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Appendix 6.1: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 
 

See following page. 
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ADAS was commissioned by Bowler Adams to undertake a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of 

an area of agricultural land near Railway Farm. The client proposes to allocate the land for six poultry 

sheds and one residential building.  

ADAS Ecological Consultant Jack Morphet undertook the survey of the site; including an assessment 

of any connected habitats on the 18th March 2019. The site was dominated by arable land, bordered 

by species rich hedgerows with trees and stretches of tall ruderal habitat in the field margins of three 

of the hedgerows. Scrub habitat was also present in certain parts of the field boundary and under an 

overhead tower base located in the north of the site (SK 94004 31095). 

The site had limited ecological value due to its agricultural and managed nature. The species rich 

hedgerows and dense scrub was suitable for nesting birds as well as foraging/commuting bats, 

creating connectivity between habitats. The field margins contained a suitable habitat for hares, 

rabbits and badgers to commute through and for rabbits to create burrows. This habitat also provided 

ideal habitat for ground nesting bird species.  

The potential impacts from the development works are considered unlikely to have a negative impact 

on wildlife species associated to the site if the mitigation measures provided are adhered to. This 

unlikely negative impact of the development on species is due to the location of the works being 

mostly localised on the arable land and outside of habitats onsite which are likely to support a diverse 

range of wildlife species. However there is potential that the construction and operational phase of 

development may cause risk of pollution to the River Witham which is situated 0.9km west of the site. 

There are proposed developmental works which will impact on a hedgerow (H2), which could have a 

localised impact on nesting birds.   

Survey/Action Rationale When 

Green infrastructure Green infrastructure to support 

species associated with the site. In 

accordance with the NPPF and 

South Kesteven District Council 

policy EN3 - works to promote a 

net-gain for biodiversity should be 

Design phase. 
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Survey/Action Rationale When 

sought within the design of the 

development. 

River Witham  Mitigation in place to avoid 

pollution impacting local ecology 

and white-clawed crayfish 

populations. 

Design phase  

Nesting bird check Vegetation clearance/trimming is 

required. A nesting bird check is 

required if this occurs within the 

nesting bird season (March to 

August inclusive).  

Construction phase 

Badger sett search Badger field signs recorded within 

the site. Badgers could construct a 

sett along the site boundary at any 

time of year.  

Pre-development 

Brown Hare and rabbit caution Mitigation to avoid impacts to 

boundary features that could 

impact on these species. 

Construction phase  

Soft felling of trees with low PRF 

(potential roost feature) if 

required. 

Two mature trees covered in ivy 

on the north hedgerow. If works 

change from the proposed plans 

and the trees require removal, it 

will need to be soft felled due to 

its low PRF. 

Pre-development 
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ADAS was commissioned by Bowler Adams to undertake a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of an 

area of land (c. 9.6ha) off Railway Farm, High Dike, Dallygate, Great Ponton, Grantham, proposed for 

development of predominately six poultry sheds and one residential building with other agricultural 

amenities. The land is located at grid reference SK 93985 30961 and is hereafter referred to as the site.  

The aim of the PEA is to identify ecological constraints to the proposed works and make recommendations 

for mitigation or opportunities for enhancement that can be incorporated into the restoration plan and 

design. The PEA also makes recommendations for further surveys, as required. 

The report has been prepared in accordance with guidance produced by the Chartered Institute of Ecology 

and Environmental Management (CIEEM 2017) and the British Standard 42020:2013.   

The objectives of this report are: 

▪ To identify designated nature conservation sites within the vicinity of the site; 

▪ To identify any records and/or populations of protected, notable or scarce species in the vicinity 

of the site; 

▪ To record habitats or features of ecological interest within or in immediate proximity to the site; 

▪ To record the presence of, or potential for, protected or notable species; 

▪ To make an ecological assessment and highlight potential ecological constraints; 

▪ To outline any further survey work and potential protected species requirements if relevant; and 

▪ To make suggestions for avoidance, mitigation compensation and enhancements in line with 

planning policies where appropriate. 

 

The site was located to the west of High Dike road which runs on a northerly direction towards Grantham. 

The site was predominantly arable land with small pockets of scrub at the tower base (at the north of the 

site) and within the field boundary. The overhead power cables run through the site in a south-easterly 

direction. Tall ruderal habitat was also present adjacent to the north, east and south boundary hedgerows, 

which bordered the field boundary. The site was immediately surrounded by similar arable land in all 

directions, dissected by roads, with the closest development being the Railway Farm to the west of the 

site. 

An approximate site boundary is provided within Figure 1 below. 



© ADAS 2019  4  

 

 

Figure 1. Site location and wider landscape (site indicated by red line boundary) 

ADAS general mapping tool (2019) 

 

The development for proposal is the construction of a poultry farm in the north western section of the 

site. This will include; six poultry sheds, nine feed bins, six air heat exchangers, three ground source heat 

pumps, eight gas tanks, one bio mass building, one water tank, one pump house, one GP block, one 

generator, one storage barn and one agricultural residential building. A road is proposed for development, 

to connect the proposed poultry sheds to High Dike road, which will run in an easterly direction across 

the site, allowing easy vehicle access.  It is assumed that the land (on site) around the proposed poultry 

farm will not be affected by the development.  

The proposed development plan is presented within Appendix 1. 

 

 

A desk study was carried out in March 2019 to identify statutory designated sites within a 5km radius and 

non-statutory designated sites of nature conservation importance, together with known records of 

protected and other notable species, within a 2km radius of the proposed development. 

Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) was used to derive information 

relating to the location of statutory designated sites and priority habitats. 
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Lincolnshire Environmental Records Centre (LERC) provided details of non-statutory designated sites of 

nature conservation importance and records of protected and other notable species.  

 

A Phase 1 Habitat Survey was conducted on 18th March 2019 by ADAS Ecological Consultant Jack Morphet 

(Hons) based on the techniques and methodologies described in the Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

(JNCC 2010) and using standard nomenclature (Stace 2010). The habitats present were recorded on to a 

field map with written target notes providing supplementary information on, for example, species 

composition structure and management where relevant.  

This was extended to include notes on fauna and habitats which could potentially support protected 

species, an approach commonly referred to as an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey. The presence of, or 

potential for, protected species was noted on the field map during the survey.  

  

 

The importance of the habitat features on site were assessed and defined in a geographical context.  The 

frame of reference for the habitat features in terms of their geographical importance is in line with 

guidance set out in CIEEM, 2018. 

The value of species present, or likely to be present on site were assessed, where appropriate, against 

best practice guidelines.  

As part of the evaluation further surveys are recommended based on the suitability of habitats to support 

protected species, the habitat themselves and potential impacts posed by the proposed development and 

the legal protection afforded to both habitats and species. 

 

 

The assessment conducted for this report has considered the area in which ecological features could be 

subject to significant effects, both direct and indirect, from the proposed development.  The area of the 

potential effects is often wider than the actual perimeter of the development site and is known as the 

Zone of Influence.   

The Zone of Influence varies for different ecological features and each designated site, habitat and species 

has been considered in relation to their sensitivity to the proposed development (see Appendix 2).  The 
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potential for air pollution from the proposed poultry farm, has the potential to negatively affect the two 

SSSI’s (Woodnook Valley 1.1km to the north of the site and Kirton Woods 4km to the north-east of the 

site) which are located within a 5km radius of the site.  Habitats and species within these nationally 

protected sites may be sensitive and have a limited tolerance to a new atmospheric pollution 

concentrated from the proposed poultry farm.  

The zone of influence for protected species were restricted to 250m from the site for great crested newts 

and 50m for other species. 

 

 

The survey was undertaken during sub-optimal time for Phase 1 Habitat Surveys (October to March 

inclusive), providing limitations to the assessment of the on-site habitats. Vegetation is harder to 

positively identify during this time frame. There is likely to be less animal field signs due to less animal 

activity during this sub-optimal time of year, which allows potential for misrepresentation of species on 

site.  

It is important to note that most species are greatly under-recorded and therefore a lack of records for a 

location should not be taken as an absence of the species concerned. Furthermore, a record for a 

particular habitat or species does not necessarily confirm its current presence. 

 

 

Two SSSI were located within a 5 km radius of the site. Fourteen non-statutory LWS designations, three 

Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI) designations and one Local Geological Site (LGS) designation 

were situated within a 2 km radius of the site as shown in table 1 below. 

 

Table 1:  Statutory and non-statutory designated sites within 5km and 2km of the survey site 

Site Name Description Designations 
Distance 

from site 

Statutory Designated Site 

Woodnook Valley  This site provides a good representative 

example of calcareous grassland developed on 

soils derived from Eastern Jurassic Limestone.  

It is an unusually large site for Lincolnshire, 

consisting of two cattle-grazed fields lying 

either side of a glacial valley.  Most of the 

SSSI 1.1 km - 

north 
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Site Name Description Designations 
Distance 

from site 

Statutory Designated Site 

remaining grassland of this type in the county 

is restricted to roadside habitats and disused 

quarries which are not managed in a 

traditional manner. 

Kirton Wood Kirton Wood is a species-rich example of ash 

and lime woodland. It is one of a group of 

similar ancient woodlands developed on the 

calcareous clay soils of the Kesteven plateau, 

but is unusual in its abundance of small-leaved 

lime Tilia cordata. 

SSSI 4 km – 

north-east 

Non-statutory Designated Sites 

Great Ponton A1 Road 

Verges 

This verge was identified and surveyed as part 

of the Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust’s Life on the 

Verge Project. 

 

LWS 1.6 km - 

west 

Great Ponton Quarry 

Road Verge 

This site was surveyed as part of the 

Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust’s Life on the Verge 

project 

LWS 0.5 km - 

south 

 

Little Ponton Grassland 

 

East of the River Witham, this fairly large, 

west-facing limestone pasture is in fact only 

the western part of a much larger area grazed 

by cattle. The eastern edge of the site is a line 

of hawthorn bushes at a break of slope that 

was once a field boundary hedge; beyond it to 

the east is gently sloping higher ground that 

may have been arable not long ago. 

LWS 1 km - north-

west 

River Witham, Great 

Ponton to Easton Park 

This is a stretch of the River Witham and its 

banks extending upstream from Dallygate 

Lane in the north to Easton Lane in the south. 

It is of particular interest in supporting part of 

the only population of white-clawed crayfish 

in Greater Lincolnshire. 

LWS 0.9 km -west 

 

Ponton Park Wood Ponton Park Wood for the most part 

comprises of coniferous and broad-leaved 

plantations on previous ancient woodland. 

Young broad-leaved plantation comprises of 

oak and ash with low growing bramble at 

ground level, and was quite open with poor 

structure. Coniferous plantations are 

LWS 0.3 km -

north 
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Site Name Description Designations 
Distance 

from site 

Statutory Designated Site 

dominated by Norway spruce with scattered 

low growing bramble at ground level. 

Little Ponton Quarry Little Ponton Quarry is an old disused 

limestone quarry with a range of species-rich 

habitats including tall ruderal, open mosaic 

habitat (consisting of species typical of 

calcareous conditions, limestone rock), scrub 

and woodland. 

LWS 1.3 km -

north-west 

Pit Lane Road Verges This is two verges beside a short length of 

minor road that runs north-westwards from 

the B6403 towards the village of Great 

Ponton. The flora is a typical mixture of coarse 

vegetation and botanically-rich calcareous 

grassland. There is no short turf apart from 

the frequently mown 1 m roadside strip, so 

consequently the most prominent plants are 

those able to cope with an under-managed 

sward, such as field scabious, both 

knapweeds, meadow crane’s-bill, zigzag 

clover, greater burnet-saxifrage, false oat-

grass, tor-grass and some invading scrub. 

More notable plants include burnet-saxifrage, 

common restharrow, common rock-rose, 

lady’s bedstraw, great burnet, yellow oat-

grass and upright brome. 

LWS 0.8 km -

south-west 

 

Boothby Great Wood Boothby Great Wood is an ancient replanted 

woodland with much variation in the blocks. 

The woodland is large with good variation in 

the age structure, density, species, rides and 

drainage although no veteran trees were 

noted. 

LWS 1 km – east 

Great Ponton Marsh This is an important wildlife corridor at an 

elevation of 70 m above sea level, the main 

elements being two tributaries of the River 

Witham and some exceptionally important 

fen. The corridor extends for approximately 

1km south-westwards and then southwards 

from the point where Cringle Brook joins the 

River Witham. 

LWS 1.6 km 

south-west 

Ponton Great Wood Ponton Great Wood is an ancient woodland 

site that has been almost entirely replanted 

LWS 0.7 km south 

- east 
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Site Name Description Designations 
Distance 

from site 

Statutory Designated Site 

with young oak, with some ash also being 

present. 

River Witham, Little 

Ponton 

 

This is part of the northward-flowing River 

Witham and its banks, extending south for 

2.8km from the northern end of Saltersford 

Water Treatment Works to a point midway 

between Little Ponton and Great Ponton. 

Clear water flows quickly northwards over the 

stony river bed that measures approximately 

4m across. The banks are well wooded in 

some parts, but much less so in others. A 

variety of flora and fauna are present, but of 

particular interest is part of the only 

population of white-clawed crayfish in 

Greater Lincolnshire. 

LWS 0.9 km - 

west 

Saltersford Valley This diverse site north of Little Ponton is 1km 

in length, occupying floodplain and west-

facing valley slopes east of the northward-

flowing River Witham. Wet low-lying land 

beside the river supports two patches of 

woodland and some fen. Sloping land 

supports two blocks of botanically-rich 

limestone grassland. 

LWS 1.7 km north 

- west 

Stoke Rochford Grassland This is a strip of west facing hillside of varying 

gradients beside a 300m length of the 

northward-flowing River Witham. Grazed by 

sheep, the site is adjacent to Grange Farm 

Pasture and supports many plants 

characteristic of high quality calcareous 

grassland, as well as five veteran trees or 

shrubs.  

LWS 2 km south - 

west 

Stoke Rochford Pumping 

Station 

This site is located beside the A1, comprising 

the outer edge of a calcareous grassland 

verge and an adjacent secluded enclosure 

through which a stream known as Cringle 

Brook flows from south-west to north-east. 

