

▲ Avoid Site runoff of water or mud when using dust suppression techniques.  

▲ Keep Site fencing, barriers and scaffolding clean. 

▲ Remove materials that have a potential to produce dust from Site as soon as possible, unless being 
re-used on Site. If they are being re-used on-site cover appropriately.  

 Operating vehicle/machinery and sustainable travel 

▲ Ensure all vehicle operators switch off engines when stationary - no idling vehicles.  

▲ Avoid the use of diesel or petrol powered generators and use mains electricity or battery powered 
equipment where practicable.  

▲ Detailed mitigation measures to control construction traffic should be discussed with the Local 
Authority to establish the most suitable access and haul routes for the Site traffic. The most effective 
mitigation would be achieved by making sure construction traffic does not pass along sensitive 
roads (residential roads, congested roads, via unsuitable junctions, etc.) where possible, and that 
vehicles are kept clean and sheeted when on public highways.  Timing of large-scale vehicle 
movements to avoid peak hours on the local road network would also be beneficial. 

 Operations 

▲ Only use cutting, grinding or sawing equipment fitted or in conjunction with suitable dust 
suppression techniques (e.g. suitable local exhaust ventilation systems). 

▲ Provide an adequate water supply on the Site for effective dust/particulate matter suppression, 
using non-potable water where possible and appropriate.  

▲ Use enclosed chutes and conveyors and covered skips.  

▲ Minimise drop heights from conveyors, loading shovels, hoppers and other loading or handling 
equipment.  

▲ Ensure equipment is readily available on Site to clean any dry spillages, and clean up spillages as 
soon as reasonably practicable after the event.  
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 Waste management 

▲ Avoid bonfires and burning of waste materials.  

 Measures Specific to Demolition  

▲ Ensure adequate and effective water suppression is used during demolition operations.  

▲ Avoid explosive blasting, using appropriate manual or mechanical alternatives.  

▲ Bag and remove any biological debris or damp down such material before demolition.  

 Measures Specific to Earthworks 

▲ Stockpile surface areas should be minimised (subject to health and safety and visual constraints 
regarding slope gradients and visual intrusion) to reduce area of surfaces exposed to wind pick-up.  

▲ Where practicable, windbreak netting/screening should be positioned around material stockpiles 
and vehicle loading/unloading areas, as well as exposed excavation and material handling 
operations, to provide a physical barrier between the Site and the surroundings.  

▲ Where practicable, stockpiles of soils and materials should be located as far as possible from 
sensitive properties, taking account of the prevailing wind direction.  

▲ During dry or windy weather, material stockpiles and exposed surfaces should be dampened down 
to minimise the potential for wind pick-up.  

 Measures Specific to Construction 

▲ Make sure sand and other aggregates are stored in bunded areas and are not allowed to dry out, 
unless this is required for a particular process, in which case make sure appropriate additional 
control measures are in place.  

▲ For smaller supplies of fine powder materials, make sure bags are sealed after use and stored 
appropriately to prevent dust.  

▲ All construction plant and equipment should be maintained in good working order and not left 
running when not in use.  

 Measures Specific to Trackout  

▲ Make sure vehicles entering and leaving Site are covered to prevent escape of materials during 
transport.  

▲ Record all inspections of haul routes and any subsequent action in a Site log book.  

 Operational Phase 

 The change in pollutant concentrations attributable to traffic emissions associated with the operation 
phase of the Proposed Development (i.e. impacts on local air quality) would be negligible and therefore, 
in accordance with the assessment criteria, mitigation is not required.  

 The overall change in odour concentrations as a result of the operation of the Proposed Development 
would be a negligible to slight adverse impact on the surrounding sensitive receptor locations. An impact 
of this magnitude would be considered not significant, so would not be a deciding factor in planning 
determination and would not require the implementation of additional mitigation.  

8.7 Residual Effects 

 Construction Phase 

 The residual effects of dust and PM10 generated by construction activities following the application of the 
mitigation measures described above and good site practice would be not significant. 

 The residual effects of emissions to air from construction vehicles and plant on local air quality would be 
not significant. 
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 Operational Phase 

 The Proposed Development is expected to result in in an overall negligible impact associated with the 
operational phase traffic on nearby receptors.  

 The residual effects of the Proposed Development on air quality would be not significant for NO2, PM10 

and PM2.5 according to the EPUK/IAQM assessment criteria.  

 The change in odour concentrations as a result of the operation of the Proposed Development would have 
a negligible to slight adverse impact on the surrounding sensitive receptor locations. An impact of this 
magnitude would result in a not significant effect.  
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9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Assessment 
9.1 Introduction 

 The Proposed Development has the potential to result in the emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs during 
construction and operation. GHG emissions are measured in tonnes of equivalent carbon dioxide (CO2e). 
This measure describes the functionally equivalent mass of CO2 as the common base reference - the 
amount of CO2 that would have the same effect as X amount of that gas. As such, an assessment was 
undertaken in order to determine baseline conditions, consider potential changes to and effects of the 
Proposed Development on GHG emissions and, if required, identify suitable mitigation. 

 Effects associated with all phases of the development have been assessed in accordance with the Institute 
of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) and Arup guidance ‘Assessing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Evaluating their Significance’ (IEMA and Arup, 2017). 

9.2 Legislative and Policy Framework  

 Legislation and policy specifically relevant to this topic area is outlined in Table 9.1. More detailed 
information on relevant over-arching planning policy is contained within Chapter 6 (Planning Policy 
Context) of this ES and the compliance of the Proposed Development with policy in the Design and Access 
Statement, by Harrison Pitt Architects, that accompanies the planning application.  

Table 9.1: Relevant Legislation Policy and Guidance 

Source Relevant Legislation, Policy and Guidance 

European Union Legislation  

In response to the Kyoto Protocol a number of directives were formulated 
as part of the European Climate Change Programme. The Directives 
considered to be relevant to the assessment are:  

▲ Directive 2003/87/EC - set up the emissions trading system. Each EU 
member state must develop a National Allocation Plan approved by 
the European Commission (EC). This sets out an overall cap on the 
total emissions allowed from the installations covered by the system.  

▲ Directive 2009/29/EC - covering the third phase of the emissions 
trading system, which runs from 2023-2030. 

▲ Directive 2009/28/EC - requires member states to share the task of 
achieving the EU's 20 percent renewables target by 2020.  

▲ Directive 2011/92/EU – covering the assessment of the effects of 
certain public and private projects on the environment. 

UK Legislation  
The Climate Change Act 2008 sets a legally binding target for the UK to 
reduce its GHG emissions by the year 2050 to at least 80% lower than the 
1990 baseline.  

National Planning Policy  
The National Planning Policy Framework, published in February 2019, 
considers the influence of development on climate change in paragraphs 
148-154.  

Local Planning Policy 
The Central Lincolnshire Local Plan, adopted in April 2019, considers the 
influence of developments on climate change and low carbon living in 
policy LP18. 

EIA Guide to: Assessing 
GHG Emissions and 
Evaluating their Significance 
(IEMA and Arup, 2017)  

This guidance on assessing GHG emissions was produced jointly by 
IEMA and Arup in 2017. The requirement for the document resulted from 
the 2014 amendment to the EU EIA Directive 2011/92/EU, which 
highlighted the need for all EIA development to include a consideration of 
potential climate change impacts. The document outlines areas for 
consideration at all stages of assessment and demonstrates potential 
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Source Relevant Legislation, Policy and Guidance 

constraints associated with GHG emissions calculations in relation to the 
standard EIA framework.  

9.3 Assessment Methodology   

 The assessment has taken guidance principles from IEMA, as well as PAS 2050:2011, where appropriate. 
Conversion factors concerning energy consumption and transport have been taken from UK Government 
GHG Conversion Factors for Company Reporting (2019), whilst conversion factors associated with 
materials have been drawn from the Inventory of Carbon & Energy (ICE) Version 2.0. 

 Approach and Method   

 Scope 

 The IEMA guidance (IEMA and Arup, 2017) makes it clear that the scope of a GHG emissions assessment 
should be defined based on the likely proportion of emissions during a specific project stage. For example, 
if the majority of impacts occur during a project’s operational phase and construction impacts are 
negligible, then the GHG assessment can reflect this.  

 Due to the nature of the Proposed Development, the majority of potential GHG emissions are anticipated 
to be associated with operational activities due to the simple construction process. As such, potential 
impacts during construction phase activities have been considered on a qualitative basis. This is in 
keeping with the IEMA guidance (IEMA and Arup, 2017) guidance, which states:  

"A high-level or qualitative GHG assessment for certain project elements or activities can be carried out... 
This will help contribute towards delivering proportional EIAs."  

"It should also be recognised that qualitative assessments are acceptable, for example: where data is 
unavailable or where mitigation measures are agreed early on in the design phase with design and 
engineering teams." 

 Therefore, the overall scope to the GHG assessment was: 

▲ Emissions associated with demolition and site clearance are excluded as per scoping opinion 
18/0214/EIASCO (08/02/2018). 

▲ Emissions associated with construction phase activities were considered minimal against those 
associated with construction materials, building operation and transport activities, and so were 
considered on a qualitative basis. 

▲ Emissions associated with construction materials and delivery are considered on 
a quantitative basis (with relevant assumptions). 

▲ Emissions associated with building operation and transport activities are considered on 
a quantitative basis (with relevant assumptions). 

▲ Emissions associated with building end of life are excluded.   

 Approach and Methodology 

 The overall approach to the assessment comprised: 

▲ A review of existing GHG emissions from the Site; 

▲ Identification and assessment of potential GHG emissions arising from construction phase 
activities, including transport; 

▲ Identification and assessment of potential GHG emission changes during the operational phase 
activities, including transport; and 

▲ Formulation of mitigation measures, where appropriate, to minimise any adverse effects from 
changes in GHG emission levels.   

 A combination of quantitative and qualitative methodologies has been applied in order to allow 
consideration of GHG emissions from the Proposed Development.  
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 For the purpose of this assessment, where possible, GHG emissions are measured in tonnes of equivalent 
carbon dioxide (CO2e). This measure describes the functionally equivalent mass of CO2 as the common 
base reference - the amount CO2 that would have the same effect as x amount of that gas. 

 Significance of Effect 

 The IEMA guidance (IEMA and Arup, 2017) states:  

“IEMA principles on climate change mitigation and EIA identify climate change as one of the defining 
environmental policy drivers of the future and that action to address GHG emissions is essential.”  

 Specifically, three overarching principles are relevant to considering the aspect of significance:   

▲ GHG emissions from all projects contribute to climate change; the largest interrelated cumulative 
environmental effect. 

▲ The consequences of a changing climate have the potential to lead to significant environmental 
effects on all topics in the EIA Directive (e.g. population, fauna, soil, etc).  

▲ GHG emissions have a combined environmental effect that is approaching a scientifically defined 
environmental limit, as such any GHG emissions or reductions from a project might be considered 
to be significant. 

 Table 9.2 describes how each level of effect significance is defined using IEMA guidance. A reduction in 
GHG emissions as a result of the Proposed Development would be considered a beneficial impact, whilst 
an increase would be considered adverse.  

Table 9.2: Significance Criteria 

Level  Definition 

Major 
Adverse 

Effect resulting in an adverse impact upon actual and relative GHG emissions associated with 
the development. The development would also have an adverse impact upon local, regional 
and national carbon budgets. This is a significant effect. 

Moderate 
Adverse 

Effect resulting in an adverse impact upon actual and relative GHG emissions associated with 
the development. The development would also have an adverse impact upon local and 
regional carbon budgets. This is a significant effect. 

Minor 
Adverse 

Effect resulting in an adverse impact upon actual GHG emissions and a beneficial impact 
upon relative GHG emissions associated with the development. The development would also 
have an adverse impact upon local carbon budgets. This is not a significant effect. 

Negligible  No material effects. This is not a significant effect.  

Beneficial A reduction in GHG emissions as a result of the Proposed Development. 

  

 Assumptions and Limitations 

 Assumptions 

 The following assumptions were applied to the calculations behind the GHG assessment for the Proposed 
Development. 

 Construction Materials (including delivery): 

▲ All structural frame would be of 200mm x 90mm Rolled Steel (30kg/m), with 3m intervals between 
each beam. 

▲ Metal cladding would be of 7mm thickness. 

▲ Concrete foundations assumed to be 1m deep, with 0.6m width around the perimeter. 

▲ Concrete floor area assumed to be comprised of 125mm thick mass concrete on at least 150mm 
thick compacted hardcore. 
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▲ Assumed all insulation would comprise: 

o Polyurethane expanding foam; 

o Roof insulation shall have a U-Value of less than 0.3W/m2/ºC; and 

o The walls and doors insulation shall have a U-Value of less than 0.4W/m2/ºC. 

▲ Assumed all materials sourced from within 50km radius of the Site; 

▲ Assumed all deliveries made on ‘average laden’ and ‘average sized’ HGV; and 

▲ Assumed there are three HGV delivery movements per week for 4 months. 

 Transport (Operational Phase only): 

▲ All feed deliveries, chick/bird movements and litter movements travel a maximum of 50km per 
journey. 

▲ All staff movements travel a maximum of 25km per journey, using an ’average car’ with unknown 
fuel. 

 Building Operation: 

▲ The units would be heated via LPG-fuelled systems. 

▲ The units meet Building Regulation definition of a ’low energy building’, where applicable. 

▲ Proposed lighting is LED type, to achieve 20 lux. 

 Limitations 

 The assessment relies upon data and unit designs provided by third parties, who were responsible for its 
accuracy. 

9.4 Baseline Conditions 

 Baseline GHG emissions from the Site were defined based on the existing land use. This was determined 
through a review of the following design drawings and discussion with the Architect and Client: 

▲ Proposed Unit Types C and D, as per planning drawing 1980-050_B; 

▲ Proposed Unit Type B, as per planning drawing 1980-051_B; and 

▲ Proposed Unit Type A, as per planning drawing 1980-052_A. 

 Table 9.3 shows the current estimated GHG emissions associated with the Site, including operation 
transport and energy consumption.  

Table 9.3: Current Annual CO2e Emissions 

Transport Type 
Vehicle 

Movements1 

Distance 
Travelled 

(km) 

Conversion 
Factor 

(kgCO2e/km) 

Estimated 
Emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Transport – Feed Delivery 60 50 0.95556 3 

Transport – Chick/Bird Movements 54 50 0.86654 3 

Transport – Litter Movements 38 50 0.86654 2 

Transport – Staff  1,460 25 0.17710 6 

Energy Type Unit Consumption 
Conversion 

Factor 
(kgCO2e/kWh)2 

Estimated 
Emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Electricity kWh 180,000 0.51128 92 

LPG Litres 41,000 0.00152 62 

TOTAL    133 

1Two vehicle movements represent one vehicle’s inward and outward journeys. 
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2Conversion factor includes electricity generated (0.2556), transmission and distribution (0.0217), well to tank generation 
(0.03565) and well to tank transmission and distribution (0.00303).  

 As shown in Table 9.3, total current annual CO2e emissions from the units’ energy consumption and 
transport movements was estimated to be approximately 133 tonnes. LPG is responsible for the largest 
proportion of the Site’s GHG emissions (47%) along with electricity (43%), whilst transport contributes 
10%. 

9.5 Proposed Conditions (without mitigation) 

 The Proposed Development would increase the capacity of birds that are able to be kept on the farm. 
GHG emissions associated with construction materials, unit energy consumption and the transportation 
of items and employees to and from the Site were therefore quantified in order to identify new or changes 
in emissions compared to the baseline emissions from the Site.  

 Construction Phase Assessment 

 There is the potential for embedded GHG emissions to occur from the following activities during the 
construction phase of the Proposed Development:   

▲ Clearance of existing on-site vegetation and subsequent change in land use (excluded as per 
scoping opinion 18/0214/EIASCO); 

▲ Embedded carbon associated with construction materials;  

▲ Construction activities (considered minimal, so considered on a qualitative basis); and  

▲ On and off-site vehicles.  

 Road vehicles would be utilised throughout the construction phase to transport materials to and from the 
Site. Based on the assumption that there would be three vehicle movements per week over a 4-month 
period, it has been estimated that emissions associated with the delivery of materials would be circa 4 
tCO2e. 

 The exact materials to be used throughout construction were not known at the time of assessment as they 
would depend on the final detailed building and plant design. However, it is likely the following would be 
utilised: 

▲ Metal;  

▲ Concrete; 

▲ Steel; and 

▲ Polyurethane foam.  

 The manufacture of building materials off-site, as well as installation on Site, would result in GHG 
emissions. The exact quantity cannot be determined at this stage of the project as it would depend on the 
final design, selection of materials and construction methods, but estimations have been made using the 
current design specifications. Table 9.4 below shows the estimated quantities of each material as well as 
their estimated embedded carbon emissions.  

Table 9.4: Construction Materials GHG Emissions 

Material 
Estimated 

Quantity (tonnes) 
Conversion 

Factor (tCO2e/t) 
Estimated 

Emissions (tCO2e) 

Metal 216 4.30256 929 

Concrete 1,652 0.10700 177 

Steel 285 1.46000 417 

Polyurethane Foam 18 1.86000 33 

TOTAL 2,171  1,556 

 

 As shown in Table 9.4, embedded carbon emissions associated with the Proposed Development 
materials were estimated at approximately 1,556 tonnes. The aluminium used for the walls and roofing 
(60%) makes up the majority of the development’s GHG emissions.  
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 Operational Phase Assessment 

 During the operation of the Proposed Development there would be a change in GHG emissions from the 
transport associated with the new development, as well as electricity and gas consumption during 
operation of the additional units. 

 It is understood that the proposed transport movements would be as follows: 

▲ Feed delivery - increased to 98 movements due to the increased number of birds;  

▲ Chick/Bird movements - increased to 78 movements due to the increased number of birds;  

▲ Litter movements - increased to 56 movements due to the increased number of birds; and  

▲ Staff travel - increased to 2,920 movements to account for 2no. additional employees. 

 Table 9.5 demonstrates the estimated changes in transport movements associated with the units’ 
operation, as well as comparing current and estimated GHG emissions per bird for both periods. 

Table 9.5: Annual Transport GHG Emissions 

Movement Type 
Current 

Movements 

Current 
Emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Proposed 
Movements 

Estimated 
Emissions (tCO2e) 

% Change in 
Emissions 

Feed Delivery 60 3 98 4 +33% 

Chick/Bird Movements 54 3 78 4 +33% 

Litter Movements 38 2 56 3 +50% 

Staff 1,460 6 2,920 13 +117% 

TOTAL 1,612 14 3,152 24 +71% 

Comparison Metric Current Proposed Current Emissions 
Proposed 
Emissions 

% Change in 
Emissions 

Number of Birds 96,000 154,350 0.146 kgCO2e/bird  0.155kgCO2e/bird +6% 

 

 As shown in Table 9.5, estimated annual GHG emissions from the increase in transport movements would 
be 71% more (24 tonnes) than the current transport movements (14 tonnes). The largest percentage 
change would be the increase in GHG emissions associated with staff movements (+117%). Please note 
that each transport movement includes travel to and from the Site. The percentage change in transport 
GHG emissions per bird is +6%, as emissions per bird rise from 0.146 kgCO2e, to 0.155 kgCO2e. 

 The Proposed Developments would also consume energy, which is a source of GHG emissions, through 
the units’ lighting, mechanical ventilation and plant items. Table 9.6 demonstrates the estimated changes 
in energy consumption associated with the units’ operation, as well as comparing current and estimated 
GHG emissions per bird for both periods. 