LWS 1.7 km south 

- west 

Great Ponton – British 

Rail Site 

Triangular area of land bounded on one side 

by a railway cutting, one third of the site is an 

arable field. The northern side of the site is a 

band of scrub consisting of hawthorn and 

elder with scattered ash. 

SNCI 1.7 km - 

west 
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Site Name Description Designations 
Distance 

from site 

Statutory Designated Site 

Great Ponton Marsh A flush with varied flora indicating 

unimproved calcareous marsh. 

SNCI 1.5 km - 

south-west 

Great Ponton Railway 

Cutting 

An exposure of fractured Lincolnshire 

Limestone, together with a variety of 

calcareous grassland plant species, and 

species which are characteristic of waster 

ground. 

SNCI 0.5 km - 

south 

 

Great Ponton Quarry The quarry has produced aggregate from the 

upper beds of the Linconshire limestone for 

many decades and has most recently been 

deepened in order to extract the thicker, 

lower, ‘freestone’ beds in order to supply 

building stone. Currently this stone is being 

cut and cropped on site by Hanbeck Natural 

Stone to supply a range of building material 

markets. In that part of the quarry closest to 

the railway the limestone is heavily fractured 

with brown sandy clay filling the fissures, 

whilst the present access road shows a 

number of similar patches of materials in 

depressions at the top of the limestone. 

Covering the limestone and sandy materials to 

the east and extending over large areas of the 

‘Kesteven Plateau’ lies a glacial till with many 

chalk and flint erratics. The Witham valley to 

the west of the quarry was probably 

influential in the formation of the fractured 

limestone in the adjacent part of the quarry; 

in 1885 Jukes-Browne observed that in the 

railway cutting near Great Ponton “at the 

northern end the strata are dislocated and 

disturbed”. This could be due to ice 

movement from the north entering a pre-

existing valley and ‘quarrying’ blocks of 

limestone from the valley side where they 

were exposed, or as a result of ‘cambering’ 

when the valley was no longer filled with 

glacial ice. 

LGS 2 km - south 
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The habitats identified within the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey are listed and described below. All 

habitats are marked on the Phase 1 Habitat map in Appendix 3 and each habitat type is illustrated with a 

photograph in Appendix 4. 

On site habitats in no particular order: 

▪ Arable; 

▪ Dense scrub;  

▪ Species rich hedgerows with trees;  

▪ Species poor hedgerow with trees; and 

▪ Tall ruderal. 

 

The site was comprised of a 9.6ha arable field (Photograph 1). The sward height of the grass species (crop) 

present within the field stood at approximately 18cm at the time of survey and populated the field over 

an even distribution until it was met by the field margins.  

Two areas of scrub habitat were identified onsite.  The first area of scrub was under the pylon located at 

the northern aspect of the site with the patch of scrub spreading to the east. A second patch of scrub was 

present on the western boundary of the site between adjacent to the species rich hedgerow (H4).  The 

scrub habitat was dominated by bramble (Rubus spp.) (Photograph 5) and measured 0.02 hectares. 

On the site there are four distinct sides to the boundary (see Figure 1). Each boundary side has its own 

hedgerow, establishing a total of four hedgerows on the site.  For the sake of this report the hedgerows 

will be labelled to distinguish differences between them. The north boundary hedgerow is referred to as 

H1. The east boundary hedgerow is referred to as H2. The south boundary hedgerow is referred to as H3. 

The west boundary hedgerow is referred to as H4. Approximately 18 trees of varying maturity were 

sporadically situated at different locations in H1, H2, H3 and H4. 

H1, H2 and H4 are all species rich hedgerows with trees, maintaining a diverse array of ground floral 

species. The most dominant hedgerow species in H1, H2 and H4 was blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), followed 

by field maple (Acer campestre) (see Photograph 2). Common hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna) was 

frequently noted in the H1 and H2. Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and oak (Quercus spp.) which was observed as 
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an occasional species in this habitat in H1, H2 and H4. Hazel (Corylus avellana) was noted as rare in H4. As 

there was over five native species recorded in H1, H2, and H4, it is classed as species rich.  

The majority of the trees located in H1, H2 and H4 were semi-mature ash trees, with oak and field maple 

trees also established amongst the hedgerows (refer to Photograph 3). The bottom of the hedgerow had 

a good diversity of ground flora. Ground ivy (Glechoma hederacea), lords and ladies (Arum maculatum), 

nettle (Urtica spps.), cleavers (Galium aparine), ribwort plantain (Plantago lanceolata) and bristly 

oxtongue (Helminthotheca echioides) were all species recorded under and within the immediate ground 

level vicinity of H1, H2 and H4 (see Photograph 4). 

H3 did not have as many vegetative species compared to H1, H2 and H4, meaning it was not considered 

species rich. Blackthorn (Prunus spinosa) was the most commonly occurring species in H3, followed by 

field maple (Acer campestre) which was abundant. Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and oak (Quercus spp.) was 

also noted occasionally in this hedgerow.   

Adjacent to the boundary hedgerow, was tall ruderal habitat. This habitat was on the eastern, southern 

and northern sides of the site and acted as the field margin between the hedgerows and arable vegetation. 

This habitat comprised a total of 0.05 hectares overall. Species observed as abundant within this habitat 

were common teasel (Dipsacus fullonum), rosebay willowherb (Chamaenerion angustifolium) and thistles 

(Cirsium spp.) (refer to photograph 6). Cocksfoot grass (Dactylis glomerata) and false oat grass 

(Arrhenatherum elatius) was also interspersed within this habitat.  
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LERC provided no recent records of amphibians within the last ten years within 2km of the site. 

No waterbodies were present on the site. Within adjacent fields to the north, south and west there were 

small farm ditches containing a level of running water. The habitat on site was sub-optimal for great 

crested newts (Triturus cristatus) due to its managed agricultural nature. The hedges and tall ruderal 

habitats do provide connectivity to other areas outside the site, however, due to the lack of ponds etc. 

and similar surrounding fields, the area is sub-optimal to support amphibians. 

LERC provided seven records of badger (Meles meles) from the last ten years within 2km of the site.  The 

most recent record was dated 2018.  

Evidence of badgers was recorded on the site, which included badger prints in the mud on the west site 

boundary (Photograph 7). However no other field evidence of badgers was found. The site would be 

suitable for badgers to commute through, using the hedges and field margin to access more favourable 

habitats such as woodlands. Such habitats located within 2km of the site are notable such as Ponton Park 

Wood which is a local wildlife site (LWS). 

LERC returned 53 records of bats within 2km of the site. The majority of them are found within the 

residential areas to the west of the site.  

The site was considered sub-optimal for supporting roosting or foraging and commuting bat species due 

to its open nature. The hedgerows had the potential to provide some potential food sources for foraging 

bats. No potential roost features (PRF) were identified on any of the trees on site. Two trees on the north 

site boundary were covered in ivy, making the assessment for any PRF difficult to judge (Photographs 9 

and 10). 

LERC provided records of Wildlife and Countryside Act 1982 (as amended) Schedule 1 species within 2km, 

such as brambling (Fringilla montifringilla), fieldfare (Turdus pilaris) kingfisher (Alcedo atthis), peregrine 

(Falco peregrinus), red kite (Milvus milvus) and redwing (Turdus iliacus).  

The habitats on site had the potential to support common and widespread bird species, in particular the 

species rich hedgerow. Ground nesting bird habitats were also present in the tall ruderal habitat and 

marginal vegetation. The arable grass species that covered the majority of the site also has potential to 
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support ground nesting bird species such skylark (Alauda arvensis) and grey partridge (Perdix perdix) 

which was recorded by LERC to reside within 2km of the site.   

LERC provided substantial records of brown hares (Lepus europaeus) within the site buffer of 2km.  The 

site was considered ideal, providing habitats to support this species, with long marginal vegetation around 

the site boundaries, providing adequate form facilities for brown hares. The monoculture of arable grass 

juxtaposed to hedgerows and scrub provides a suitable mosaic of habitats, allowing a commuting 

environment for this species. The brown hare is a species of principle importance under Section 41 of the 

2006 Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act. 

LERC provided no records of hazel dormice (Muscardinus avellanarius) within 2km of the site.  

The hedgerow habitat would be considered to have a limited potential to support hazel dormouse to use 

as a corridor to commute through.  Due to the lack of hazel and other suitable vegetative habitat and 

wider connecting habitat, it is unlikely this species would utilise the hedgerows. In addition the site area 

is outside of the known range of dormouse populations in the UK (English Nature 2006). 

LERC provided seven records of otters (Lutra lutra) within the last ten years. All of these sightings were 

along the River Witham located 0.9km west of the site. 

The site had limited potential to support this species. The farm ditches in the adjacent fields to the site 

had the potential to provide commuting opportunities for this species, with the River Witham which is 

approximately 0.9km to the west of the site providing good habitat for otters. The site itself is unlikely to 

be used by otters due to the lack of water sources and more suitable areas to the west of the site such as 

the River Witham.  

No records of reptiles were recorded by LERC within the last ten years.  

The majority of the site had limited potential to support reptiles due to its open and managed nature.  

The field margins that comprised of tall ruderal habitat and hedgerows (providing a woody undergrowth 

at ground level) provided potential for widespread species of reptiles to forage, but given the wider 

intensively managed landscape reptiles would have a limited potential to both access and commute 

through the site. 

LERC provided no records of water voles (Arvicola amphibius) within the last ten years. 
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The site did not provide suitable habitats to support water voles. This was due to the complete lack of 

water bodies on the site and exposed nature of the arable field.    

Two records of Himalayan balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) were recorded by LERC, both located along the 

River Witham, approximately 0.9km west of the site. No non-native invasive plant species were recorded 

on this site. 

 

 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) February 2019, is an update to the previous version issued 

in March 2012, and is a policy framework document which provide a range of important principles. 

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF states that decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural local 

environment by:   

‘Minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent 

ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures.’ 

Paragraph 171 goes on to state:  

‘… take a strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure; 

and plan for the enhancement of natural capital at a catchment or landscape scale across local authority 

boundaries.’  

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance 

biodiversity by applying the following principles (paragraph 175): 

‘Development proposals where the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 

permitted.’ 

‘Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged.’ 

 

 

Table 2 details the policies within the South Kesteven District Council Local Plan 2011-2036 which are 

relevant to the ecological features on site. 

Table 2:  Summary of relevant local planning policy – South Kesteven Council Local Plan. 
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Policy Description  

EN2: Protecting 

Biodiversity and 

geology 

  

 

▪ The Council, working in partnership with all relevant stakeholders, will facilitate 

the conservation, enhancement and promotion of the biodiversity and 

geological interest of the natural environment throughout the District. 

Proposals that are likely to have a significant effect on an International Site will 

be considered in the context of the statutory protection which is afforded to the 

site.  

▪ Proposals that are likely to have an adverse effect on a National Site (alone or in 

combination) will not normally be permitted, except where the benefits of 

development in that location clearly outweigh both the impact on the site and 

any broader impacts on the wider network of National Sites. 

▪ In instances where development proposals will have a negative impact on a 

Local Wildlife Site (or other site of nature or geological importance), it should 

first be ascertained whether impacts could be avoided, if this is not possible, 

then they should be mitigated. If mitigation is not possible, then compensation 

will be sought.  

▪ Planning permission will be refused for development resulting in the loss, 

deterioration or fragmentation of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient 

woodland and aged or veteran trees, unless the need for, and benefits of, the 

development in that location clearly outweigh the loss or harm. 

EN3: Green 

Infrastructure 

▪ The Council will maintain and improve the green infrastructure network in the 

District by enhancing, creating and managing green space within and around 

settlements that are well connected to each other and the wider countryside. 

Development proposals should ensure that existing and new green 

infrastructure is considered and integrated into the scheme design.  

▪ Proposals that cause loss or harm to this network will not be permitted unless 

the need for and benefits of the development demonstrably outweigh any 

adverse impacts. Where adverse impacts on green infrastructure are 

unavoidable, development will only be permitted if suitable mitigation 

measures for the network are provided 

 

4.3.1.1 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 consolidate all the various amendments made 

to the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 in respect of England and Wales. Habitats of 

European-wide importance (other than for birds) are listed under Annex I of the Council Directive 
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92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (EC Habitats Directive). 

Habitats designated under this Directive are Special Areas of Conservation (SACs).  

Habitats of European-wide importance for birds are listed under the EC Wild Birds Directive 

(EC/79/409/EEC). Habitats designated under this Directive are Special Protection Areas (SPAs). 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) requires the competent 

authority to carry out an ‘appropriate assessment’ where a plan or a project, either alone or in 

combination with other plans or projects, is likely to have a significant effect on Natura (European) site, 

i.e. SAC or SPA. 

4.3.1.2 The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 

The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) consolidates and amends existing national legislation 

to implement the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern 

Convention) and Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds (Birds Directive) in Great 

Britain. 

4.3.1.2.1 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

SSSI are areas notified under the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 (as amended) by Natural England as 

being of special interest for nature conservation. Statutory undertakers are required to seek Natural 

England assent before any listed, potentially damaging operations, development or change in land use 

etc. can be carried out. 

4.3.1.3 Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006 

Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a duty upon all local authorities in England to promote and 

enhance biodiversity in all of their functions. Section 41 lists habitats and species of principal importance 

to the conservation of biodiversity. Fifty-six habitats and 943 species of Principal Importance for 

Conservation are included on the Section 41 list and draws upon the UK BAP List of Priority Species and 

Habitats. 

4.3.1.4 Badgers 

Badgers within the United Kingdom are protected under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992. This Act 

decrees that it is a major offence to kill, take or injure a badger. It is also details that it is an offence to 

damage or interfere with a badger sett unless a licence is granted from the appropriate statutory 

authority.  
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4.3.1.5 Bats 

Bats are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended). Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 it is 

illegal to: 

▪ Kill or injure bats; 

▪ Cause disturbance at their resting places; or  

▪ To block access to, damage or destroy their roost sites. 

Under the Habitats Regulations 2010 it is an offence to: 

▪ Deliberately capture or kill a bat;  

▪ To damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of any bat. (This is an absolute offence and 

intent or recklessness does not have to be proved); and   

▪ Deliberately disturb a bat (this applies anywhere, not just at its roost). 