Table 9.6: Annual Energy GHG Emissions 

Energy Type 
Current 

Consumption 

Current 
Emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Proposed 
Consumption 

Estimated 
Emissions (tCO2e) 

% Change in 
Emissions 

Electricity 180,000 kWh 57 356,000 kWh 113 +98% 

LPG 41,000 Litres 62 81,000 Litres 123 +98% 

TOTAL  119  236 +98% 

Comparison 
Metric 

Current Proposed Current Emissions 
Proposed 
Emissions 

% Change in 
Emissions 

Number of Birds 96,000 154,350  1.240 kgCO2e/bird 1.529 kgCO2e/bird +23% 
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 As shown in Table 9.6, estimated GHG emissions from energy consumption within the Proposed 
Developments would be 98% more (236 tonnes) than the current consumption (119 tonnes). Also, the 
total GHG emissions per bird increases from 1.240 kgCO2e to 1.529 kgCO2e (+23%).  

 Assessment Summary 

 Table 9.7 shows the current and estimated GHG emissions for the development, as well as relative figures 
for emissions per year and per year/bird. This table was used to identify the impact and significance of 
effect on the development before mitigation. 

Table 9.7: Current and Estimated GHG Emissions 

Consumption Type 
Current Emissions 

(tCO2e) 
Estimated 

Emissions (tCO2e) 
Change in 

Emissions (tCO2e) 
% Change in 
Emissions 

Construction Transport - 4 4 - 

Construction Materials - 1,556 1,556 - 

Operation Transport 14 24 10 +71% 

Operation Energy 119 236 117 +98% 

TOTAL 133 1,820 1,687 +1,268% 

     

Total per Year1 133 338 205 +154% 

 kgCO2e/Bird kgCO2e/Bird kgCO2e/Bird  

Total per Year/Bird2 1.385 2.190 0.805 +58% 
1Figure based on 1/20th of the total construction emissions added to all operation emissions as the life cycle of the units is 20 years 
as per assumptions. 

2Figure based on ‘Total per Year’ divided by the total capacity for birds. 

 Estimated GHG emissions from construction transport, operation transport and energy consumption for 
the Proposed Developments would be minor adverse, as per Table 9.2. However, GHG emissions 
concerning construction materials would be moderate adverse.  

 Over 20 years, the total emissions generated by the development would be 338 tonnes per year, an 
increase of 205 tonnes per year. Relative figures for the emissions per year for the development show 
that the percentage change is an increase of 154%, whilst the same figure for emissions per year/bird is 
a 58% increase.  

 Overall, the development would have a moderate adverse effect before mitigation. 

9.6 Mitigation, Enhancement and Monitoring  

 Due to the identified moderate adverse effect, a number of mitigation measures have been recommended 
in order to reduce or eliminate predicted effects GHG emissions as a result of the development.  

 Construction  

 Construction phase GHG emissions were predicted to have a moderate adverse effect. As such, it should 
be an aim to reduce potential emissions through a number of approaches. These should include the 
following: 

▲ Utilise the correct size generators, if required, as using over-sized generators wastes fuel and 
produces higher GHG emissions;  

▲ Manage energy in the Site office efficiently. Keep windows and doors shut when heating or cooling 
systems are switched on. Utilise thermostats and timer controls properly, set computers and other 
equipment to power down/ hibernate when left idle and avoid unnecessary lighting;  

▲ Specify energy efficient plant;  

▲ Avoid leaving plant and vehicle engines idling;  
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▲ Specify construction materials with low embedded carbon during the detailed design process;  

▲ Utilise local sources of construction materials to minimise transport emissions;  

▲ Utilise local contractors and other workers to minimise transport emissions; and 

▲ Promote off-peak deliveries to avoid congestion.  

 The utilisation of the above measures would help to minimise GHG emissions during the construction 
phase.  

 Operation  

 Operational phase effects resulting from GHG emissions were predicted to be minor adverse, due to 
proactive embedded design measures. However, there should still be an aim to reduce potential 
emissions through a number of approaches. These should include the following: 

▲ Where available, replace vehicles with more efficient, lower-emission alternatives;  

▲ Where available, regularly collect and review data on mileage and fuel use to identify trends and 
opportunities to reduce mileage and fuel consumption; 

▲ Encourage fuel-efficient driving from employees; and 

▲ Install smart meters and monitor electricity consumption and actively identify any energy saving 
opportunities. 

 The utilisation of these extra measures would help to minimise GHG emissions during the operation 
phase. 

Other 

 The increase in the capacity for chicken rearing resulting from this development would have a beneficial 
impact on the global GHG emissions associated with poultry farming, due to a reduced need for local egg 
laying farms to import reared chickens from elsewhere in the UK or overseas. The reduction in GHGs 
linked to this has not been calculated in this assessment due to insufficient data being available. 

9.7 Residual Effects 

 Before mitigation was taken into account, the effect of the development as a whole was moderate adverse. 
However, should the mitigation measures mention in Section 9.6 of this ES be implemented during the 
construction and operational phases of the Proposed Development and the wider environmental benefits 
concerning import transport, the residual significance of effects has been assessed as set out in Table 9.8.  

Table 9.8: Residual Significance 

Likely Significant Impact 
Mitigation / 

Enhancement 
Means of 

Implementation 
Residual 

Effect 

Construction    

Increase in GHG emissions as a result of the 
production of construction materials, construction 
activities and on and off-site vehicle exhausts. An 
estimated 78 tCO2e would be emitted per year over 
the development’s 20 year life cycle.  

Inclusion of mitigation 
measures highlighted 
in Section 9.7 of this 
ES.  

 

Design team 
and Principal 
Contractor.  

 

Minor 
adverse. 

Operation    

Change in GHG emissions as a result of increases 
in transport movements and energy consumption. 
An estimated 260 tCO2e would be emitted per year 
over the development’s 20 year life cycle. 

Inclusion of mitigation 
measures highlighted 
in Section 9.7 of this 
ES.  

Farm Manager. Minor 
adverse. 

 

 The residual effect of the scheme following implementation of mitigation measures would be minor 
adverse as a result of both construction and operation phase activities, as well as the GHG emissions 
offset via the reduced need for importing eggs from overseas.  
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10 Other Considered Environmental Topics 
10.1 Introduction  

 It is good practice that ESs should be proportionate and not longer than necessary to assess properly the 
likely significant effects.  Though a number of the topics were scoped out for consideration in this ES, the 
findings of specialist reports present in the Scoping Report that demonstrated no significant effects have 
been presented as Appendices in Volume 4 of this ES and a summary presented in this Chapter 10.    

 In addition to the above, statements relating to some topic issues are presented in this Chapter 10 as 
those topics do not justify an extensive standalone chapter. 

10.2 Ecology 

 Envirotech NW Ltd were commissioned by Harrison Pitt Architects (on behalf of the Applicant) to carry out 
a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of the Site using the standardised Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee Phase 1 Habitat Survey methodology (JNCC 2010). As well as mapping the habitat map of 
the Site and immediate surrounding area, the PEA identified any potential development constraints and 
the specified the mitigation and enhancement required to comply with wildlife legislation, planning policy 
and other relevant guidance. The PEA report14 is presented as Appendix 10.1 in Volume 4 of this ES. 

 A data search and desk study of the Site and an area within 2 km of the Site established the presence of 
protected species and notable habitats. The Site was then visited by a licenced ecologist in March 2018 
to complete a full botanical survey and establish the presence or absence of bats, amphibians, nesting 
birds, brown hares and badgers at the Site, or in proximity such that they may be affected by the Proposed 
Development. 

 Designated Sites  

 There are no statutory designated within 2 km of the Site, but the nearest non-statutory site is the River 
Bain Site of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI) which runs alongside the Site to the west.   

 Habitats  

 The Site comprised poor semi-improved grassland with hardstanding and agricultural buildings. Details of 
the plant species found on Site are included in the target notes. The plant species recorded at the Site are 
all common in the local area and of considered of low ecological value.  The vegetation on the riverbank 
is commonly occurring, but nonetheless should be retained as it could provide habitat for animals using 
the river.  The Proposed Development would not significantly degrade foraging habitat.  

 All trees around the Site perimeter were assessed in accordance with Collins ed. (2016) and assigned a 
risk category. All of the trees on Site were category 3 (negligible) risk, but no trees would be lost under the 
Proposed Development. 

 There was no evidence of Japanese knotweed, giant hogweed or Himalayan balsam on the Site. No other 
invasive or notable weed species listed on Schedule 9 (Section 14) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
(1981) (as amended) was identified within the Site or adjacent land.   

 Faunal Species 

 There were 11 records of bats within 1 km of the Site, but the foraging habitat at the Site is very poor for 
bat species, being open and exposed. The buildings on Site are all bio-secure and have no potential for 
use by roosting bats or wild birds, and none of the trees support features suitable for roosting. Envirotech 
NW Ltd. consider  bat species are highly unlikely to rely on the Site for feeding but may occur in the local 
area.   

 The River Bain adjacent to the Site is of ecological value and may support fish and waterfowl, but no works 
are proposed within the river.  The river may also be used by foraging otters, but otters are very unlikely 
to be dependent upon the Site and this species is unlikely to be significantly affected by the Proposed 
Development.  

 
14  Though this report contains an older revision of the Proposed Development layout plan, the differences are not 

significantly material so the findings of the report are still appropriate. 
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 Though there are records of water voles on the River Bain within 1 km of the Site, no evidence (e.g. 
latrines, feeding piles or prints) was recorded during the surveys.  Though the surveys were undertaken 
outside the optimum survey time, it is likely that the species would only use the river and adjacent banks 
for foraging and burrowing so would not be directly affected by the Proposed Development.  However, the 
proposed Unit B is 8 m from the top of the river bank, so construction activity may encroach within 8 m of 
the river bank top.   

 In order to avoid accidentally harming or disturbing water voles, a protected species, in burrows under the 
river bank, construction activities should be minimised within 8 m of the River Bain and, in particular, no 
ground disturbance within 5 m of the top of the bank. Though no water voles were recorded in the field 
survey in 2018, it is recommended that a professional ecologist completes a pre-works survey of the River 
Bain beside the Site to determine water vole presence or likely absence; if evidence of water voles is 
found, a mitigation strategy would need to be developed and Natural England consulted accordingly.  For 
all works near a watercourse, whether water voles present or not, a pollution control strategy (see Chapter 
7 of this ES) would be implemented to avoid significantly adversely affecting the river.    

 The poor semi-improved grassland has low potential for nesting birds as it was regularly disturbed. There 
were no rot holes or cracks in the trees within the Site boundary which would support tree hole nesting 
species such as woodpeckers. The habitat on Site was not considered to be of local significance as 
habitats present are well represented in the local area. The impact on nesting birds would be minor 
adverse.  

 No records of badgers occur within 1km of the Site. Badger setts do not occur on Site and a lack of feeding 
signs or runs across the Site would suggest that they do not occur within 30m of the Site boundaries. The 
Proposed Development would not impact on any existing badger runs or setts. The porosity of the 
surrounding fields to the passage of badgers would not be affected. 

 Brown hare are a UK BAP priority species and one was record within 1 km of the Site. However, no 
indication of brown hares was recorded on the Site. The Site boundary has some potential for brown hares 
to create forms, but use of the Site is likely to be limited due to its regular human presence; the risk to 
brown hares by the Proposed Development would be very low. 

 There are five records for amphibians within 1 km of the Site, for four species: common frog (Rana 
temporaria), common toad (Bufo bufo), smooth newt (Lissotriton vulgaris) and great crested newt (Triturus 
cristatus). There is no standing water on Site and the main development area has a low value to 
amphibians, being poor grassland frequently in use and there being no areas with log, rubble piles or 
compost heaps.  Boundary areas which may provide foraging or refuge sites, are to be retained. 

 No reptiles have been recorded at the Site and the majority of the Site has a very low value to reptiles, 
being devoid of significant ground cover.  

 Hedgehogs have been recorded within 1 km of the Site, but the Site does not provide optimal habitat for 
this species.  

 Though the risk of encountering a protected species in low, during the construction phase precautionary 
good practice construction ecological protection measures, as outlined below, would minimise any 
adverse effects as well as managing the risk to any protected species encountered during construction. 

▲ Complete any site vegetation clearance outside the bird breeding season (September to February), 
otherwise arrange for pre-clearance nesting birds inspection of vegetated areas by a professional 
ecologist; if nesting birds found, constructions works would need to be delayed until the fledglings 
have left the nest. 

▲ As the ecology survey was completed in 2017, if construction works (esp. site clearance) to 
commence during or after Spring 2020 arrange for a professional ecologist to re-survey the Site 
prior to commencing site clearance in order to verify the 2017 survey findings or recommend 
appropriate mitigation if protected species are present. 

▲ Complete a pre-works survey of the River Bain beside the Site to determine water vole presence 
or likely absence and the requirement for any mitigation (beyond that included below); 

▲ Avoid works directly affecting the riverbank, keeping at least 5 m from the top of bank to avoid 
disturbing water voles that may have burrowed in from with the riverbank. 
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▲ In the unlikely event that any signs of any amphibian, nesting birds, brown hare, otter, or reptile 
activity is found, all Site construction works should cease and professional ecological advice sought 
to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to be implemented. 

▲ All work to take place during daylight hours to make sure risks to commuting amphibians, badgers, 
brown hares and otters are minimised. Temporary and permanent light spill onto the boundary 
should also be minimised. 

▲ All excavations or holes that must be left open overnight or longer should provide an escape route 
for animals that could enter the trench. Ramps should be no greater than 45 degrees in angle, and 
the trenches should be checked for animals prior to the continuation of works or infilling, backfilling 
should be completed immediately after excavations.  

 Given the above it was concluded that the Proposed Development would not give rise to any likely 
significant ecological adverse effects. 

10.3 Landscape and Visual  

 Yew Tree and Gardens were commissioned in July 2018 by Harrison Pitt Architects (on behalf of the 
Applicant) to carry out a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of the Proposed Development 
at the Site. The main objectives of the study were to evaluate the viability of the Proposed Development 
in both landscape character and visual amenity terms.  

 The assessment completed in accordance with guidance contained in ‘Guidelines for Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition’ (GLVIA3), published by the Landscape Institute and Institute of 
Environmental Management and Assessment in April 2013, and utilising the standardised descriptors 
detailed in the Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) ‘Handbook on Environmental Impact Assessment 2009’. 
The LVIA report15 is presented as Appendix 10.2 in Volume 4 of this ES. 

 An appraisal of the surrounding area was completed using Ordnance Survey data, local policy and 
published landscape character assessments. This information was used alongside the on-site analysis to 
identify key viewpoints, analyse the landscape character and visual environment of the local area and 
assess the likely extent of any notable potential landscape and visual impact effects. 

 Landscape Impact Assessment 

 The Site is situated to the north-west of the market town of Horncastle and located within a shallow valley 
formed by the margins of the River Bain. 

 Landscape to the west, north and east has a gently rising form from the lower areas adjacent to the River 
Bain. This landscape is under arable agricultural cultivation with medium sized fields within a network of 
hedgerow boundaries, occasional tree groups and small areas of established woodland. Land to the south 
of the Site is more influenced by its proximity to Horncastle with a number of scattered 20th Century 
dwellings leading to areas of mixed commercial / industrial use. Field sizes are smaller with land use 
reflecting the proximity to Horncastle with permanent grazing of a type typically associated with equine / 
smallholding activity. 

 Bain Farm, south of the Site adjacent to Hemmingby Lane, consists of four poultry sheds with associated 
feed silos and a group of steel frame / clad commercial buildings are located immediately to the north-
west of the Site. The landscape to the west of the Site has a more recognisably rural character with 
Thimbley Mill being of traditional / vernacular construction and set within an established mature tree group. 
The modern farm buildings and 20th Century dwelling at Thimbley House are set within a relatively 
elevated position towards the northern margins of Horncastle and introduce an identifiably non-traditional 
agricultural element into the landscape.  

 
15   Though this report contains an older revision of the Proposed Development layout plan, the differences are not 

significantly material so the findings of the report are still appropriate. 
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 The existing poultry farm is visible or glimpsed within the landscape to the north, west and east of the Site, 
with the commercial units, poultry farm to the south of the Site and the northern outskirts of Horncastle all 
visible in addition to the Site. Due to the location of the Site within a low-lying area enclosed by gradually 
rising landforms, which have significant volumes of established hedge and tree stock, the zone of potential 
impact is restricted to less than 1 km. The Site location is identified as being within the National Character 
Area 44: Central Lincolnshire Vale and the local East Lindsey: E1 Wragby to Horsington Vale Woodland 
and Farmland character type. No statutory designated landscapes (e.g. Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty) are indicated within the vicinity of the Site. 

 Visual Impact Assessment 

 In general terms, receptors with views towards the Site are situated to the north-west and west of the Site. 
Receptor points to the east and south have limited views to the Site due to a number of factors outlined 
below. Receptors in close proximity to the Site boundaries have varying degrees of visibility into the Site 
dependent upon their exact location. 

 Receptor points to the east of the Site are limited to a small number of dwellings along the A153 highway; 
these dwellings (i.e. Milestone House) and users of the highway do not have significant views to the 
development Site. This is due to the density of vegetation to the east of the highway / dwellings and the 
presence of the existing poultry units in the foreground. Similarly, transient receptors approaching the Site 
have glimpsed and partial views of the existing poultry sheds and silos, whilst the proposed new units 
would be to the rear of these units and consequently any impacts would be negligible. Receptor points in 
the immediate vicinity of the Site comprise two residential dwellings: one to the south-east and another to 
the south. 

 The existing Site is screened from Broom Valley by evergreen boundary hedges and the Proposed 
Development would be located to the rear of the existing units. Similarly, Bain Valley Farm has a significant 
northern boundary evergreen hedge screening views to the Site; however, glimpsed views to a first floor 
window were noted from the approximate location of proposed unit B’. This unit would have an adverse 
impact upon this receptor, but the window is not directly facing the Site (partially oblique to it) and this 
would reduce the magnitude of impact. 

 No receptor points were identified further south of the Site likely to have significant views towards the 
Proposed Development. The Site is screened from the north and is also to the rear of the adjacent 
commercial units to the north-west of the Site. 

 Receptor points to the west are located along the footpath from Shearman’s Wath to Thimbleby Mill and 
the lane from Thimbleby House to Thimbleby Mill.  At all there identified locations the Proposed 
Development would be seen in the context of the existing units within the Site, existing commercial units 
to the north and the four existing poultry units to the south. As the proposed new poultry units would be of 
the same height as the existing six units and the receptor points are all elevated in relation to the Site, the 
perceived change and consequent level of impact would likely be in the range of none to negligible 
adverse. 

Conclusions  

 Based upon the assessment of the Proposed Development, location, existing Site context and 
surrounding landscape character, the Proposed Development would not have an impact of any magnitude 
upon the landscape character either immediately adjacent to the Site or within the surrounding 1 km. 
Similarly, the existing Site usage and layout combined with the Proposed Development location and scale 
would not create visual impacts of significant magnitude on the identified receptors. 

10.4 Noise 

 Miller Goodall Ltd, on behalf of Harrison Pitt Architects Ltd and the Applicant, completed a noise 
assessment of the Proposed Development. A BS 4142:2014 assessment of ventilation plant and HGV 
deliveries was determined to be the most suitable means of appraising the likelihood of noise impacts 
from the Site. The noise assessment report16 is presented as Appendix 10.3 in Volume 4 of this ES. 

 
16  Though this report contains an older revision of the Proposed Development layout plan, the differences are not 

significantly material so the findings of the report are still appropriate. 
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 Using CadnaA modelling software, predictions of noise from the operation of ventilation units, generators 
and HGV deliveries at the Proposed Development were undertaken to assess the potential impact of 
noise on existing residential receptors in the vicinity of the Site. Measurements were made at the Site to 
identify the pre-development background noise levels. Manufacturer’s data for the ventilation and 
generator plant equipment was supplemented with Miller Goodall Ltd’s own data for the delivery noise.  