4.3.1.6 Birds 

Breeding wild birds are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Under the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act, a wild bird is defined as any bird of a species that is resident in or is a visitor 

to the European Territory of any member state in a wild state. Game birds however are not included in 

this definition (except for limited parts of the Act). They are covered by the Game Acts, which fully protect 

them during the close season. 

All birds, their nests and eggs are protected and it is thus an offence, with certain exceptions to:  

▪ intentionally kill, injure or take any wild bird;  

▪ intentionally take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird whilst it is in use or being built;  

▪ intentionally take or destroy the egg of any wild bird;  

▪ have in one's possession or control any wild bird, dead or alive, or any part of a wild bird, which has 

been taken in contravention of the Act or the Protection of Birds Act 1954;  

▪ have in one's possession or control any egg or part of an egg which has been taken in contravention 

of the Act or the Protection of Birds Act 1954;  

▪ use traps or similar items to kill, injure or take wild birds; and 

▪ have in one's possession or control any bird of a species occurring on Schedule 4 of the Act unless 

registered, and in most cases ringed, in accordance with the Secretary of State's regulations. 

Additionally for some species listed in Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 

it is an offence to intentionally or recklessly disturb the adults while they are in and around their nest or 

intentionally or recklessly disturb their dependent young. 
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4.3.1.7 Brown Hares, European Rabbits and Deer spp. 

Brown hare, European rabbits and British deer species are protected under the Wild Mammals 

(Protection) Act 1996. It is an offence to mutilate, kick, beat, nail or otherwise impales, stab, burn, stone, 

crush, drown, drag or asphyxiate any wild mammal with intent to inflict unnecessary suffering upon the 

species. Therefore any burrows created by rabbits within the site that may be under threat from 

development must adhere to this Act with reference to avoiding asphyxiation.   
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Table 3 below provides an evaluation of the ecological features, identifying which are of sufficient value 

to be taken forward.  Any ecological feature that is identified as negligible value will not be considered 

further, where there is insufficient evidence further surveys will be recommended to be able to assess the 

ecological value of that feature in relation to the site and the proposed development.  Where appropriate 

site value has been given to some features which have a very limited value.  

Table 3:  Evaluation of ecological Feature/further survey    

Ecological 

Feature 
Summary of Value 

Assessed value/further 

survey 

Non-statutory 

designated sites 

River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park County value  

Arable The site was dominated by arable land at the time of survey 

which is a common and widespread habitat. 

Negligible value. 

Scrub Small areas of low diversity scrub habitat present on site.  

This scrub was very small in extent and localised.   

Negligible value.  

Species rich 

hedgerow 

Species rich hedgerow with trees and ground flora.  These 

hedgerows provided important connectivity across the 

landscape.  Hedgerows are also a habitat of principle 

importance under the NERC Act 2006 

County value. 

Species poor 

hedgerows 

Although not as botanically rich these hedgerows would still 

come under the habitat of principle importance.  

Local value.  

Tall ruderal Low diversity of tall ruderal habitat in the field margins.  A 

habitat of species that are very common and widespread 

within the local countryside.  

Negligible value. 

Amphibians The site was dominated by arable land and lacked 

connectivity to potential breeding ponds. 

Negligible value. 

Badgers A field sign noted of badger prints on site. Potential for 

badgers to use the site for foraging and commuting.  

Local value.  

Bats The site is open and lacks suitable habitat for foraging or 

roosting bats, with the exception of areas above the 

hedgerows. Two mature trees may have potential to support 

bat species.  However these trees are not impacted by the 

proposed development. 

Local value for commuting 

and foraging.   
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A section of the River Witham (Great Ponton to Easton Park) which lies approximately 1km to the west of 

the site, has been recorded by LERC to support white-clawed crayfish (Austropotamobius pallipes) which 

is a Schedule 5 species in the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), making it an offence to kill, 

injure or cause damage, destruction or obstruction of access to any structure or place which a white-

clawed crayfish uses as shelter or protection.  

The proposed poultry farm has potential to produce increased levels of runoff from the poultry unit which 

could potentially feed into the River Witham via the ditch network, particularly during heavy rain events. 

The potential pollution entering the River Witham may cause changes to the aquatic habitat that white-

clawed crayfish populations rely on. For example there may be an increased risk of algae blooms due to 

raised organic waste products (nitrogen) from the poultry farm. 

It is recommended that any pollution created from the poultry farm is contained on site, ensuring minimal 

chance of all pollution entering riparian courses and contacting the River Witham.   

Breeding birds The site held potential to support nesting and ground 

nesting birds. 

Local value. 

Brown hares There were many biological records for this species 

associated with the site.  There were suitable habitats on site 

to support this species.   

Local value. 

Hazel dormice The habitats within the site were considered sub-optimal 

and lacked in connectivity, as well as being outside their UK 

distribution.  

Negligible value  

Otters The site contained no water body and had limited suitability 

and connectivity for otters.  

Negligible value.  

Reptiles Limited habitat within margins that could have potential to 

provide shelter for reptile species, however the LERC 

showed no recent records of reptiles and the wider 

landscape was sub-optimal for this species group.  

Negligible value.  

Water voles Unsuitable site for water voles due to lack of any riparian 

habitat. 

Negligible value.  

Invasive plants No invasive plant species were recorded within the site. Negligible value  
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The proposed development on the exposed arable field is unlikely to negatively impact the site habitats, 

as there is still large areas of the site unaffected by the development.  The proposed residential building 

at the northern boundary is adjacent to the hedgerow, therefore care should be taken during construction 

phase of the development. Heras fencing should be installed along the hedge if it is likely to be damaged 

by machinery. If any hedgerow is lost due to the proposed works, re-planting of lost hedgerow species is 

recommended. If this is not possible in the place of loss, then it is advised that the replanting is done 

where there are gaps between hedgerows around the site boundary. Where there are appropriate gaps 

in hedgerows on site, tree planting is recommended, to provide potential nesting and roosting 

opportunities in the future for birds and bat species. 

In order to enhance the site, and provide a net gain, it is recommended that as part of the green 

infrastructure of the site and in accordance with South Kesteven District Council Local Plan policy EN3, 

wildflower meadow areas are planted in the open space towards the south of the poultry farm location, 

to improve biodiversity, and ecologically enhance the site. Tall ruderal field margins are recommended to 

be increased in width in areas where the margin is under 1m, providing larger areas of suitable habitat for 

ground nesting birds and brown hares. This will create a buffer strip, providing a suitable habitat for 

wildlife.  

 

 

Any works to vegetation should take place outside of the breeding bird season (March to August) this will 

ensure minimal disturbance to birds nesting within proximity to the development. If this is not possible, 

a nesting bird check by a suitably trained ecologist should be undertaken a maximum of 48 hours prior to 

the development. The hedgerow (H1) close to the proposed residential building could be negatively 

impacted by construction due to the close proximity of works. If the construction is likely to impact the 

hedgerow to allow building works to be completed, a nesting bird check must take place prior to any 

construction.   

The species rich hedgerow (H2) on the east boundary of the site is proposed for a trim to allow traffic 

visibility for vehicles existing the site as well as a small section removed to widen the site entrance. This 

is to take place where the proposed road intersects the boundary at the north-west corner of the site. It 

is recommended that a nest bird check of the east hedgerow is carried out prior to any hedge 

removal/trimming. The installation of four bird boxes is recommended, to compensate for the possible 

loss and disturbance of bird nesting opportunity due to the habitat loss. 
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The site provides suitable commuting land for badgers, with the potential to provide shelter and setts 

within the scrub on the west boundary of the site. It is recommended that a badger survey of the site is 

carried out prior to any works in case badgers construct any setts pre construction.   

 

The site had limited value to support foraging bats. As the proposed development does not impacting the 

habitat that provide foraging and commuting habitat for bats, no bat survey is recommended. However, 

the two trees recorded as having potential PRFs are covered in ivy, making a clear assessment difficult. If 

works deviate from the proposed plans and affect these trees, a bat roost inspection of both trees is 

recommended, to assess if there are any PRFs located beneath the ivy. There are records from LERC of 

bats using the area, therefore it is recommended that any outside artificial lighting created as part of the 

development is designed to avoid negative lighting to light the boundary features of the site. To achieve 

a biodiversity net gain, it is recommended that six bat boxes are installed on the mature trees along the 

site boundaries. 

Rabbit burrows were located along the field boundaries at a number of points (refer to photograph 8). 

Brown hares were observed residing and commuting in the field margins. Due to the development, 

ecological constraints are present as they are protected from physical harm caused by disturbance. 

Disturbance from heavy vehicles and workers creates a risk of asphyxiation of rabbits in their burrows and 

crushing hares in tall ruderal vegetation.  

It is recommended that no vehicles drive or park within 5m of the field boundary at any time. Human 

activity should be kept to an absolute minimum in the field margin areas during the development.  
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The proposed development has limited potential to negatively affect breeding birds, badgers and bat 

species. There is also the potential for rabbits and hares to be negatively impacted if works are likely to 

involve clearance of field margins and vehicle presence along the site boundaries. The River Witham is 

vulnerable to potential pollution issues as a result of the construction and operational phase of the poultry 

farm development.  

Mitigation measures have been recommended for minimising risk to the River Witham and managing the 

impacts to breeding birds, badgers and rabbits/hares, which will ensure that these species are not affected 

by the development and that legislation is not breached. In addition, enhancement and compensation 

measures including the addition of bat boxes, planting of hedgerow species and a wildflower meadow 

creation have been recommended which will ensure that the development has a net gain in line with 

national and local policy EN3.  
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Geographical 
context 

Examples 

International and 

European value  

Ramsar Sites, Special Protection Areas, Biosphere Reserves, Special Areas of Conservation.  

Sites supporting populations of internationally important species. 

Any regularly occurring population of an internationally important species, which is 

threatened or rare in the UK. i.e. it is a UK Red Data Book species or listed as occurring in 15 

or fewer 10km squares in the UK (categories 1 and 2 in the UK BAP) or of uncertain 

conservation status or of global conservation concern in the UK BAP.  

A regularly occurring, nationally significant population/number of any internationally 

important species. 

National value  SSSIs or non-designated Sites meeting SSSI selection criteria, NNRs, Marine Nature Reserves, 

NCR Grade 1 Sites.  Sites containing viable areas of key habitats identified in the UK 

Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Any regularly occurring population of a nationally important species which is threatened or 

rare in the region or county (see local BAP).  

A regularly occurring, regionally or county significant population/number of any nationally 

important species. 

Regional value Sites containing viable areas of threatened habitats listed in a Regional BAP (or some Natural 

Areas), comfortably exceeding SINC criteria, but not exceeding SSSI criteria. 

Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species listed as being nationally 

scarce which occurs in 16-100 10km squares in the UK or in a Regional BAP or relevant 

Natural Area on account of its regional rarity or localisation;   

A regularly occurring, locally significant number of a regionally important species. 

County / 

Metropolitan 

Sites meeting the criteria for county or metropolitan designation (SINC, CWS, etc.).  Ancient 

semi-natural woodland, LNRs or viable areas of key habitat types listed in county 

BAPs/Natural Areas. 

Any regularly occurring, locally significant population of a species which is listed in a 

County/Metropolitan “red data book” or BAP on account of its regional rarity or localisation; 

A regularly occurring, locally significant number of a County/Metropolitan important species. 

Local Undesignated Sites or features considered to appreciably enrich the habitat resource in the 

District or Borough or within a zone of influence. 

A population of a species that is listed in a District/Borough BAP because of its rarity in the 

locality or in the relevant Natural Area profile because of its regional rarity or localisation;   

A regularly occurring, locally significant number of a District / Borough important species 

during a critical phase of its life cycle. 
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Photograph 1: Arable land. Photograph 2: Species-rich hedgerow. 

  

Photograph 3:  Trees in the species rich 

hedgerow. 

Photograph 4: Ground flora observed under the 

hedgerow. 
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Photograph 5: Scrub around the base of the 

tower. 

Photograph 6: Tall ruderal habitat in the field 

margin. 

 

 

Photograph 7: Badger print in the mud at the 

west of the site boundary. 

Photograph 8: Rabbit burrow. 
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Photograph 9: Mature tree on the north 

boundary covered in ivy. 

Photograph 10: Another mature tree on the 

north boundary covered in ivy. 
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Appendix 7.1: Ammonia Dispersion Modelling Methodology 

7 Methodology 

7.1 Model Description 

7.1.1 The model used in this study is UK Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling System (ADMS) Version 5.2.  
ADMS is a steady-state atmospheric dispersion model that is based on modern atmospheric 
physics. It can include treatment of both surface and elevated sources and both simple and 
complex terrain.  ADMS is one of the few models capable of simulating all the important 
atmospheric processes. The model calculates downwind pollutant concentration in the 
surrounding area for each hour of the day and night over an appropriate period. Statistics on the 
frequency and concentration of pollutants at the receptor sites are based upon the hourly 
calculations. A grid referencing system within the computer model allows the location of both 
sources and receptors to be specified to an accuracy of within 1 m. If necessary, the model also 
incorporates the effects of buildings on the pollutant plume, known as building downwash. 

7.1.2 ADMS has been chosen because it is “fitted for the purpose of the modelling procedure” as defined 
by the guidelines published by the Royal Meteorological Society (Britter et al, 1995 and Ireland et 
al, 2006). The group that leads the development of ADMS is Cambridge Environmental Research 
Consultants (CERC), but the UK Met Office and others have made additional contributions. The 
model has been extensively validated against site measurements. Details of these validation 
studies and the formulation of the ADMS model are available on the CERC website. 

7.1.3 Published studies have shown that atmospheric dispersion models are reliable in predicting the 
pattern of downwind pollutant concentrations and deposition rates (as statistical distributions) 
over a period of time (Olesen, 1997). The ADAS modelling study reported here is based on 
calculations made over a period of 43,800 hours (5 years) and represents a suitably long period 
for such a statistical study. 

7.2 Meteorology 

7.2.1 A statistical dispersion modelling run requires a minimum of five years of hourly meteorological 
records. The closest meteorological station to the proposed development that regularly records 
all the elements required for dispersion modelling to a suitable standard is at Cranwell, which is 
approximately 20 km to the north north-east.   