 Construction Noise Assessment 

 With regard to construction noise, only a qualitative assessment could be completed prior to the 
appointment of a contractor.  However, as the construction activities would not be unique and would be 
temporary, they are not likely to represent significant effects on sensitive receptors, including ecology, 
when employing standard construction method statements for protection against noise impacts.  

 Therefore, the contractor would follow best practicable means to reduce the noise impact including the 
implementation of a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) that includes a range of best 
practice measures to minimise the generation of noise, as detailed in BS 5228: 2009+A1:2014 – Code of 
Practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites, Part 1: Noise and Part 2: Vibration. 
The construction working hours would also be limited to 08:00 to 18:00 Monday to Fridays and 08:00 to 
13:00 Saturdays, with no construction work at night-time or on Sundays and Bank Holidays.  

 Therefore the Proposed Development would not likely give rise to significant noise effects during 
construction. 

 Operational Noise Assessment 

 BS 4142 describes methods for rating and assessing sound of an industrial and/or commercial nature in 
terms of the potential adverse impact on noise sensitive receptors.  The specific sound source of an 
industrial and/or commercial nature is rated according to BS 4142 and compared against the measured 
existing background sound environment. According to BS 4142: 

▲ “A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to be an indication of a significant adverse impact, 
depending on the context.” 

▲ “A difference of around + 5dB is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact, depending on the 
context”. 

▲ “Where the rating level does not exceed the background sound level, this is an indication of the 
specific source having a low impact, depending on the context.” 

 A BS 4142 noise impact assessment was undertaken in order to assess the potential noise impact at the 
most affected location. The following scenarios were assessed (without mitigation) at the two nearest 
noise sensitive receptors: 

▲ Scenario 1 – Between 23:00 – 07:00: Ventilation running continuously for the 15 minute 
assessment period, i.e. the whole night-time assessment period. 

▲ Scenario 2 – Between 07:00 – 16:00: Ventilation units running continuously and a 40 foot delivery 
vehicle unloading / loading lasting the entire 1 hour assessment period. Trailer refrigeration unit 
switched on for 5 minutes. 

▲ Scenario 3 – Between 07:00 – 16:00: Ventilation units running continuously and generators 
undertaking tests lasting 30 minutes of the 1 hour assessment period. 

 In the case of Scenario 1 the lowest background sound level at the nearest noise sensitive receptor would 
be 34 dB LA90,15mins and the calculated rating level would be 28 dB(A) ; this indicates a low impact. 

 In the case of Scenario 2 the lowest background sound level at the nearest noise sensitive receptor would 
be 41 dB LA90,1hr and the calculated rating level would be 44 dB(A); this indicates a likelihood of low to 
adverse impact, but when considered in context (i.e. infrequency of deliveries and noise from the existing 
facility already experienced) it was considered that the impact of noise would be reduced to low.  

 In the case of Scenario 3 the lowest background sound level at the nearest noise sensitive receptor would 
be 41 dB LA90,1hr and the calculated rating level would be 36 dB(A); this indicates a low impact. 
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10.5  Access, Traffic and Transport 

 An initial traffic appraisal of likely traffic generation associated with the operation of the facility was 
undertaken as follows and informed by Table 10.1.  Regard was given to ‘Guidance Notes No. 1. 
Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic’, by The Institute of Environmental 
Management and Assessment (IEMA, 1993). The Local Highways Authority were also consulted and 
have raised no objections to the Proposed Development.   

 The existing facility is currently accessed via Hemingby Lane and it is proposed that this would remain the 
same.  Within the Site additional hard landscaping would be created to provide for a turning area to enable 
HGVs to access and egress the Site in forward gear. 

 
Table 10.1: Number of Vehicles and Types Visiting the Site  

Activity Type of Vehicle 

Number of Vehicles  

Per Year Per Week* 

Current Proposed Current Proposed 

Feed HGV / 27 ton 30 49 1 1 

Chick/Bird HGV / 18 ton 27 39 1 1 

Litter HGV / 27 ton 19 28 1 1 

Staff Car/Motorcycle 730 1460 14 28 

* Rounded to nearest whole number, within a minimum of 1. 

 Construction  

 The level of HGV traffic would vary throughout the construction phase depending upon the activities taking 
place at any one time on the Site with the principal HGV movements relating to the transportation of 
construction materials. 

 A Construction Traffic Management Plan would control the routing of vehicles to Site as well as the timing 
of construction vehicles, taking account of traffic movements during the morning and evening peak 
periods, would be prepared in advance of construction works.  It is also noted that typically construction 
workforce tend to arrive and depart sites before typical network peaks. 

 Operation – Vehicle Movements  

 In total there would be a small increase in staff traffic movements from an additional employee; four 
proposed employees compared to the current two employees. This level of increase would have a 
negligible impact on the highway network and would be no more than the daily variation in traffic flows on 
the local highway network. As such no further detailed traffic impact assessments were considered 
necessary. 

 On average there would be a maximum total of 62 HGV movements (31 each way) across the full week, 
compared to 32 (16 each way) at present, with deliveries and collections spread across a normal working 
day between 7am and 4pm Monday to Friday. This equates to an average of 12 to 13 one-way HGV 
movements per day, which would not be a significant change nor warrant further evaluation under the TA 
Guidelines.     

 Operation - Wider Impacts of Transport Changes 

 The IEA guidance, which forms the basis for the assessment of effects, considers that the most discernible 
environmental impacts of road traffic are noise, air quality, severance and pedestrian delay / intimidation.  
The impacts of noise and air quality are dealt with elsewhere in this ES and therefore only the following 
areas have been considered here: 

▲ Driver Delay – this is identified in the IEMA Guidelines as an issue that can occur at several points 
on the network, although the effects are only likely to be significant when the traffic on the highway 
network is predicted to be at or close to the capacity of the system.  
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Given the very low volumes of predicted traffic no capacity assessments were considered 
necessary and given the rural nature of the surrounding area, the roads would likely be 
characterised by low existing traffic volumes.  

▲ Pedestrian Delay – this is defined in the IEMA Guidelines as an issue affected by changes in the 
volume, composition and / or speed of traffic may affect the ability of people to cross roads. 
Typically, increases in traffic levels result in increased pedestrian delay, although increased 
pedestrian activity itself also contributes.  

Pedestrian demand associated with the development would be limited given the location of the 
Site. Pedestrian activity in the surrounding area is also very low given the rural location.  As such 
pedestrian delay would be minimal and not give rise to likely significant effects.  

▲ Severance - the perceived division that can occur within a community when it becomes separated 
by a major traffic artery. Such division may result from the difficulty of crossing a heavily trafficked 
road or a physical barrier created by the road itself. 

Access to the Site would remain via the existing Hemingby Lane access point.  A footpath exists 
on the right side of the road from the outskirts of Horncastle up to the new development of Oak 
Tree Meadow, approximately 800 m south of the Site.  From that point to the Site no footpath exists 
on either side of this road. Given the location of the Site, the Proposed Development would be 
unlikely to result in severance within the community and as such would not give rise to likely 
significant effects. 

▲ Accidents and Safety - these are not defined in the IEMA Guidelines, so professional judgement 
is required to assess the implications of local circumstance, or factors which may increase or 
decrease the risk of accidents.  

CrashMap, a database of road traffic accidents that have occurred on British roads based upon 
data collected by the police, was reviewed to establish how many accidents have been recorded 
at the existing entrance to the facility.  There were no records of accidents at the existing entrance 
or at the junction of Louth Road and Hemingby Lane.  The minimal increase in traffic associated 
with the development and low accident records does not indicate a potential safety concern that 
warrants further investigation and therefore not give rise to likely significant effects. 

 Conclusion  

 In light of the above, it was concluded that the Proposed Development would not give rise to likely 
significant residual access, traffic or transport effects. 

10.6 Pest Control 

 Poultry farms and other agricultural farms can play host to multiple pests that could cause nuisance to 
nearby receptors, along with being a major cost factor for the farm.  

 Rodents, such as rats and mice, can damage housing and equipment through gnawing, break and eat 
laid eggs, cause significant feed loss contamination with faeces and urine, and have the potential to carry 
disease that can result in health problems for flock and staff health.  

 Flies can pose a threat during summer months and cause nuisance on the farms, which can affect stress 
levels and productivity, as well as potential for spread of disease. The most challenging poultry farm sites 
are laying units with slatted floors that allow manure to collect underneath.  

 Given the above, it is in the Applicants best interest to make sure that pests are controlled to minimise 
any potential costs, and for the productivity and welfare of the birds and staff on Site.  

 The proposed units would be in keeping with the existing and contain belts, scrapers, cross conveyors 
and elevators that remove manure two/three times per week into trailers for off-site disposal. Therefore, it 
is anticipated that the risk of nuisance from pests would be reduced due to the style of units proposed and 
improvements in waste management. 

 The Applicant currently has an existing Pest Prevention and Rodent Control Program in place at their 
farms which comprises pest monitoring, good management practices, education and, as a last resort, use 
of pesticides in a manner that would minimise exposure and reduce any risks to man, non-target animals 
and the environment.   
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 In addition to the above, the Applicant operates the existing farm under an Integrated Pollution Prevention 
and Control Permit, which employs an integrated approach to control the environmental impacts of certain 
activities.  The Applicant would need to obtain, from the Environment Agency, a formal variation to the 
Permit to reflect the Proposed Development changes prior to operating any of the new units.  

10.7 Socio-Economic 

 Agriculture plays a major part, within the Greater Lincolnshire economy, with the Greater Lincolnshire 
Strategic Economic Plan (GLSEP) being a pivotal role in relation to the food security of the UK and 
agri-food being defined as the strongest sector which offers the most competitive advantage17.  The 
GSLEP 2014 states that “Greater Lincolnshire is already making a substantial contribution to the UK’s 
agri-food sector, delivering more than 10% of UK output and helping to reduce the balance of payments, 
enhance natural food security, protect the environment and reduce carbon emissions.”   

 A revision of the GLSEP, in 2016, states it aims to make Greater Lincolnshire the growing heart of the 
UK’s food sector18. It is recognised that “Levels of export activity are comparatively low, and exports will 
need to play a much stronger part in growing the sector in future.” 

 The East Lindsey Core Strategy supports the importance of agricultural businesses within its district. 

 “By 2031, east Lindsey will be a district with:- 

3. A growing and diversified economy that not only builds on, and extends the important agriculture 
base but supports the creation of all types of employment.” 

“To achieve our vision of having a growing and diversified economy that not only builds on builds 
on, and extends, the important agriculture and tourism base, but supports the creation of all types 
of employment, we will;- 

• Encourage and enable business to locate and expand within the District.” 

“The Council does not wish to introduce inappropriate or large-scale uses into unsustainable or 
sensitive locations in the countryside or the small hamlets where they will detract from the high 
quality landscape of the Lincolnshire Wolds AONB and rural character of the District. However, 
because a large proportion of the District is rural in nature, opportunities to create employment and 
build on agriculture and tourism, at an appropriate scale and which do not harm the character of an 
area, will be actively encouraged in the large, medium and small villages where they can provide 
local employment.” 

 The Proposed Development meets the criteria set out by ELDC, as it is allowing an existing business to 
grow, whilst being of an appropriate scale. Care was taken when designing the Proposed Development 
to make the new buildings a similar scale to those currently on-site, to retain the character of the farm. 
The additional production could also help to reduce reliance on imports from European countries to the 
UK, and help build the competitive growth that the GLSEP strives for.  

 In addition, the Proposed Development would provide an additional two full time jobs on the Site that in 
turn would contribute a benefit to the local economy.  

 Further details regarding the economic benefits of the Proposed Development are detailed within the 
Design and Access Statement, accompanying the planning application.  

 

 

 

 

 
17 Greater Lincolnshire Strategic Economic Plan, 2014 
18Greater Lincolnshire Strategic Economic Plan, Refresh 2016 
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11 Combined and Cumulative Effects 
11.1 Introduction 

 This chapter assesses the potential combined and cumulative effects of the Proposed Development.  

 Combined effects, or inter-relationship effects, consider the combined effect of several different impacts 
by the Proposed Development, acting together on a single receptor, so that the combined effect is more 
significant than the sum of the individual effects. 

 Cumulative effects occur as a result of changes caused by other reasonably foreseeable developments 
acting cumulatively with similar effects of a Proposed Development.  

 Greenhouse gas emissions is already a cumulative assessment that identifies the Proposed 
Development’s carbon emissions contribution to the effects on the global climate, that in turn affects other 
receptors considered in the ES. Therefore, we have not included greenhouse gases within the combined 
and cumulative assessments.  

11.2 Legislation and Policy Framework 

 Legislative Context  

 Schedule 4 Part 1 of the Town and Country Planning EIA regulations 2017 require an ES to include: 

“The description of the likely significant effects on the factors specified in regulation 4(2) should 
cover the direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short-term, 
medium-term and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the 
development.” 

 This information is mostly provided in the individual topic chapters of this ES (Chapters 7 to 10), but the 
likely significant cumulative effects are considered in this chapter.  

 National Planning Policy 

 The need to consider cumulative effects in planning and decision making is set out in planning policy, 
such as the National Planning Policy Framework (2019). The NPPF states:  

“Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its 
location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects)19” 

 Local Planning Policy 

 The East Lindsey District Core Strategy reiterates throughout the requirements of cumulative assessment 
throughout its policies. In particular, with reference to impacts on landscape and heritage. Paragraph 15.5 
of the Core Strategy states: 

“The Council will seek to avoid any significant adverse impacts from new infrastructure schemes, 
including those affecting the character of the landscape either singly or cumulatively. Impact 
assessments will be required to show what alternative options, which reduce or eliminate those 
impacts, have been considered.” 

11.3 Assessment Methodology 

 Identifying Combined (Inter-relationship) Effects  

 To understand combined effects between topics, those receptors at risk from residual effects were 
identified from the individual specialist assessments. Where a receptor may be affected by more than one 
discipline assessment and a residual impact of Minor significance or greater, the potential for combined 
effects on those receptors was identified.  

 
19 Paragraph 180, Page 52, NPPF (2019) 



Volume 2 – Environmental Statement (Main Text) 
Valley Farm, Horncastle 
Delta-Simons Project Number 18-0995   Page 72 

Environment | Health & Safety | Sustainability 

 Identifying Cumulative Effects   

 For the purposes of this assessment, the planning portals of local planning authorities were searched to 
identify third party developments within a ‘zone of influence’ of the Site.  In order to short list those third 
party developments that could overlap with the same construction and/or operational timeframes with 
certainty, the search only considered valid planning applications granted within the last 3 years, 
discounting withdrawn, refused and expired applications. 

 A geographical ‘zone of influence’ was also identified to reflect the area in which there would be 
environmental receptors potentially at risk of both potential significant residual effects from Proposed 
Development and a third party development.  For this assessment, a 250 m zone of influence was selected 
following a review of receptors identified within the specialist assessments as at risk of a significant 
residual effect from the Proposed Development. In order to take into account potential developments 
located further than 250 m that may have a similar zone of influence, third party developments within 500 
m of the Proposed Development were identified.  

 It is important to note that a full cumulative effects assessment can only be undertaken for developments 
for which some environmental information is available. Only by identifying the independent impacts of 
each development can the effects be compared with those of the Proposed Development.   

 In some cases, little or no environmental information was available as some developments did not require 
environmental information to be submitted as part of the planning application or because the project had 
not progressed to the point of generating or publishing reports in relation to environmental information or 
effects. In these cases, the applications have been excluded from this assessment.  

 Assessing the Significance of Combined or Cumulative Effects 

 Table 11.1 below replicates Table 2.6 from the DMRB guidance Volume 11, Section 2 (Part 5) 20 on how 
to determine the significance of cumulative or combined effects and need for mitigation.  

Table 11.1: Determining the Significance of Cumulative and Combined Effects 

Significance Effect 

Severe Effects that the decision-maker must take into account as the receptor/resource is 
irretrievably compromised. 

Major Effects that may become a key decision-making issue. 

Moderate Effects that are unlikely to become issues on whether the project design should be 
selected, but where future work may be necessary to improve on current 
performance. 

Minor Minor effects that are locally significant. 

Not significant Effects that are beyond the current forecasting ability or are within the ability of the 
resource to adapt to such change. 

 

11.4 Potential Impacts and Assessment of Effects 

 Combined Effects 

 Only two topics identified residual effects of minor or greater significance that may offer the for potential 
combined effects. 

▲ Water resources – a minor adverse effect from risk of releasing pollutants or silt laden water during 
construction works.  

▲ Socio-economics – a minor beneficial effect from increase employment opportunities.  

 Neither of these effects are directly related, so would not create a combined effect.   

 
20  DMRB Volume 11, Section 2, Part 5, ‘Assessment and management of environmental effects’, Chapter 2 paragraphs 

2.13-2.16. http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/section2/ha20508.pdf 

http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/section2/ha20508.pdf
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 It is noted that Water Resources is linked to effects on ecological receptors, but this is acknowledged 
within the water quality and ecological assessments, with both identifying the need for pollution control 
measures on Site.  

 Cumulative Effects 

 A review of online planning portals within the 500 m zone of influence (East Lindsey District Council) in 
September 2019 identified two planning applications that fit the screening criteria; there are summarised 
in Table 11.2 below.  

 Neither of these planning applications were considered to cause any significant effects that would cause 
a cumulative impact with the Proposed Development. 
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Table 11.2: Cumulative Assessment of Proposed Development 

Planning 
Reference 

Description of Development Date 
Granted 

Potential Impact Comment Considered 
Further (Y/N) 

S/086/02128/18 Change of use of agricultural land to create of a wildlife park including 
2 additional vehicular accesses, closure of 1 existing vehicular access, 
car parking, erection of reception building, a building to house 4 no. 
offices, staff building, education centre, toilet blocks, a food outlet, 
children's play area, animal enclosures and shelters, entrance 
structures and re-grading of land with retaining walls, 2.4 metre 
boundary fencing and embankments (some works completed). Land 
off Louth road and Hemingby lane, (visitor entrance off Louth road), 
Horncastle 

25th July 
2019 

Increase traffic 
movements within the 

area 

Access to this development is via Louth Road, which should reduce the risk of any 
cumulative impacts with the operational vehicle movements via Hemingby Lane for 
Valley Farm and the Proposed Development. 

A transport assessment prepared for the wildlife park could not quantity the vehicle 
trip generation, but given access arrangements and consultation with the County 
Council and Highways Authority it is not considered the safety of the road network 
would be compromised. It is also suggested that the location and accessibility of the 
wildlife park would not result in the sole dependency of private car as a means to visit 
the Site; walking and cycling is also viable.  

 

No 

S/201/01805/17 Erection of a house and detached single garage to be used in 
connection with the existing agricultural business and construction of 
a vehicular access. Bain Valley Farm (South), Hemingby Lane, West 
Ashby. 

10th 
January 

2018 

Additional sensitive 
receptor close to the 

Proposed Development 

The proposed residential development is in connection with the operation of the 
poultry units on Bain Valley Farm. No risk of cumulative effects with the Proposed 
Development were identified.  However, the new residential property would create 
an additional odour assessment receptor for the Environmental Permit, if 
construction is completed before the Valley Farm Environmental Permit variation 
application is prepared; though Bain Valley Farm is also owned by Stonegate 
Farmers Ltd (the Applicant for the Proposed Development at Valley Farm). 