A wind rose for the weather file, derived from data from the Cranwell meteorological station, is 
shown in Figure 7.1. This illustrates the relative frequency of wind directions and wind speeds for 
the data used in the modelling study, and it shows a relatively common pattern of prevailing south 
westerly wind directions.    



© ADAS 2019                  11 

 

 

Figure 7.1:  Wind Rose Derived from Cranwell Meteorological Station Data (2014 - 2018) 

7.3 Model Parameters 

Ammonia Emissions 

7.3.1 For modelling purposes, a simplistic and precautionary assumption of three fan stacks along the 
ridge of each poultry building has been assumed, with total emissions allocated between these 
three emissions sources per building. With larger numbers of fans running there would be 
enhanced initial dispersion of emissions. Emissions from the high velocity ridge mounted fans are 
therefore represented by three point sources per poultry building within ADMS. Emissions from 
the gable end fans, used to augment the high velocity ridge fans during periods of hot weather, 
are represented by one volume source per poultry building.  

7.3.2 Emissions from the volume sources representing the gable end fans are assumed to occur when 
the ambient temperature equals or exceeds 22°C. When these conditions do occur, the gable end 
fans are assumed to account for 50% of the total emission and whilst they are emitting, emissions 
from the point sources, representing the high velocity roof fans, are reduced by 50%. 

7.3.3 Further details of the modelled point source parameters are provided in Table 7.1 and for the 
modelled volume source parameters are provided Table 7.2. For modelling purposes, ammonia 
emissions are assumed to be constant throughout the rearing cycle.  

7.3.4 The positions of the modelled sources are shown in Figure 7.2. 
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Table 7.1: Point Source Parameters 

Source 
ID 

National Grid 
References (m) 

Height (m) 
Diameter 

(m) 

Efflux 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Temp 
(°C) 

Specific 
Emission* 
(per fan) 
(g-NH3/s) X Y 

P1a  493912  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P1b 493942  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P1c  493881  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P2a 493912  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P2b 493942  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P2c 493881  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P3a  493912  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P3b 493942  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P3c 493881  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P4a 493912  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P4b 493942  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P4c 493881  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P5a 493912  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P5b 493942  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P5c 493881  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P6a 493912  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P6b  493942  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

P6c 493881  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 0.018 

*Emission per fan reduced by 50% when gable end wall fans running (at ambient temperatures ≥220C) 
 

Table 7.2: Volume Source Parameters 

Source 
ID 

Base 
Height 

(m) 

Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Volume 
(m3) 

Emission 
Rate  

(g-NH3/s) 

Specific 
Emission Rate 

(g-NH3/m3/s) 

P1v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 

P2v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 

P3v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 

P4v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 

P5v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 

P6v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 0.053 0.00007 
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Figure 7.2: Modelled Sources and Buildings 

Buildings 

7.3.5 The structure of the poultry buildings themselves will have some effect on the behaviour of the 
ammonia plumes from the point sources representing the high velocity ridge extraction fans. 
Therefore, the proposed poultry buildings are modelled as rectangular blocks within ADMS.  The 
modelled building details are shown in Table 7.3 and their locations are shown in Figure 7.2. 

Table 7.3: Building Parameters 

Building/Structure 
National Grid 

References (m) Height 
(m) 

Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Angle 
(0) ID Description X Y 

P1 Poultry Building 1 493912 331057 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P2 Poultry Building 2 493912 331027 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P3 Poultry Building 3 493912 331000 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P4 Poultry Building 4 493912 330970 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P5 Poultry Building 5 493912 330944 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P6 Poultry Building 6 493912 330913 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

BB Biomass Building 493972 330991 6.87 36.58 6.45 90 

SB Storage Barn 493979 331036 5.24 18.29 12.19 90 

GP GP Block 493983 331060 3.97 14.00 6.00 79 

AW Agricultural Worker’s Dwelling 493964 331090 5.20 12.59 8.43 90 
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Terrain and Roughness Length   

7.3.6 The general area around the proposed buildings consists of undulating landform based around 
the valley of the River Witham, with gradients of greater than 1:10.  Therefore, terrain data has 
been used within the ADMS model, based on Ordnance Survey OS Terrain 50, which is a 50 m 
resolution Digital Terrain Model. A sensitivity analysis was also carried out without terrain, the 
results of which are provided in Appendix 7.2.   

7.3.7 A fixed roughness length of 0.3 m has been assumed for the entire modelling domain to reflect 
the agricultural land and areas of woodland surrounding the site.  This value is considered 
appropriate for the morphology of the assessment area and is the value suggested within ADMS 
5.2 for 'agricultural areas (max)’. A roughness length of 0.3 m was also considered appropriate for 
the morphology of the meteorological station. 

Monin-Obukhov Length 

7.3.8 The Monin-Obukhov length provides a measure of the stability of the atmosphere. The default 
minimum Monin-Obukhov length of 1 m was used in the dispersion modelling study. A minimum 
Monin-Obukhov length of 10 m was used for the meteorological station and is suggested within 
ADMS 5.2 as being suitable for 'small towns <50,000'. 

Discrete Receptors 

7.3.9 Seventy-three discrete receptor points have been defined within the model to represent the 
designated sites as listed in Table 7.4. The receptor locations are shown in Figure 7.3.   

Table 7.4: Receptor Locations 

Receptor 
National Grid 

References (m) Height (m) 
ID Description X Y 

1 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493465 332172 0 

2 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493622 332203 0 

3 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493772 332341 0 

4 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493420 332249 0 

5 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493634 332346 0 

6 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493788 332506 0 

7 Woodnook Valley SSSI 493528 332432 0 

8 Kirton Wood SSSI 497989 332568 0 

9 Kirton Wood SSSI 498122 332193 0 

10 Kirton Wood SSSI 497816 332893 0 

11 Kirton Wood SSSI 498319 332500 0 

12 Kirton Wood SSSI 498092 333009 0 

13 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494000 331435 0 

14 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 493889 331470 0 

15 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494182 331509 0 
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Receptor 
National Grid 

References (m) Height (m) 
ID Description X Y 

16 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494272 331715 0 

17 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 493836 331634 0 

18 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494094 331750 0 

19 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 493743 331780 0 

20 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494032 331964 0 

21 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494224 332129 0 

22 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 494237 332366 0 

23 Ponton Great Wood AW/LWS 494782 330405 0 

24 Ponton Great Wood AW/LWS 494697 330326 0 

25 Ponton Great Wood AW/LWS 495009 330556 0 

26 Ponton Great Wood AW/LWS 494736 330236 0 

27 Ponton Great Wood AW/LWS 494963 330361 0 

28 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495180 331006 0 

29 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495229 331326 0 

30 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495216 330849 0 

31 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495586 330780 0 

32 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495631 331573 0 

33 Boothby Great Wood AW/LWS 495858 331198 0 

34 Great Ponton Quarry Road Verge LWS 493969 330221 0 

35 Great Ponton Quarry Road Verge LWS 493952 329907 0 

36 Great Ponton Quarry Road Verge LWS 493923 329406 0 

37 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 493232 330287 0 

38 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 493094 330433 0 

39 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 493419 329979 0 

40 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 493553 329583 0 

41 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 493820 329247 0 

42 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 492864 331261 0 

43 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 492904 331487 0 

44 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 492990 331759 0 

45 River Witham, Little Ponton LWS 492837 331314 0 

46 River Witham, Little Ponton LWS 492887 331554 0 

47 River Witham, Little Ponton LWS 492974 331874 0 
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Receptor 
National Grid 

References (m) Height (m) 
ID Description X Y 

48 River Witham, Little Ponton LWS 492883 332117 0 

49 River Witham, Little Ponton LWS 492741 332360 0 

50 River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park LWS 492984 330479 0 

51 River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park LWS 493027 330191 0 

52 River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park LWS 493179 330010 0 

53 River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park LWS 493121 329492 0 

54 River Witham, Great Ponton to Easton Park LWS 493032 329087 0 

55 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 492892 330424 0 

56 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 492678 330240 0 

57 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 492528 330119 0 

58 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 492540 329955 0 

59 Stoke Rochford Pumping Station LWS 492480 329737 0 

60 Great Ponton A1 Road Verges LWS 492414 330118 0 

61 Great Ponton A1 Road Verges LWS 492428 329925 0 

62 Great Ponton A1 Road Verges LWS 492471 329625 0 

63 Great Ponton A1 Road Verges LWS 492379 329820 0 

64 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 493076 332271 0 

65 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 493195 332471 0 

66 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 493058 332612 0 

67 Saltersford Valley LWS 492725 332441 0 

68 Saltersford Valley LWS 492720 332627 0 

69 Great Ponton Railway Cutting SNCI 493371 330409 0 

70 Great Ponton Railway Cutting SNCI 493417 330201 0 

71 Great Ponton Railway Cutting SNCI 493458 330016 0 

72 Great Ponton Marsh SNCI 492487 330082 0 

73 Great Ponton BR Site SNCI 494261 329066 0 
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Figure 7.3: The Discrete Receptor Points and the Regular Cartesian Grid used in ADMS 
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The Regular Cartesian Grid 

7.3.10 A 2 km by 2 km regular Cartesian grid at 50 m resolution has been used to produce the contour 
map presented in the results of this study. Details of the grid are shown in Figure 7.3, where it is 
marked by grey lines bounded by a grey rectangle. 

Deposition 

7.3.11 The methods used to model deposition of ammonia and consequent plume depletion are based 
on Environment Agency (EA) guidance from the document entitled ‘Guidance on modelling the 
concentration and deposition of ammonia emitted from intensive farming’ (Air Quality Modelling 
and Assessment Unit, 2010).  

1. Annual mean ammonia concentrations in each of the five separate years of the 

meteorological record were calculated using ADMS without deposition. As deposition results 

in depletion of ammonia in the plume, this tends to overestimate the concentration in air. 

2. A spatially varying deposition field was defined based on the maxima of the annual 

concentrations obtained in step one, values for deposition velocity suggested by the EA (see 

Table 7.5), and land usage around the farm. This is shown in Figure 7.4. 

3. Using the spatially varying deposition field obtained in step two, ADMS was re-run for the 

years when the greatest exposures were predicted. 

Table 7.5: EA Recommended Ammonia Dry Deposition Velocity at Different Long Term Average 
Concentration to be used in an Impact Assessment 

NH3 Concentration 
(Farm(s) Contribution + 
Background) (µg/m3) 

< 10 10 - 20 20 – 30 30 – 80 > 80 

Deposition velocity (m/s) 0.02 - 0.03* 0.015 0.01 0.005 0.003 

*0.02 m/s for short vegetation, and 0.03 m/s for tall vegetation. 

 

7.3.12 A further restriction to deposition velocity of 0.005 m/s has been applied where there is fertilised 
arable cropland or bare ground. This is to account for possible restricted deposition over crops 
and open ground. It is a precautionary approach which can only result in higher predictions of 
ammonia concentration and deposition at sensitive sites. 

7.3.13 For modelling purposes, deposition velocity is temporally fixed. However, in reality it will vary 
seasonally and diurnally and it is also dependent on meteorological conditions and the state of 
vegetation. Model sensitivity to such effects is currently unknown. Nevertheless, higher rates of 
deposition and plume depletion in the summer months probably compensate for lower rates in 
winter. 

7.3.14 Deposition rates were calculated using the conversion factors provided within Environment 
Agency guidance. Predicted ammonia concentrations were multiplied by an assumed worst case 
deposition velocity of 0.03 m/s and the units converted from μg/m2/s to kg N/ha/year by 
multiplying by a factor of 259.7. For calculation of acidification (conversion to keq/ha/year) the 
deposition (μg/m2/s) was multiplied by 18.5 (EA, 2014). 
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Figure 7.4: Deposition Velocity Contours in the Detailed Modelling Domain 

 

7.4 Uncertainties and Assumptions 

7.4.1 The assessment is subject to the following uncertainties and assumptions: 

 Background ammonia levels will vary with time, background data has been obtained from 
the Air Pollution Information System (APIS) and is based on 3-year mean for 2013-15, which 
is considered appropriate, and is the most up-to-date APIS information available. 

 For modelling purposes, deposition velocity is temporally fixed. However, in reality it would 
vary seasonally and diurnally, and it is also dependent on meteorological conditions and 
the state of vegetation. Model sensitivity to such effects is currently unknown. 
Nevertheless, higher rates of deposition and plume depletion in summer probably 
compensate for lower rates in winter. 

 It is assumed that meteorological conditions measured at the Cranwell meteorological 
station during 2014 to 2018 are representative of the meteorological conditions at the site, 
on the basis that it is the closest suitable recording station to the site. 

 There will be uncertainties introduced because the modelling has simplified real-world 
processes into a series of algorithms. Furthermore, it has been assumed that the 
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subsequent dispersion of ammonia will conform to a Gaussian distribution in order to 
simplify the real-world dilution and dispersion conditions. 

 There is an element of uncertainty in all measured and modelled data. All values presented 
in this report are based on “best” estimates.  
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Appendix 7.2: Ammonia Sensitivity Analysis – Model Run without Terrain 
Table 7.6: Predicted Maximum Process Contribution to Annual Mean Ammonia Concentration, Annual Mean Nitrogen Deposition and Annual Mean Acid Deposition at the 
Discrete Receptors – Screening Modelling Run 

Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

1 493465 332172 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.10 3.27 15.0 0.77 5.10 4.856 0.05 1.12 

2 493622 332203 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.10 3.38 15.0 0.79 5.27 4.856 0.06 1.16 

3 493772 332341 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.09 3.04 15.0 0.71 4.74 4.856 0.05 1.04 

4 493420 332249 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.09 2.96 15.0 0.69 4.61 4.856 0.05 1.02 

5 493634 332346 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.09 2.92 15.0 0.68 4.55 4.856 0.05 1.00 

6 493788 332506 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.08 2.57 15.0 0.60 4.01 4.856 0.04 0.88 

7 493528 332432 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.08 2.59 15.0 0.61 4.03 4.856 0.04 0.89 

8 497989 332568 Kirton Wood SSSI 1.00 0.02 2.28 - - - - - - 

9 498122 332193 Kirton Wood SSSI 1.00 0.02 2.32 - - - - - - 

10 497816 332893 Kirton Wood SSSI 1.00 0.02 2.21 - - - - - - 

11 498319 332500 Kirton Wood SSSI 1.00 0.02 2.08 - - - - - - 

12 498092 333009 Kirton Wood SSSI 1.00 0.02 1.98 - - - - - - 

13 494000 331435 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.52 17.36 5.0 4.06 81.14 8.597 0.29 3.36 

14 493889 331470 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.45 15.02 5.0 3.51 70.23 10.829 0.25 2.31 

15 494182 331509 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.38 12.80 5.0 2.99 59.84 8.597 0.21 2.48 

16 494272 331715 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.22 7.39 5.0 1.73 34.52 8.597 0.12 1.43 

17 493836 331634 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.28 9.30 5.0 2.17 43.45 10.829 0.15 1.43 

18 494094 331750 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.22 7.29 5.0 1.70 34.09 8.597 0.12 1.41 

19 493743 331780 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.20 6.53 5.0 1.53 30.55 10.829 0.11 1.00 

20 494032 331964 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.15 4.92 5.0 1.15 23.02 8.597 0.08 0.95 
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Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

21 494224 332129 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.12 3.86 5.0 0.90 18.04 8.594 0.06 0.75 

22 494237 332366 Ponton Park Wood AW/LWS 3.00 0.09 2.88 5.0 0.67 13.48 8.594 0.05 0.56 

23 494782 330405 Ponton Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.13 4.28 10.0 1.00 10.00 8.598 0.07 0.83 

24 494697 330326 Ponton Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.13 4.29 10.0 1.00 10.02 8.598 0.07 0.83 

25 495009 330556 Ponton Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.11 3.69 10.0 0.86 8.62 8.613 0.06 0.71 

26 494736 330236 Ponton Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.11 3.70 10.0 0.86 8.65 8.598 0.06 0.72 

27 494963 330361 Ponton Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.10 3.37 10.0 0.79 7.89 8.598 0.06 0.65 

28 495180 331006 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.16 5.35 5.0 1.25 25.01 8.613 0.09 1.03 

29 495229 331326 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.17 5.50 5.0 1.29 25.72 8.613 0.09 1.06 

30 495216 330849 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.13 4.28 5.0 1.00 20.02 8.613 0.07 0.83 

31 495586 330780 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.08 2.73 5.0 0.64 12.77 8.613 0.05 0.53 

32 495631 331573 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.10 3.35 5.0 0.78 15.66 8.613 0.06 0.65 

33 495858 331198 Boothby Great Wood 
AW/LWS 

3.00 0.08 2.83 5.0 0.66 13.21 8.613 0.05 0.55 

34 493969 330221 Great Ponton Quarry Road 
Verge LWS 

3.00 0.15 5.11 15 1.19 7.96 4.856 0.09 1.75 
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Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

35 493952 329907 Great Ponton Quarry Road 
Verge LWS 

3.00 0.09 3.05 15.0 0.71 4.76 4.856 0.05 1.05 

36 493923 329406 Great Ponton Quarry Road 
Verge LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.74 15.0 0.41 2.72 4.856 0.03 0.60 

37 493232 330287 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 3.00 0.13 4.36 15.0 1.02 6.80 4.856 0.07 1.50 

38 493094 330433 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 3.00 0.12 4.12 15.0 0.96 6.43 4.856 0.07 1.41 

39 493419 329979 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 3.00 0.09 3.13 15.0 0.73 4.88 4.856 0.05 1.07 

40 493553 329583 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 3.00 0.07 2.19 15.0 0.51 3.41 4.856 0.04 0.75 

41 493820 329247 Pit Lane Road Verges LWS 3.00 0.05 1.55 15.0 0.36 2.42 4.856 0.03 0.53 

42 492864 331261 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 3.00 0.08 2.69 15 0.63 4.19 4.856 0.04 0.92 

43 492904 331487 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 3.00 0.07 2.25 15 0.53 3.51 4.856 0.04 0.77 

44 492990 331759 Little Ponton Grassland LWS 3.00 0.07 2.47 15 0.58 3.85 4.856 0.04 0.85 

45 492837 331314 River Witham, Little Ponton 
LWS 

3.00 0.08 2.53 10 0.59 5.92 10.83 0.04 0.39 

46 492887 331554 River Witham, Little Ponton 
LWS 

3.00 0.06 2.06 10 0.48 4.81 10.83 0.03 0.32 

47 492974 331874 River Witham, Little Ponton 
LWS 

3.00 0.07 2.44 10 0.57 5.71 10.83 0.04 0.38 

48 492883 332117 River Witham, Little Ponton 
LWS 

3.00 0.06 2.11 10 0.49 4.93 10.827 0.04 0.32 

49 492741 332360 River Witham, Little Ponton 
LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.72 10 0.40 4.03 10.827 0.03 0.26 

50 492984 330479 River Witham, Great Ponton 
to Easton Park LWS 

3.00 0.11 3.61 10 0.84 8.43 10.831 0.06 0.55 

51 493027 330191 River Witham, Great Ponton 
to Easton Park LWS 

3.00 0.10 3.30 10 0.77 7.71 10.831 0.05 0.51 
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Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

52 493179 330010 River Witham, Great Ponton 
to Easton Park LWS 

3.00 0.09 3.03 10 0.71 7.07 10.831 0.05 0.47 

53 493121 329492 River Witham, Great Ponton 
to Easton Park LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.75 10 0.41 4.10 10.823 0.03 0.27 

54 493032 329087 River Witham, Great Ponton 
to Easton Park LWS 

3.00 0.04 1.35 10 0.32 3.17 10.823 0.02 0.21 

55 492892 330424 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 3.00 0.09 3.16 10 0.74 7.38 10.831 0.05 0.49 

56 492678 330240 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 3.00 0.07 2.40 10 0.56 5.61 10.831 0.04 0.37 

57 492528 330119 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 3.00 0.06 2.05 10 0.48 4.78 10.831 0.03 0.31 

58 492540 329955 Great Ponton Marsh LWS 3.00 0.06 1.98 10 0.46 4.63 10.824 0.03 0.30 

59 492480 329737 Stoke Rochford Pumping 
Station LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.75 20 0.41 2.04 4.856 0.03 0.60 

60 492414 330118 Great Ponton A1 Road 
Verges LWS 

3.00 0.06 1.86 15 0.43 2.90 4.856 0.03 0.64 

61 492428 329925 Great Ponton A1 Road 
Verges LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.81 15 0.42 2.83 4.856 0.03 0.62 

62 492471 329625 Great Ponton A1 Road 
Verges LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.65 15 0.38 2.57 4.856 0.03 0.56 

63 492379 329820 Great Ponton A1 Road 
Verges LWS 

3.00 0.05 1.70 15 0.40 2.66 4.856 0.03 0.58 

64 493076 332271 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 3.00 0.07 2.40 15 0.56 3.74 4.856 0.04 0.82 

65 493195 332471 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 3.00 0.07 2.20 15 0.51 3.43 4.856 0.04 0.75 

66 493058 332612 Little Ponton Quarry LWS 3.00 0.06 1.89 15 0.44 2.95 4.856 0.03 0.65 

67 492725 332441 Saltersford Valley LWS 1.00 0.05 4.98 - - - - - - 

68 492720 332627 Saltersford Valley LWS 1.00 0.05 4.64 - - - - - - 
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Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

69 493371 330409 Great Ponton Railway 
Cutting SNCI 

3.00 0.18 5.88 15 1.37 9.17 4.856 0.10 2.02 

70 493417 330201 Great Ponton Railway 
Cutting SNCI 

3.00 0.13 4.34 15 1.01 6.76 4.856 0.07 1.49 

71 493458 330016 Great Ponton Railway 
Cutting SNCI 

3.00 0.10 3.34 15 0.78 5.21 4.856 0.06 1.15 

72 492487 330082 Great Ponton Marsh SNCI 3.00 0.06 1.96 15 0.46 3.06 4.856 0.03 0.67 

73 494261 329066 Great Ponton BR Site SNCI 3.00 0.04 1.29 15 0.30 2.00 5.071 0.02 0.42 

Table 7.7: Predicted Maximum Process Contribution to Annual Mean Ammonia Concentration, Annual Mean Nitrogen Deposition and Annual Mean Acid Deposition at 
Woodnook Valley SSSI – Detailed Modelling Run 

Rec X (m) Y (m) Site 

Maximum Annual Mean Ammonia 
Concentration (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Mean Nitrogen 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

Maximum Annual Acid Mean 
Deposition Rate (2014 – 2018) 

 Cle 
(µg/m³) PC (µg/m³) % of Cle 

Clo  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

PC  
(kg N/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

Clo 
(keq/ha/yr) 

PC 
(keq/ha/yr) 

% of 
Clo 

1 493465 332172 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.07 2.31 15.0 0.54 3.60 4.856 0.04 0.79 

2 493622 332203 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.07 2.38 15.0 0.56 3.71 4.856 0.04 0.82 

3 493772 332341 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.06 2.09 15.0 0.49 3.26 4.856 0.03 0.72 

4 493420 332249 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.06 2.06 15.0 0.48 3.21 4.856 0.03 0.71 

5 493634 332346 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.06 2.00 15.0 0.47 3.11 4.856 0.03 0.69 

6 493788 332506 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.05 1.73 15.0 0.40 2.69 4.856 0.03 0.59 

7 493528 332432 Woodnook Valley SSSI 3.00 0.05 1.75 15.0 0.41 2.72 4.856 0.03 0.60 

PC – process contribution, Cle – critical level, Clo – critical load 
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Appendix 8.1: Environmental Protection Services Consultation 
 

See following page. 

 

 



RE: Odour impact assessment for proposed poultry unit at land near 
Railway Farm, Dallygate, Great Ponton 
Lesley Beevers [Lesley.Beevers@southkesteven.gov.uk] 

Hi Nisha

The proposed approach is acceptable.

We haven’t received any odour complaints.

Lesley

From: Nisha Rehm [mailto:Nisha.Rehm@adas.co.uk] 
Sent: 01 March 2019 15:30
To: Lesley Beevers <Lesley.Beevers@southkesteven.gov.uk>
Subject: Odour impact assessment for proposed poultry unit at land near Railway Farm, Dallygate, Great 
Ponton

Dear Lesley,

Peter Lifford has passed me your contact details in relation to consultation on a proposed poultry unit 
development. RSK ADAS are carrying out an EIA of proposed poultry unit development at land near Railway 
Farm, Dallygate, Great Ponton. As part of the EIA we are carrying out an odour impact assessment of the 
proposed development. 

Please find attached a consultation letter outlining our proposed approach and scope of the odour 
assessment. We would welcome your comments on our proposed approach and scope as well as any 
information on existing odour complaints in the area.

Thank you

Kind regards

Nisha Rehm PIEMA
Senior EIA Consultant

RSK
11D Park House, Milton Park, Milton, Abingdon, OX14 4RS
Switchboard: +44 (0)1235 355630 · Direct dial: +44 (0)1235 355645 · Mobile: +44 (0)7469 144221  
email: nisha.rehm@adas.co.uk

http://www.rsk.co.uk

Registered number: 115530

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee, you should not 
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail 
from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive 
late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise 
as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required, please request a hard-copy version. 

Before printing think about your responsibility and commitment to the ENVIRONMENT!

ADAS exists to provide ideas, specialist knowledge and solutions to secure our food and enhance the 
environment. 

Sent: 01 March 2019 15:51 

To: Nisha Rehm 

Page 1 of 2RE: Odour impact assessment for proposed poultry unit at land near Railway Farm, D...

01/03/2019https://remote.adas.co.uk/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADHeqzInzD0Qb...



The information is intended for the addressee and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any use of, or taking of any action 
in reliance upon, this information by parties other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this in error, please contact the 
sender and delete the material. Opinions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of ADAS are 
neither given or endorsed by it. Where this email contains a quote for ADAS goods or services it is covered by our standard T&Cs, 
available from T&Cs, unless otherwise specified.

ADAS is a trading name of RSK ADAS Ltd. Registered in England No. 10486936. Registered Office: Spring Lodge, 172 Chester Road, 
Helsby, Cheshire, WA6 0AR. RSK ADAS Ltd is part of RSK Group Ltd.

The information contained in this e-mail along with any attachments may be confidential, legally 
privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. It is intended for the named individual(s) or entity 
who is/are the only authorised recipient(s). If this message has reached you in error please notify the 
sender immediately and delete it without review. Email is not secure and may contain viruses. We 
make every effort to ensure email is sent without viruses, but cannot guarantee this and recommends 
recipients take appropriate precautions. We may monitor email traffic data and content in accordance 
with our policies and English law.   

Page 2 of 2RE: Odour impact assessment for proposed poultry unit at land near Railway Farm, D...

01/03/2019https://remote.adas.co.uk/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAADHeqzInzD0Qb...
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Appendix 8.2: Odour Dispersion Modelling Methodology 

8 Methodology 

8.1 Model Description 

8.1.1 The model used in this study is UK Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling System (ADMS) Version 5.2.  
ADMS is a steady-state atmospheric dispersion model that is based on modern atmospheric 
physics. It can include treatment of both surface and elevated sources and both simple and 
complex terrain.  ADMS is one of the few models capable of simulating all the important 
atmospheric processes. The model calculates downwind pollutant concentration in the 
surrounding area for each hour of the day and night over an appropriate period. Statistics on the 
frequency and concentration of pollutants at the receptor sites are based upon the hourly 
calculations. A grid referencing system within the computer model allows the location of both 
sources and receptors to be specified to an accuracy of within 1 m. If necessary, the model also 
incorporates the effects of buildings on the pollutant plume, known as building downwash. 

8.1.2 ADMS has been chosen because it is “fitted for the purpose of the modelling procedure” as defined 
by the guidelines published by the Royal Meteorological Society (Britter et al, 1995 and Ireland et 
al, 2006). The group that leads the development of ADMS is Cambridge Environmental Research 
Consultants (CERC), but the UK Met Office and others have made additional contributions. The 
model has been extensively validated against site measurements. Details of these validation 
studies and the formulation of the ADMS are available on the CERC website. 