No 
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12 Environmental Action Plan 

12.1 Introduction  

 The likely environmental impacts with the Proposed Development at South Kyme have been carefully 
considered throughout its design and the EIA process. The formation of the Proposed Development has, 
wherever possible, taken into account the views of statutory consultees and other interested parties.  

 The Proposed Development which has emerged from the EIA and design process has sought to make 
sure the impacts associated with the Proposed Development would be avoided or minimised wherever 
possible. Care has been taken in relation to sensitive receptors, particularly in terms of flood risk, surface 
water pollution, ecology and landscape & visual amenity views. 

 The EIA that has been undertaken for the Proposed Development has demonstrated that all likely 
significant environmental effects have been considered and that identified effects have been minimised 
as far as possible, while continuing to propose a development that offers a high quality development. 

12.2 Environmental Action Plan   

 Table 12.1 presents a summary of the potential environmental effects and proposed mitigation measures 
identified by the specialist environmental studies through the EIA process. It also indicates how these 
mitigation measures would be implemented. These tables, therefore, provide an Environmental Action 
Plan of the environmental commitments arising from this ES to manage the risks of environmental impacts 
during the construction and operation phases of the Proposed Development if planning consent is 
approved. 

 The mitigation measures presented in this ES fall into four broad categories: 

▲ Mitigation incorporated during the iterative design process for the Proposed Development (see 
embedded mitigation described in Chapter 3). 

▲ Mitigation required following receipt of planning permission, prior to construction; 

▲ Mitigation controls to be implemented during construction; and 

▲ Mitigation through operational management on the completed development. 
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Table 12.1: Environmental Action Plan 

Potential Impact Source 
Potential Effect 

Significance 
Mitigation Timing Responsibility 

Residual Effect 
Significance 

GENERAL 

Operating Permit 
compliance 

The Applicant would need to obtain from 
the Environment Agency a variation to their 
existing Environmental Permit, under The 
Environmental Permitting (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2016, prior to 
operating the new facility.  

Legal 

Prior to operating the new facility, apply for and obtain, from the Environment Agency, a variation to the existing 
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Permit to comply with The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016 in light of the change in bird numbers and emission points.   

The application would need to demonstrate BAT compliance. 

Prior to Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Legal Compliance 

WATER RESOURCES 

Water quality 
deterioration effects 
on surface water  

Release of pollutants or silt laden water 
from building foundation excavation, slurry 
tank installation, drainage infrastructure 
installation and access road construction. 

Major-Moderate 
Adverse 

During construction implement pollution control measures to make sure contaminating substances are not able to 
enter the surface water system. As a minimum, these measures would include: 

▲ Minimise construction activities within 8 m of the River Bain and, in particular, avoid disturbing ground within 5 m  
of the top of the bank to avoid disturbing potential water vole burrows; mark off exclusion zone on site to avoid 
accidental encroachment. 

▲ Construction works within the floodplain and within 8 m of the River Bain would need an Environmental Permit 
from the Environment Agency. 

▲ Contractor to implement a Construction Environmental Management Plan, based upon best construction site 
management practice standards and to contain: 

▲ A Pollution Prevention Plan, including spillage response measures, prior to construction. 

▲ Appropriate method statements for working with and storing oils and chemicals in line with the requirements of the 
Control of Pollution (Oil Storage) Regulations 2001. 

▲ Tank installation is undertaken in accordance with the former PPG27: Installation, decommissioning and removal 
of underground storage tanks.  

▲ Construction phase Surface Water Management Plan. 

▲ An Environmental Incident Control Plan (EICP) so protective measures are implemented to deal with both normal 
and emergency situations. 

▲ Signing-up to the Environment Agency flood warning system. 

During 
Construction 

Contractor Minor Adverse 

Water quality 
deterioration effects 
on surface water  

Waste management and disposal on the 
Site 

Major-Moderate 
Adverse 

Design separate clean and foul drainage systems to minimise risk of contamination of surface water runoff. System 
to store slurry would need to meet the requirements of the Silage, Slurry and Agricultural Fuel Oil Regulations 2010. 

Extend / update the Site’s existing formal waste management plan to minimise risk of contaminants reaching the 
Site’s surface water systems, especially when cleaning out poultry units and in adverse conditions. As a minimum 
include guidance on: 

▲ Timing of poultry unit clearance in relation to climatic conditions. 

▲ Procedures to make sure solid waste is restricted to areas of hardstanding. 

▲ Measures to make sure that drainage systems and slurry tanks have adequate capacity for each waste cycle prior 
to commencement of unit clearance. 

▲ Definition of measures to be implemented in the event of an unplanned leakage of contaminated runoff from areas 
of hardstanding. 

Prior to Operation Site Operator 
Negligible 
Adverse 

Increased discharge 
of clean surface 
water. 

Rainwater run-off from increased roof area. 
Negligible 
Adverse 

N/A - Discharge of clean surface water to ground accommodated within the Site. 
Detailed Design / 
Pre-construction 

Designer 
Negligible 
Adverse 

Loss of floodplain 
storage 

Proposed Development in Flood Zone for the 
River Bain and the increased footprint would 
create a net loss of approximately 50m3 of 
floodplain area.  

Major-Minor 
Adverse 

Ground levels in the floodplain are to be raised to avoid flooding Units B and C, though the LPG tanks would be 
placed on a raised structure that does not impeded the flow of any floodwaters. 

It is proposed that the lost floodplain storage is fully compensated for by replacement storage to be established 
through re-profiling existing ground levels in the rest of the south-west corner of the Site. Within the undeveloped 
area in the south-west corner of the Site, between proposed unit C and the River Bain within the Valley Farm 
landownership (see planning drawing 1980-010_J), the proposed ground lowering, designed to minimise the risk of 
erosion and soil laden run-off, would deliver the required 50m3 compensatory storage. 

Provision of this flood storage compensation would need to take into account the pollution control and water vole 
protection measures presented in this Table 12.1.  Where ground re-profiling is required within the floodplain and 

N/A N/A No Impact  
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Potential Impact Source 
Potential Effect 

Significance 
Mitigation Timing Responsibility 

Residual Effect 
Significance 

within 8 m of the River Bain an Environmental Permit would be required from the Environment Agency and it is 
recommend that a professional ecologist completes a pre-works survey of the River Bain beside the Site to verify any 
water vole presence; if evidence of water voles is found, a mitigation strategy would need to be developed and 
Natural England consulted accordingly.   

AIR QUALITY AND ODOUR 

Creation of  

dust and PM10 
emissions  

Construction activities on Site. 
Negligible 
Adverse 

Special additional mitigation measures would not be required, but Contractor would apply good construction practice 
control measures during construction of the Proposed Development – see recommendation in Section 8.6 of this ES. 

During 
Construction 

Principal 
Contractor 

Not Significant 

Increase air quality 
pollutant emissions 
(NO2, PM10 and 
PM2.5) 

Construction traffic movements. 
Negligible 
Adverse 

During 
Construction 

Principal 
Contractor 

Not Significant 

Increase air quality 
pollutant emissions 
(NO2, PM10 and 
PM2.5) 

Increased operational phase traffic.  

 

Negligible 
Adverse 

N/A Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Not Significant 

Change in odour 
emissions   

Increased bird numbers. 

 

Negligible to 
Slight Adverse 

N/A Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Not Significant 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

Increase in 
greenhouse gas 
emissions  

Embedded carbon in construction 
materials and use of construction plant. 

Moderate 
Adverse 

Consider recommendations to reduce greenhouse emissions during design and construction of the Proposed 
Development presented in Section 9.6 of this ES.  

Design & 
Construction  

Stonegate 
Farmers Ltd 

Minor Adverse 

Increase in 
greenhouse gas 
emissions  

Increased bird numbers and energy 
consumption.  

Moderate 
Adverse 

Consider recommendations to reduce greenhouse emissions during operation of the Proposed Development 
presented in Section 9.6 of this ES.  

Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Minor Adverse 

ECOLOGY 

Risk of harm or 
disturbance to water 
voles (protected 
species) 

Construction of internal access road within 
10 m of field drains and over existing drain 
culverts on the Site. 

Negligible 
Adverse 

For all works near a watercourse, a pollution control strategy (see above pollution control measures under ‘Water 
Resources’ and in Chapter 7 of this ES) would be implemented to avoid significantly adversely affecting the river.   For 
construction works required within the floodplain and within 8 m of the River Bain an Environmental Permit would be 
required from the Environment Agency. 

Water voles exist in the River Bain, but no evidence of water voles was found on the Site’s riverbanks.  Though the 
river back itself would not be affected, construction activity would encroach within 8 m of the top of the river bank.  In 
order to avoid accidentally harming or disturbing water voles, a protected species, in burrows under the river bank, 
construction activities should be minimised within 8 m of the River Bain and, in particular, no ground disturbance within 
5 m of the top of the bank. It is also recommended that a professional ecologist completes a pre-works survey of the 
River Bain beside the Site to verify any water vole presence; if evidence of water voles is found, a mitigation strategy 
would need to be developed and Natural England consulted accordingly.   

During 
Construction 

Principal 
Contractor  

No Impact 

Loss of habitats and 
risk of harm to 
protected species 

Construction activities on Site. 
Negligible 
Adverse 

During construction the Appointed Contractor would apply precautionary good practice construction ecological 
protection measures, including: 

▲ Complete any site vegetation clearance in outside bird breeding season (September to February), otherwise 
arrange for pre-clearance a nesting birds inspection of vegetated areas by a professional ecologist; if nesting birds 
found, constructions works would need to be delayed until the fledglings have left the nest. 

▲ As the ecology survey was completed in 2017, if construction works (esp. site clearance) to commence during or 
after Spring 2020 arrange for a professional ecologist to re-survey the Site check prior to commencing site 
clearance in order to verify the 2017 survey findings or recommend appropriate mitigation if protected species are 
present. 

▲ Avoid works directly affecting the riverbank, keeping at least 5 m from the top of bank to avoid disturbing water 
voles that have burrowed in from with the riverbank. 