8.1.3 Published studies have shown that atmospheric dispersion models are reliable in predicting the 
pattern of downwind pollutant concentrations and deposition rates (as statistical distributions) 
over a period of time (H.R. Olesen, 1997). The ADAS modelling study reported here is based on 
calculations made over a period of 43,800 hours (5 years) and represents a suitably long period 
for such a statistical study. 

8.2 Modelling Period 

8.2.1 The EA, in their H4 odour guidance, sets out in Appendix 3 (of H4) that a minimum of three years, 
and preferably five years weather data, should be used to calculate the 98th percentile of the 
hourly mean odour concentrations, in order to represent conditions for an average year.  The 
IAQM guidance (Bull et. al., 2018) also suggests that five years of data should be used and that 
individual years should be modelled. Comparisons of single yearly statistics will show the range, 
or sensitivity, of the modelled 98th percentile odour concentrations to meteorological data.  For 
example, a particular year may have a number of periods where dispersion conditions are very 
poor, leading to higher annual 98th percentile values. ADAS has used the mean or average 98th 
percentile of the hourly mean odour concentrations over a five-year period to provide statistically 
robust results, smoothing out inter-annual variations as specified in the H4 guidance.   

8.3 Meteorology 

8.3.1 A statistical dispersion modelling run requires a minimum of five years of hourly meteorological 
records. The closest meteorological station to the proposed development that regularly records 
all the elements required for dispersion modelling to a suitable standard is at Cranwell, which is 
approximately 20 km to the north north-east.   

The wind rose for the weather file, derived from data from the Cranwell, meteorological station, 
is shown in Figure 3.1. This illustrates the relative frequency of wind directions and wind speeds 
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used in the modelling study, and it shows a relatively common pattern of prevailing south westerly 
wind directions.    

 

Figure 8.1:  Wind Rose Derived from Cranwell Meteorological Station Data (2014 - 2018) 

8.4 Model Parameters 

Odour Emissions 

8.4.1 For modelling purposes, a simplistic and precautionary assumption of three fan stacks along the 
ridge of each of the six proposed poultry building has been assumed, with total emissions 
allocated between these three emissions sources per house. With larger numbers of fans running 
there would be enhanced initial dispersion of emissions. Emissions from the high velocity ridge 
mounted fans are therefore represented by three point sources per poultry building within ADMS. 
Emissions from the gable end fans, used to augment the high velocity ridge fans during periods of 
hot weather, are represented by one volume source per poultry building.  

8.4.2 Emissions from the volume sources representing the gable end fans are assumed to occur when 
the ambient temperature equals or exceeds 22°C. When these conditions do occur, the gable end 
fans are assumed to account for 50% of the total emission and whilst they are emitting, emissions 
from the point sources, representing the high velocity roof fans, are reduced by 50%. 

8.4.3 Further details of the modelled point source parameters (ridge fans) are provided in Table 8.1 and 
the modelled volume source parameters (gable end wall fans) are provided in Table 8.2. It is noted 
that the figures presented represent the average of summer daytime emission rates through the 
growing cycle, and they are varied seasonally and diurnally within the ADMS model.  No account 
is taken of empty periods between the flock cycle, so that the modelled scenario is precautionary.  

8.4.4 The positions of the modelled sources are shown in Figure 8.2. 
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Table 8.1: Point Source Parameters 

Source 
ID 

National Grid 
References (m) Height 

(m) 
Diameter 

(m) 

Efflux 
Velocity 

(m/s) 

Temp 
(°C) 

Specific 
Emission 
(per fan) 

(ouE/s) X Y 

P1a  493912  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P1b 493942  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P1c  493881  331057 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P2a 493912  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P2b 493942  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P2c 493881  331027 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P3a  493912  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P3b 493942  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P3c 493881  331000 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P4a 493912  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P4b 493942  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P4c 493881  330970 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P5a 493912  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P5b 493942  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P5c 493881  330944 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P6a 493912  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P6b  493942  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

P6c 493881  330913 6.395 0.80 11.00 22 6,615.00 

Table 8.2: Volume Source Parameters 

Source 
ID 

Base Height 
(m) 

Length 
(m) 

Width (m) Depth (m) 
Volume 

(m3) 

Specific 
Emission 

(ouE/m3/s) 

P1v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 

P2v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 

P3v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 

P4v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 

P5v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 

P6v 0 21.81 5.00 3.50 381.68 51.99 
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Figure 8.2: Modelled Sources and Buildings 

Buildings 

8.4.5 The structure of the poultry buildings will have some effect on the behaviour of the odour plumes 
from the point sources representing the high velocity ridge extraction fans. Therefore, the 
proposed poultry buildings are modelled as rectangular blocks within ADMS.  The modelled 
building details are shown below in Table 8.3 and their locations shown in Figure 8.2. 

Table 8.3: Building Parameters 

Building/Structure 
National Grid 

References (m) Height 
(m) 

Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Angle 
(0) 

ID Description X Y 

P1 Poultry Building 1 493912 331057 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P2 Poultry Building 2 493912 331027 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P3 Poultry Building 3 493912 331000 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P4 Poultry Building 4 493912 330970 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P5 Poultry Building 5 493912 330944 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

P6 Poultry Building 6 493912 330913 5.34 91.95 21.81 90 

BB Biomass Building 493972 330991 6.87 36.58 6.45 90 

SB Storage Barn 493979 331036 5.24 18.29 12.19 90 
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Building/Structure 
National Grid 

References (m) Height 
(m) 

Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Angle 
(0) 

ID Description X Y 

GP GP Block 493983 331060 3.97 14.00 6.00 79 

AW Agricultural Worker’s Dwelling 493964 331090 5.20 12.59 8.43 90 

 

Terrain and Roughness Length   

8.4.6 The local area consists of undulating landform based around the valley of the River Witham, with 
gradients of greater than 1:10.  Therefore, terrain data has been used within the ADMS model, 
based on Ordnance Survey OS Terrain 50, a 50 m resolution Digital Terrain Model.   

8.4.7 A fixed roughness length of 0.3 m has been assumed for the entire modelling domain to reflect 
the agricultural land and areas of woodland surrounding the site.  This value is considered 
appropriate for the morphology of the assessment area and is the value suggested within ADMS 
5.2 for 'agricultural areas (max)’. A roughness length of 0.3 m was also considered appropriate for 
the morphology of the meteorological station. 

Monin-Obukhov Length 

8.4.8 The Monin-Obukhov length provides a measure of the stability of the atmosphere. The default 
minimum Monin-Obukhov length of 1 m was used in the dispersion modelling study. A minimum 
Monin-Obukhov length of 10 m was used for the meteorological station and is suggested within 
ADMS 5.2 as being suitable for 'small towns <50,000'. 

Discrete Receptors 

8.4.9 Six discrete receptor points have been defined within the model to represent a selection of nearby 
residential properties.  These discrete receptors are defined at 1.5 m above ground level and their 
locations are detailed in Table 8.4 and shown in Figure 8.3.   

Table 8.4: Receptor Locations 

Receptor National Grid References (m) 
Height (m) 

ID Description X Y 

1 Railway Farm (farmhouse) 493353 330558 1.5 

2 Residence on Pit Lane 493291 330340 1.5 

3 Mill Farm (farmhouse) 492874 330864 1.5 

4 Ermine Street Farm (farmhouse) 494256 329947 1.5 

5 Poplar Farm (farmhouse) 494863 331694 1.5 

6 Agricultural worker’s dwelling 493960 331084 1.5 
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Figure 8.3: The Discrete Receptors and the Cartesian Grid used in ADMS 

 

The Cartesian Grid 

8.4.10 A Cartesian grid with a resolution of 25 m was included in the model for an area of 500 m by 
500 m covering the main application area and immediate surroundings, with a 50 m resolution 
grid extending 2,000 m from the central grid. The grid is shown in Figure 8.3. Results were 
subsequently used to produce contour plots using the Surfer software package. 

8.5 Uncertainties and Assumptions 

8.5.1 The following uncertainties and assumptions have been made in the odour assessment: 

 It is assumed that meteorological conditions measured at the Cranwell meteorological 
station during 2014 to 2018 are representative of the meteorological conditions at the site, 
on the basis that it is the closest suitable recording station to the site. 

 There will be uncertainties introduced because the modelling has simplified real-world 
processes into a series of algorithms. Furthermore, it has been assumed that the 
subsequent dispersion of odour will conform to a Gaussian distribution in order to simplify 
the real-world dilution and dispersion conditions. 

 Modelling is based on a simplistic and precautionary assumption of three fan stacks along 
the ridge of each poultry building, with total emissions allocated between these three 
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emissions sources per building. In reality there is likely to be a higher number of fan stacks 
and greater initial dispersal of emissions. 

 Modelling is based on the average of summer daytime emission rates through the growing 
cycle, and they are varied seasonally and diurnally within ADMS. This is designed to 
replicate the pattern of emissions through the different stages of the flock cycle but ADMS 
is unlikely to be able to completely replicate all such variations and may lead to periods of 
both under- and over-prediction of results. Nevertheless, it remains the best available tool 
for carrying out such an assessment. 

 No account is taken of empty periods between flock cycles, this may result in an 
overestimation of odour emissions.    

 There is an element of uncertainty in all measured and modelled data. All values presented 
in this report are based on “best” estimates. 

 

8.6 References 
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Appendix 8.3: Predicted Odour Concentrations for Each Year of the 
Met File 

Receptor 
No Receptor 

Annual 98th Percentile Hourly Mean Odour Concentration 
(ouE/m3) 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Average Max 

1 Railway Farm (farmhouse) 0.77 0.51 0.61 0.42 0.59 0.58 0.77 

2 Residence on Pit Lane 0.53 0.35 0.42 0.25 0.38 0.39 0.53 

3 Mill Farm (farmhouse) 0.41 0.30 0.31 0.24 0.31 0.31 0.41 

4 Ermine Street Farm (farmhouse) 0.29 0.28 0.30 0.20 0.34 0.28 0.34 

5 Poplar Farm (farmhouse) 0.27 0.27 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.29 0.31 

6 Agricultural worker’s dwelling 7.36 7.32 7.77 7.79 7.64 7.58 7.79 
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Appendix 8.4: Odour Sensitivity Analysis - Model Run without 
Terrain 

Receptor 
No Receptor 

Annual 98th Percentile Hourly Mean Odour Concentration 
(ouE/m3) 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Average Max 

1 Railway Farm (farmhouse) 0.76 0.48 0.61 0.44 0.59 0.58 0.76 

2 Residence on Pit Lane 0.53 0.35 0.41 0.25 0.39 0.39 0.53 

3 Mill Farm (farmhouse) 0.36 0.28 0.28 0.22 0.29 0.29 0.36 

4 Ermine Street Farm (farmhouse) 0.29 0.28 0.30 0.20 0.34 0.28 0.34 

5 Poplar Farm (farmhouse) 0.26 0.28 0.33 0.33 0.30 0.30 0.33 

6 Agricultural worker’s dwelling 6.82 6.76 7.24 7.37 7.47 7.13 7.47 
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Appendix 9.1: Flood Risk Assessment 
 

See following page. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Context 

RSK Land and Development Engineering Ltd (RSK) was commissioned to carry out a 
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) by RSK ADAS on behalf of Bowler Adams (the ‘client’). 
The assessment is in support of the full planning submission for a large poultry unit at 
land at High Dike, near to Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham (the ‘site’). 

The assessment has been prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF)1  and its accompanying Planning Practice Guidance2, the Interim 
Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage3, BS 8533-2011 Assessing and Managing 
Flood Risk in Development Code of Practice4, BS 8582:2013 Code of practice for surface 
water management for development sites5 and the Non-statutory technical standards for 
sustainable drainage systems6, with site-specific advice where relevant from the 
Environment Agency, the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), the Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) and the client. 

The NPPF sets out the criteria for development and flood risk by stating that inappropriate 
development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development 
away from areas at highest risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe 
without increasing flood risk elsewhere.  

The key definitions within the PPG are: 

• “Flood risk” is a combination of the probability and the potential consequences of 
flooding from all sources – including from rivers and the sea, directly from rainfall on 
the ground surface and rising groundwater, overwhelmed sewers and drainage 
systems, and from reservoirs, canals and lakes and other artificial sources; and 

• “Areas at risk of flooding” means areas at risk from all sources of flooding. For fluvial 
(river) and sea flooding, this is principally land within Flood Zones 2 and 3. It can also 
include an area within Flood Zone 1 which the Environment Agency has notified the 
local planning authority as having critical drainage problems. 

For this site, the key aspects that require the assessment are: 

• The Environment Agency’s indicative flood zone map shows that the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1; and 

                                      
1 Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, ‘National Planning Policy Framework’, February 2019. 

2 Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, ‘Planning Practice Guidance - Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change, ID 7’, March 2014. http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-
change/ 
3 DEFRA, ‘Interim Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage Systems’ National SUDS Working Group, July 
2004. 
4 BSI, ‘BS 8533-2011 Assessing and managing flood risk in development Code of practice’, October 2011. 
5 BSI, ‘BS 8582:2013 Code of practice for surface water management for development sites’, November 2013. 
6 DEFRA, ‘Sustainable Drainage Systems - Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems’, 
March 2015. 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
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• The field boundary is 9.64Ha therefore surface water drainage must be considered, 
and sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) should be incorporated where possible. 

1.2 Scope of work 

A key element of project development is to prepare a FRA to establish the flood risk 
associated with the proposed development and to propose suitable mitigation, if required, 
to reduce the risk to a more acceptable level. 

The scope of work relating to a FRA is based on the guidance provided in Section 14 of 
the NPPF and its accompanying Planning Practice Guidance.  

A site-specific FRA must demonstrate that the development will be safe for its lifetime 
taking account of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, 
and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. The scope of this assessment therefore 
comprises the following elements: 

• To review architect plans, planning information and other studies to determine 
existing site conditions; 

• To obtain information on the hydrology and hydrological regime in and around the 
site; 

• To obtain the views of the Environment Agency /LLFA including scope, location and 
impacts; 

• To determine the extent of new flooding provision and the influence on the site; 
• To assess the impact on the site from climate change effects and anticipated 

increases in rainfall over a 60 year period for commercial/industrial uses; 
• To review site surface water drainage based on the proposed layout and, if 

necessary, to determine the extent of infrastructure required; and 
• To prepare a report including calculations and summaries of the source information 

and elements reviewed. 
Reliance has been placed on factual and anecdotal data obtained from the sources 
identified. RSK cannot be held responsible for the scope of work, or any omissions, 
misrepresentation, errors or inaccuracies with the supplied information. New information, 
revised practices or changes in legislation may necessitate the re-interpretation of the 
report, in whole or in part. 

The comments given in this report and opinions expressed are subject to RSK Group 
Service Constraints provided in Appendix A. 
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2 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Existing site 

2.1.1 Location 

Site Name and Address: Land at High Dike, near to Railway Farm, Great Ponton, 
Grantham 

Site National Grid Reference: (E) 493981; (N) 330929 

The field boundary is approximately 9.64Ha in size, with a developable area of 1.9Ha 
(4.7 acres) and is located to the north east of Great Ponton. The site is currently an 
agricultural field and part of the wider field network which is bounded by High Dike to the 
east and Dallygate Lane to the south. The site is located 1.5km to the north east from the 
centre of Great Ponton. Grantham which is the nearest large settlement is located 
approximately 5.1km to the north west of the site. 

Table 2.1: Site setting 

Direction  Characteristic 

North  The site is bounded to the north by further agricultural fields, with a 
wooded area beyond 

East The site is bounded to the east by the B6043 (High Dike) with further 
agricultural fields and a solar farm beyond. 

South The site is bounded to the south by further agricultural fields with a 
sand and gravel quarry beyond. 

West The site is bounded to the west by further agricultural fields  

Figure 2.1 shows a site location map. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

RSK ADAS   4 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

Figure 2.1: Site location map (9.64ha) (Imagery 2019 Google Maps, accessed April 
2019) 

 

2.1.2 Land use and topography 

The existing site is an arable field with no areas of hardstanding on the site.  

The approximate land use of the site is as follows: 

Table 2.2: Existing site land uses for the area outlined for development (1.9Ha) 

Land use Area (Ha) Percentage (%) 

Impermeable 0.00 0 

Permeable 1.90 100 

Total 1.90 100 

 



 
 

RSK ADAS   5 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

A site-specific topographic survey has been carried out for the site. The survey shows 
the site is falls in a westerly direction from approximately 107m Above Ordnance Datum 
(mAOD) to the east of the developable area to 96mAOD to the west of the developable 
area. The highest ground level is of 115 m AOD at the southern end of the eastern 
boundary along the road. The available topographic survey is in Appendix B.  

 

2.1.3 Hydrology 

Available OS mapping (Figure 2.2) seems to highlight a small watercourse running from 
east to west within the site boundary.  From assessment of available imagery, the 
watercourse as mapped on the OS mapping does not appear to be visible on the surface, 
however, there appears to be a small depression at a low point following the topography 
of the site (Figure 2.3) located to the south of the proposed development area.  

Figure 2.2 – OS mapping (April 2019) Figure 2.3 – Potential watercourse 
location (Imagery 2019 Google Maps, 
accessed April 2019) 

A further watercourse is shown on the OS mapping to the north of the site.  Both 
watercourses shown on the OS mapping originate at High Dike, are shown to run to the 
west, though their onwards route is not defined.  It is assumed that the watercourse 
eventually discharges into the River Witham. 

The closest main river to the site is the River Witham, which is located approximately 
900m to the west of the site at its closest point.   

2.1.4 Geology 

2.1.4.1 Desk Study 

Based on the British Geological Survey7 online mapping for the area, the site exhibits the 
following geology: 

                                      
7 British Geological Survey online mapping, available at 
http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html?location=&gobBtn=go 

http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html?location=&gobBtn=go
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• Superficial Geology: Till, Mid Pleistocene - Diamicton. Superficial Deposits formed 
up to 2 million years ago in the Quaternary Period. 

• Bedrock Geology: Rutland Formation - Argillaceous Rocks with Subordinate 
Sandstone and Limestone. Sedimentary Bedrock formed approximately 166 to 170 
million years ago in the Jurassic Period. 

BGS Borehole data records were searched for nearby borehole logs that may give 
relevant information regarding the onsite geology. The closest borehole record available 
is located on site, BGS Reference: SK93SW532.  The borehole record (and others in the 
area) identify top soil overlying interchanging boulder and estuarine clay, limestone and 
ironstone.  

2.1.5 Hydrogeology 

Hydrogeological information was obtained from the online Magic Maps service. Mapping 
shows the site is underlain by a secondary (undifferentiated) bedrock aquifer and a 
Secondary B Superficial aquifer.  

Sections of the site are shown to be located within / adjacent to a Groundwater Source 
Protection Zone (SPZ) 2 – subsurface activity.  

 

2.2 Development proposals 

The proposed development is for a large (approx. 270,000 bird) poultry unit; 

The applicant proposes the following:-  

• 6 No. of poultry sheds, with roof mounted Solar PV Panels, Each poultry shed will 
measure 6.4 metres in height to top of ventilation chimney, 5.3 metres in height to 
top of ridge, 2.5 metres in height to eaves; 21.8 metres in width and 91.9 metres in 
length.  

• 9 No. feed bins, each measuring 9.2 metres in height with a dimeter of 3.3 metres 
each mounted on a concrete foundation block of 4 metres by 4 metres.  

• 6 No. air heat exchangers, each measuring 12.1 metres in length, 2.4 metres in width, 
2.6 metres in height.  

• 3 No. ground source heat pumps, each measuring 12.1 metres in length, 2.4 metres 
in width, 2.6 metres in height.  

• 8 No. gas tanks.  

• 1 No. bio mass building, measuring 36.5 metres in length, 6.8 metres in height to 
ridge, 6 metres to eaves and 6.4 metres in width.  

• The provision of a 2 metre high grass planted soil bund to the northern, southern and 
western elevation of the poultry sheds (using soil from the application site).  

• 1 No. water tank, measuring 3 metres in height, 5 metres in diameter, mounted on a 
concrete base measuring 6 metres by 6 metres.  

• 1 No. pump house, measuring 4 metres in length, 4 metres in width, maximum of 2.6 
metres in height.  
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• 1 No. GP block which will comprise of an office, rest room, storage & plant room and 
a switch room for the operating apparatus of the poultry unit.  

• 1 No. Generator mounted on a concrete block measuring 4 metres in width by 8 
metres in length.  

• 1 No. Storage barn, measuring 18.2 metres in length, 12 metres in width. 3.6 metres 
in height to the eaves and a total of 5.2 metres to the ridge.  

• 1 No. Biomass building, measuring 36.5 metres in length, 6.4 metres in width, 6 
metres in height to the eaves, 6.8 metres to ridge level.  

• 1 No. Agricultural Farm workers bungalow with 3 bedrooms and one detached 
garage.  

The development plan drawings are included in Appendix C. 

  



 
 

RSK ADAS   8 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

3 LEGISLATION, POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

3.1 National policy 

Table 3.1: National legislation and policy context 

Legislation Key provisions 

National Planning 
Policy Framework 
(2019) 

The aims of planning policy on development and flood risk are to 
ensure that flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the 
planning process to avoid inappropriate development in areas at 
risk of flooding, and to direct development away from areas at 
highest risk. 
Where new development is, exceptionally, necessary in such 
areas, policy aims to make it safe without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere and where possible, reducing flood risk overall. 

Planning Practice 
Guidance (2014) 

The NPPF is supported by an online Planning Practice Guidance, 
which provide additional guidance on flood risk. 

Flood and Water 
Management Act 
20108 

The Flood and Water Management Act (FWMA) aims to 
implement the findings of the 2007 Pitt Review and co-ordinate 
control of drainage and flood issues. 
There are a number of increased responsibilities within the Act 
that affect adoption of SuDS features and the role of the 
Environment Agency to expand on the mapping data they provide. 
The implementation of SuDS features has many beneficial 
impacts on the treatment of surface water during remediation 
works. 

Water Resources 
Act 19919  

Section 24 – The Environment Agency is empowered under this 
Act to maintain and improve the quality of ‘controlled’ waters 
Section 85 – It is an offence to cause or knowingly permit pollution 
of controlled waters 
Section 88 – Discharge consents are required for discharges to 
controlled waters 

Water Framework 
Directive (2000)10  

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) requires all inland and 
coastal waters to reach ‘good’ chemical and biological status by 
2015. Flood risk management is unlikely to have a significant 
impact on chemical water quality except where maintenance 
works disturb sediment (such as de-silting) or where pollutants are 
mobilised from contaminated land by floodwaters. 
The main impact of the WFD on flood risk management, both now 
and in the future, relates to the ecological quality of water bodies. 
Channel works, such as straightening and deepening, or flood risk 
management schemes that modify geomorphological processes 
can change river morphology. The WFD aims to protect 

                                      
8 Flood and Water Management Act, 2010 
9 Water Resources Act, 1991 
10 EU Water Framework Directive, 2000 
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Legislation Key provisions 

conservation sites identified by the EC Habitats Directive and 
Birds Directive that have water-related features, by designating 
them as ‘protected sites’. 

 

3.2 Local policy 

Table 3.2: Local policy legislation and policy context 

Legislation Key provisions 

South Kesteven 
Council 
Core Strategy11 
2010 

Policy EN 2: Reducing the Risk of Flooding:  
• Planning permission will not normally be granted, nor sites 

allocated for development, in areas identified in the South 
Kesteven Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) as at 
risk of flooding from any source. Any proposals in these 
areas will need to demonstrate that there are not any 
suitable sites at a lower risk of flooding available. 

• Exceptionally, where development is necessary in areas at 
risk of flooding, the developer will be required to 
demonstrate that all the requirements of Planning Policy 
Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk (PPS25) have 
been met, including the application of the sequential 
approach within the site. 

• In addition to the requirements of PPS25, a Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) must be submitted with planning 
applications as required by the SFRA. All FRAs must take 
into account the SFRAs recommendations. 

• All planning applications should be accompanied by a 
statement of how surface water is to be managed and in 
particular where it is to be discharged. On-site attenuation 
and infiltration will be required as part of any new 
development wherever possible. The long-term 
maintenance of structures such as balancing ponds must 
be agreed in principle prior to permission being granted. 

• Development which is likely to have a detrimental impact 
on the natural features of rivers and stream corridors, 
ponds or wetland habitats will not be permitted. 

                                      
11 South Kesteven District Council (2010), Local Development Framework for South Kesteven - Core Strategy  



 
 

RSK ADAS   10 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

3.3 Area guidance 

Table 3.3: Area Guidance 

Study Overview of key provisions and policies 

SFRA: 
South Kesteven 
Council Strategic 
Flood Risk 
Assessments  
 200912  and 201713 

The principle aim of the SFRA was to map all forms of flood risk in 
order to provide an evidence base to locate new development. It 
also aims to provide appropriate policies for the management of 
flood risk, and identify the level of detail required for site-specific 
FRAs. The SFRA contains information and maps detailing flood 
sources and risks.  

PFRA: 
Lincolnshire 
Council Preliminary 
Flood Risk 
Assessment 
201114 

Preliminary Flood Risk Assessments are produced by Lead Local 
Flood Authorities (LLFAs) in England and Wales. A Preliminary 
Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) is the first part of the planning cycle 
for flood risk management as set out in the Flood Risk Regulations 
(2009), which implement the requirements of the European (EU) 
Floods Directive (2007). The EU Floods Directive aims to provide a 
consistent approach to managing flooding across Europe. 
The PFRA is organised by the River Basin District (in this case the 
Anglian River Basin District) and produced by the LLFA (in this 
case Lincolnshire County Council). The PFRA considers local 
sources of flooding that the LLFA is responsible for: ordinary 
watercourses, surface water, groundwater and sewers where 
flooding is wholly or partially caused by rainwater or other 
precipitation entering or affecting the system. Information is 
gathered from existing sources on past floods and flood models to 
identify Flood Risk Areas.  

CFMP: 
Witham Catchment 
Flood Management 
Plan 200915 

Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMP) give an overview of 
the flood risk from inland sources across each river catchment and 
recommend ways of managing those risks now and over the next 
50-100 years. The Environment Agency is responsible for 
producing CFMPs. 
The site falls within the ‘The Fens’ sub-catchment and the policy 
applicable to this site is Policy Option 4 which states “Areas of 
low, moderate or high flood risk where we are already managing 
the flood risk effectively but where we may need to take further 
actions to keep pace with climate change”. 

 

  

                                      
12 Entec (2009), South Kesteven District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment  
13 AECOM (2017) South Kesteven District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
14 Lincolnshire County Council (2011), Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment  
15 Environment Agency (2009) Witham Catchment Flood Management Plan 
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3.4 Site-specific consultation 

As part of this assessment, the following authorities have been contacted to obtain 
relevant data/guidance and establish key site constraints: 

Table 3.4: Key site-specific consultations 

Consultee Date Comments Appendix 

Environment Agency  April 2019 

Product data 
Pre-application enquiry 
submitted, response 
pending 

No response 
received at time 
of writing 

Local Planning Authority 
– South Kesteven 
Council 

April 2019 
Pre-application enquiry 
submitted, response 
pending 

No response 
received at time 
of writing 

Anglian Water April 2019 

Digdat searched for 
asset locations.  It is 
noted that there are no 
wastewater assets in 
this location. 

 

Key findings are referred to in the relevant part of Section 4.  

 



 
 

RSK ADAS   12 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

4 SOURCES OF FLOOD RISK 

4.1 Criteria 

In accordance with the NPPF and advice from the Environment Agency, a prediction of 
the flood sources and levels is required along with the effects of climate change from the 
present for the design life of the development (in this case assumed to be 60 years). 

Changes to climate change guidance in February 2016 indicate that increased 
allowances in peak river flow and rainfall intensity should now be incorporated within any 
assessment. The appropriate allowance for peak river flow is based on the site location 
in the country, the lifetime of development, the relevant flood zone and the vulnerability 
of the proposed end use. 