▲ In the unlikely event that any signs of any amphibian, nesting birds, brown hare, otter, or reptile activity is found, 
all Site construction works should cease and professional ecological advice sought to determine the appropriate 
mitigation measures to be implemented. 

During 
Construction 

Principal 
Contractor  

Negligible 
Adverse 
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Potential Impact Source 
Potential Effect 

Significance 
Mitigation Timing Responsibility 

Residual Effect 
Significance 

▲ All work to take place during daylight hours to make sure risks to commuting amphibians, badgers, brown hares 
and otters are minimised. Temporary and permanent light spill onto the boundary should also be minimised. 

▲ All excavations or holes that must be left open overnight or longer should provide an escape route for animals that 
could enter the trench. Ramps should be no greater than 45 degrees in angle, and the trenches should be checked 
for animals prior to the continuation of works or infilling, backfilling should be completed immediately after 
excavations.  

LANDSCAPE & VISUAL AMENITY 

Visual impact upon 
the receptor locations 

Visual presence of construction works and 
the Proposed Development’s new 
buildings   

None to 
Negligible 
Adverse  

Any soils from elsewhere on site to be used to create the landscape bund in the north-east corner of the Site should 
be tested to make sure it is suitable for the proposed use. 

Construction and 
Operation 

Stonegate 
Farmers Ltd 

None to Negligible 
Adverse  

Landscape changes  Localised landscape character changes. Not Significant N/A 
Construction and 

Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Not Significant 

NOISE 

Noise disturbance  Construction activities   Low Impact 

Contractor would follow best practicable means to reduce the noise impact including the implementation of a construction 
environmental management plan (CEMP) that includes a range of best practice measures to minimise the generation of 
noise, as detailed in BS 5228: 2009+A1:2014 – Code of Practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open 
sites, Part 1: Noise and Part 2: Vibration. The construction working hours would also be limited to 08:00 to 18:00 Monday 
to Fridays and 08:00 to 13:00 Saturdays, with no construction work at night-time or on Sundays and Bank Holidays.  

During 
Construction 

Principal 
Contractor  

Not Significant 

Noise disturbance  Site operation activities   Low Impact N/A Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Not Significant 

TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT 

Increased traffic 
delays, community 
severance and road 
accident risks 

Construction traffic movements Not Significant 

A Construction Traffic Management Plan would control the routing of vehicles to Site as well as the timing of construction 
vehicles, taking account of traffic movements during the morning and evening peak periods, would be prepared in advance 
of construction works.   

 

During 
Construction  

Principal 
Contractor  

Not Significant 

Increased traffic 
delays, community 
severance and road 
accident risks 

Increased operational traffic movements Not Significant N/A Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Not Significant 

SOCIO-ECONOMICS 

Increased 
employment 

Increase in staff employment and 
increased poultry farming productivity 
supporting the local economy.  

Minor Beneficial N/A Operation 
Stonegate 

Farmers Ltd 
Minor Beneficial 
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13 Competency Statements  

13.1 Delta-Simons Environmental Consultants Ltd 

 Delta-Simons Environmental Consultants Ltd provides Geo-environmental, EHS, Environmental 
Planning, Sustainability and Wellbeing services at a regional and national level within the UK, as well as 
internationally through the Inogen® Environmental Alliance (a global network of over 4,330 environmental 
specialists). 

 EIA Co-ordinator 

 The production and overall review of the ES was led by Michael Robinson, Delta-Simons’ Environmental 
Planning Unit Director, who is a Chartered Environmentalist with an MSc in EIA and over 19 years’ 
experience as an Environmental Co-ordinator and Project Manager for multi-discipline environmental-
planning services supporting Town & Country Planning, Planning Act 2008 development consent order 
and Environmental Permit applications. His experience includes providing technical specialist delivery and 
project management of Environmental Impact Assessments (including statutory Environmental 
Statements), route corridor studies, options appraisals and consent applications for small to large, 
complex projects using multi-discipline teams.   

 Michael has managed the production and successful application of a diverse range of consent applications 
with statutory Environmental Statements, such as Environment Agency flood risk management schemes, 
Highways England nationally significant infrastructure project, National Grid gas pipeline, water coal fired 
power station ash disposal sites and drinking water and wastewater utility infrastructure.   

 Air Quality, Dust and Odour 

 Delta-Simons’ air quality team provide comprehensive air quality services designed to help clients to 
understand potential air quality impacts from a new development or to meet their ambient air quality 
obligations as part of the environmental permit conditions. 

 Delta-Simons’ specialist air quality experts have worked on a wide range of projects across all sectors 
including residential, retail, commercial, energy, transport and waste, and have a proven track record in 
working with developers on challenging sites, designing effective mitigation solutions and strategies, and 
providing high quality technical advice.  

 The air quality team are all members of the Institution of Environmental Sciences (IEnvSc) and the Institute 
of Air Quality Management (IAQM). 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions   

 Delta-Simons’ Carbon Management Consultants provide carbon consultancy to clients from a range of 
sectors, including retail, offices, manufacturing, mailing, transport, logistics and energy.   

 The team have calculated carbon footprints on a variety of projects, from the running of an office to global 
mailing operations; from a fleet of company vehicles to the manufacturing of a suit. We conduct carbon 
footprints to best practice standards such as the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Protocol, ISO14064-1 and 
PAS2050. We use internationally recognised emissions factors such as Defra to provide credible and 
robust calculations. 

13.2 Stephen Foster Associates Ltd - Water Resources 

 S M Foster Associates Limited is a specialist hydrological and hydrogeological consultancy with extensive 
experience in hydrological and hydrogeological assessment for land and infrastructure development 
projects. The company has undertaken a large number of surface water and groundwater based studies 
on behalf of private and public sector clients in recent years with particular focus on flood risk assessment 
and surface water management schemes.  

 Stephen Foster, Principal Consultant, has a BSc honours degree in Geology (1984), a Masters degree in 
Engineering Hydrology (1987). He is a Chartered Geologist (CGeol), Chartered Water and Environmental 
Manger (C.WEM), Chartered Scientist (CSCi) and Chartered Environmentalist (CEnv). Mr Foster has over 
thirty years’ experience in hydrological consulting and has provided expert evidence at planning inquiry 
on many occasions. 
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13.3 Envirotech – Ecology Preliminary Appraisal  

 ENVIROTECH is an ecological, environmental and rural surveying consultancy that has offered expertise 
across all specialisms in ecology and environmental land management since 2004 
(http://www.envtech.co.uk/).   

 Services include Ecological Impact Assessments informed by Phase 1 Surveys and protected surveys 
and mitigation for bats, barn owls, badgers, great crested newts and otters. 

13.4 Yew Tree and Gardens - Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

 The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was produced by Yew Tree and Gardens (a trading 
name of Yew Tree NW Ltd) whose directors are Antony Wood Cert Arb RFS and Ann Wood MRICS. 

 The LVIA was authored by Antony Wood with reference to the guidance contained in GLVIA3 (Guidelines 
for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd Edition) published by the Landscape Institute and the 
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment in April 2013.  

 Yew Tree and Gardens have been producing LVIAs since 2014 and have undertaken assessments of 
residential, commercial and leisure developments including a significant number of projects within National 
Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Yew Tree and Gardens encompasses landscape and 
arboricultural consultancy services. Their primary involvement with landscape consultancy (commencing 
in 2007) was through the design and implementation of landscaping and woodland schemes with this 
frequently being allied to our assessment of the arboricultural features of sites. Subsequently they were 
requested to produce assessments of the potential mitigation value of these proposed landscaping 
schemes, which lead to the studying of the processes and methods recommended in GLVIA3 followed by 
the developing and adoption of a clear and robust methodology for identifying, acquiring and assessing 
landscape and visual impact information. Yew Tree and Gardens have undertaken the production of over 
twenty LVIAs within the past two years for both planning applications and planning appeals. 

13.5 Miller Goodall – Noise Impact Assessment 

 Miller Goodall (https://millergoodall.co.uk/our-team/) provides assessment and design advice related to 
acoustics and air quality for feasibility and planning studies, construction and demolition, and final 
commissioning. Their advice is based on years of experience in the industry and regular ongoing training 
in the latest technology and legislation, which helps make sure the protection and enhancement of air 
quality and the acoustic environment and contributes to the delivery of the best possible project outcomes. 

https://millergoodall.co.uk/our-team/
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15 Commercial Limitations 
The recommendations contained in this Report represent Delta-Simons professional opinions, based upon the 
information listed in the Report, exercising the duty of care required of an experienced Environmental 
Consultant.  Delta-Simons does not warrant or guarantee that the Site is free of hazardous or potentially 
hazardous materials or conditions. 

Delta-Simons obtained, reviewed and evaluated information in preparing this Report from the Client and 
others. Delta-Simons conclusions, opinions and recommendations has been determined using this 
information.  Delta-Simons does not warrant the accuracy of the information provided to it and will not be 
responsible for any opinions which Delta-Simons has expressed, or conclusions which it has reached in 
reliance upon information which is subsequently proven to be inaccurate. 

This Report was prepared by Delta-Simons for the sole and exclusive use of the Client and for the specific 
purpose for which Delta-Simons was instructed.  Nothing contained in this Report shall be construed to give 
any rights or benefits to anyone other than the Client and Delta-Simons, and all duties and responsibilities 
undertaken are for the sole and exclusive benefit of the Client and not for the benefit of any other party.  In 
particular, Delta-Simons does not intend, without its written consent, for this Report to be disseminated to 
anyone other than the Client or to be used or relied upon by anyone other than the Client.  Use of the Report 
by any other person is unauthorised and such use is at the sole risk of the user.  Anyone using or relying upon 
this Report, other than the Client, agrees by virtue of its use to indemnify and hold harmless Delta-Simons 
from and against all claims, losses and damages (of whatsoever nature and howsoever or whensoever 
arising), arising out of or resulting from the performance of the work by the Consultant. 