The flood risk elements that need to be considered for any site are defined in BS 8533 
as the “Forms of Flooding” and are listed as: 

• Flooding from rivers (fluvial flood risk); 
• Flooding from the sea (tidal flood risk); 
• Flooding from the land; 
• Flooding from groundwater; 
• Flooding from sewers (sewer and drain exceedance, pumping station failure etc); and 
• Flooding from reservoirs, canals and other artificial structures. 

The following section reviews each of these in respect of the subject site. 

 

4.2 Flooding from rivers (fluvial flood risk) 

4.2.1 Main river 

The Environment Agency Flood Zone mapping study for England and Wales is available 
on their website at: https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk. 

The latest published flood zone map (Figure 4.1), which does not take into account the 
effects of flood defences, shows the site to be located in Flood zone 1 (land assessed as 
having a less than 0.1% (1 in 1000 year) or probability of river flooding).  

In December 2013, the Environment Agency released an additional form of mapping ‘Risk 
of Flooding from Rivers and Sea’, which is available at: 

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

The latest ‘Risk of Flooding from Rivers and Sea’ flood map (Figure 4.2), which shows 
the Environment Agency’s assessment of the likelihood of flooding from rivers and the 
sea at any location and is based on the presence and effect of all flood defences, 
predicted flood levels, and ground levels, indicates that the site is considered to be at 
‘very low’ risk of flooding.  

https://flood-map-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk
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Figure 4.1: Environment Agency ‘Flood map for planning’ 

 

Figure 4.2: Environment Agency ‘Flood risk from rivers or the sea’ map (accessed 
April 2019)  

4.2.2 Climate change 

Fluvial flooding is likely to increase as a result of climate change. A greater intensity and 
frequency of precipitation is likely to raise river levels and increase the likelihood of a river 
overtopping its banks; however, as the site is set above areas at risk from flooding then 
at present climate change is not considered to increase risk to the site.   



 
 

RSK ADAS   14 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

 

4.3 Flooding from the sea (tidal flood risk) 

The site is not considered to be at risk from tidal flooding due to its inland location. 

4.3.1 Climate change 

Climate change is not considered to result in an increased risk of tidal flooding to the site. 

  

4.4 Flooding from the land (overland pluvial flood risk) 

If intense rain is unable to soak into the ground or be carried through manmade drainage 
systems, for a variety of reasons, it can run off over the surface causing localised floods 
before reaching a river or other watercourse. 

Generally, where there is impermeable surfacing or where the ground infiltration capacity 
is exceeded, surface water runoff can occur. Excess surface water flows from the site are 
believed to drain naturally to the local water features, either by overland flow or through 
infiltration. 

The Environment Agency’s surface water flood map (Figure 4.3) shows the site is 
predominantly at very low risk from pluvial flooding. There are linear flow paths shown on 
site which correlate with mapped watercourse as shown on the OS mapping (Figure 2.2) 
and the depression shown in Figure 2.3.   

 

Figure 4.3: Environment Agency ‘Flood risk from surface water’ map (accessed March 
2019) 

The topographic survey shows that surface water runoff will likely flow overland and to 
the west towards the River Witham.  

The proposed development is likely to generate additional quantities of on-site surface 
water runoff, which needs to be controlled to prevent surface water flooding elsewhere. 
This is discussed further in Section 7. 
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The risk of surface water flooding at the site is considered to be very low. 

4.4.1 Climate change 

Surface water flooding is likely to increase as a result of climate change in a similar ratio 
to fluvial flooding. Increased intensity and frequency of precipitation is likely to lead to 
reduced infiltration and increased overland flow. Climate change guidance for rainfall 
intensity was updated by the Environment Agency in late February 2016. Revised 
allowances for climate change have been included in the indicative drainage strategy 
below. 

 

4.5 Flooding from groundwater 

Groundwater flooding tends to occur after much longer periods of sustained high rainfall. 
Higher rainfall means more water will infiltrate into the ground and cause the water table 
to rise above normal levels. Groundwater tends to flow from areas where the ground level 
is high, to areas where the ground level is low. In low-lying areas the water table is usually 
at shallower depths anyway, but during very wet periods, with all the additional 
groundwater flowing towards these areas, the water table can rise up to the surface 
causing groundwater flooding.  

The Borehole log located within the site does not record ground water within the 58m 
record.  Other borehole records in the area note groundwater was recorded at ca. 53m 
below ground level.  

Based on the available information, the resultant Groundwater flood risk is considered to 
be low. 

4.5.1 Climate change 

Climate change could increase the risk of groundwater flooding as a result of increased 
precipitation filtering into the groundwater body. If winter rainfall becomes more frequent 
and heavier, groundwater levels may increase. Higher winter recharge may however be 
balanced by lower recharge during the predicted hotter and drier summers. This is less 
likely to cause a significant change to flood risk than from other sources, since 
groundwater flow is not as confined. It is probable that any locally perched aquifers may 
be more affected, but these are likely to be isolated. The change in flood risk is likely to 
be low. 

 

4.6 Flooding from sewers 

Flooding from artificial drainage systems occurs when flow entering a system, such as 
an urban storm water drainage system, exceeds its conveyance capacity, the system 
becomes blocked or it cannot discharge due to a high water level in the receiving 
watercourse. A sewer flood is often caused by surface water drains discharging into the 
combined sewer systems; sewer capacity is exceeded in large rainfall events causing the 
backing up of floodwaters within properties or discharging through manholes.  
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Most adopted surface water drainage networks are designed to the criteria set out in 
Sewers for Adoption16. One of the design parameters is that sewer systems be designed 
such that no flooding of any part of the site occurs in a 1 in 30 year rainfall event. By 
definition a 1 in 100 year event would exceed the capacity of the surrounding sewer 
network as well as any proposed drainage. 

When exceeded, the surcharged pipe work could lead to flooding from backed up 
manholes and gully connections. This could lead to immediate flooding within highways 
surrounding the site.  

As noted, Anglian Water do not have any assets within the vicinity of the site, therefore 
the resultant sewer flood risk is considered to be low. 

4.6.1 Climate change 

The impact of climate change is likely to be negative regarding flooding from sewers. 
Increased rainfall and more frequent flooding put existing sewer and drainage systems 
under additional pressure resulting in the potential for more frequent surcharging and 
potential flooding. This would increase the frequency of local sewer flooding but would 
not be significant in terms of the proposed development. 

 

4.7 Other sources of flooding 

4.7.1 Reservoirs 

Flood events can occur from a sudden release of large volumes of water from reservoirs, 
canals and artificial structures.  

The Environment Agency reservoir flood map (reproduced as Figure 4.4) shows the 
largest area that might be flooded if a reservoir were to fail and release the water it 
holds. Since this is a prediction of a worst-case scenario, it is unlikely that any actual 
flood would be this large. According to the Environment Agency Reservoir flood maps 
the site is not at risk of flooding from reservoirs. 

                                      
16  WRC, ‘Sewers for Adoption’ 7th Edition, 2012 
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Figure 4.4: Environment Agency ‘Flood risk from reservoirs’ map (accessed March 
2019) 

Reservoir flooding is also extremely unlikely. There has been no loss of life in the UK 
from reservoir flooding since 1925. Since then reservoir safety legislation has been 
introduced to ensure reservoirs are maintained.  

The resultant flood risk is considered to be low.  

Reservoirs can be managed over time, controlling inflow/outflow of water and therefore 
there is the capacity to control the effects of climate change. Increased rainfall has the 
potential to increase base flow, but this should be minimal. It is unlikely that there will be 
a substantial change to the risk of flooding for this site. 

4.7.2 Canals 

There are no Canal & River Trust owned canals within the area of the site. 

4.7.3 Blockages of artificial drainage systems 

There is a possibility that flooding may result due to culverts and/or sewers being blocked 
by debris or structural failure. This can cause water to backup and result in localised 
flooding, as well as placing areas with lower ground levels at risk. 

There are no apparent artificial drainage systems located within the vicinity of the site, 
therefore blockages of these systems is considered low. 
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5 FLOOD MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.1 Overview 

The site is currently proposed to be a commercial development, though includes a single 
residential bungalow. As a result, this end use is considered to be Less Vulnerable. The 
developable area lies wholly within Flood Zone 1 and, more specifically, the proposed 
development is situated within the areas centrally and west of the site, where these areas 
are at low risk from all sources of flooding. Provided that the developable area is kept 
located within Flood Zone 1 and outside of the risk from surface water it is not proposed 
that additional mitigation measures should be incorporated into the design. There are 
elements of best practice which should be considered at an early stage as outlined below. 

 

5.2 Overland flood flow 

As the Environment Agency’s online mapping suggests there is low risk from overland 
pluvial flow across any of the site (Figure 4.3), this should be factored in to the design of 
the site.  

 

5.3 Finished floor levels 

As the proposed developable area will not be affected by fluvial flooding there is no need 
to incorporate any freeboard levels into the finished floor levels of the design. Low lying 
areas that could lead to ponding of surface flows will be avoided by careful design of 
finished levels. 

 

5.4 Safe access/egress 

As the proposed site access lies outside of the 1 in 1000 year climate change flood extent, 
safe access and egress will be available up to this storm event. For extreme events above 
this, it is considered appropriate that site users should be able to safely escape to an 
area away from the watercourse. 

 

5.5 Environmental Permit/Ordinary watercourse easement and 

consents 

Under the Water Resources Act 1991 and associated byelaws, works in, over, under or 
adjacent to main rivers require the consent of the Environment Agency and works in, 
over, under or adjacent to ordinary watercourses will require IDB, Local Authority or LLFA 
consent. This is to ensure that they neither interfere with the IDB/Environment Agency 
/LPA/LLFA’s work nor adversely affect the environment, fisheries, wildlife and flood 
defence in the locality. 
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Any consent works usually take place post planning, prior to construction; however, the 
principals of any development within the appropriate easements should be agreed at the 
planning stage.  
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6 PLANNING CONTEXT 

6.1 Application of planning policy 

Section 14 of the NPPF includes measures specifically dealing with development 
planning and flood risk using a sequential characterisation of risk based on planning 
zones and the Environment Agency Flood Map. The main study requirement is to identify 
the flood zones and vulnerability classification relevant to the proposed development, 
based on an assessment of current and future conditions. 

6.2 Land use vulnerability 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) includes a list of appropriate land uses in each flood 
zone dependent on vulnerability to flooding. In applying the Sequential Test, reference is 
made to Table 6.1 below, reproduced from Table 3 of PPG.  

Table 6.1: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone ‘compatibility’ 

Flood Risk 
Vulnerability 
Classification  

Essential 
Infrastructure 

Water 
Compatible 

Highly 
Vulnerable 

More 
Vulnerable 

Less 
Vulnerable 

Flood 
Zone  

Zone 1 Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate 

Zone 2 Appropriate Appropriate Exception 
Test 
Required 

Appropriate Appropriate 

Zone 3a Exception 
Test Required 

Appropriate Should not 
be 
permitted 

Exception 
Test 
Required 

Appropriate 

Zone 3b 
functional 
floodplain 

Exception 
Test Required 

Appropriate Should not 
be 
permitted 

Should not 
be 
permitted 

Should not 
be 
permitted 

With reference to Table 2 of the PPG, the proposed development, based on its 
commercial use, is classed as 'Less Vulnerable', whilst the residential bungalow is 
classed as ‘More Vulnerable’. This classification of development is appropriate for areas 
within Flood Zone 1. 

 

6.3 Sequential Test 

The Sequential Test is required to assess flood risk and the Planning Practice Guidance 
recommends that the test be applied at all stages of the planning process to direct new 
development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding (Flood Zone 1).  
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According to the NPPF, if there is no reasonably available site in Flood Zone 1, the flood 
vulnerability of the proposed development (see Planning Practice Guidance Table 2) can 
be taken into account in locating development in Flood Zone 2 and then Flood Zone 3. 
Within each Flood Zone new development should be directed to sites at the lowest 
probability of flooding from all sources. 

The development proposal is for a ‘Less Vulnerable’ agricultural use, with a ‘More 
Vulnerable’ residential bungalow. With reference to Table 6.1 above, this development 
would be appropriate for areas within Flood Zone 1, subject to the implementation of an 
appropriate surface water drainage strategy. Therefore, the Sequential Test has been 
passed as the development has been situated within the lowest possible designated risk 
area available and therefore does not require the Exception Test to be satisfied. 
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7 SURFACE AND FOUL WATER DRAINAGE 
ASSESSMENT 

7.1 Scope 

As development is greater than 1ha in size, the Environment Agency requires such 
development to focus on the management of surface water run-off. This section 
discusses the potential quantitative effects of the development on both the risk of surface 
water flooding on-site and elsewhere within the catchment, as well as the type of potential 
SuDS features that could be incorporated as part of the masterplan. 

In accordance with the Defra Non-Statutory Technical Standards, the surface water 
drainage strategy should seek to implement a SuDS hierarchy that aspires to achieve 
reductions in surface water runoff rates to greenfield rates. Where a reduction to the 
greenfield rate is not practicable, the proposed surface water drainage strategy should 
not exceed the existing runoff rate. 

In addition, Building Regulations Part H17 requires that the first choice of surface water 
disposal should be to discharge to an adequate soakaway or infiltration system, where 
practicable. If this is not reasonably practicable then discharge should be to a 
watercourse, the least favourable option being to a sewer (surface water before 
combined). Infiltration techniques should therefore be applied wherever they are 
appropriate. 

 

7.2 Pre-development situation 

The proposed development area is 1.90Ha and is considered as Greenfield. The site 
drains naturally by allowing surface water to follow the topographic falls of the site 
westwards eventually towards the River Witham.  

In order to estimate the existing Greenfield Runoff Rate for the developable area 
(approximately 1.9Ha), the pro-rata IoH 124 (ICP SuDS) method18 of calculation has been 
used. These calculations are contained in Appendix D. Greenfield Runoff Rates for this 
area are shown in Table 7.1.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                      
17 HM Government (2010 with 2013 amendments), ‘The Building Regulations 2010: Approved Document H - 
Drainage and Waste Disposal (2002 Edition incorporating 2010 amendments)’ 
18 Institute of Hydrology (IoH), ‘Flood Estimation for small catchments - Report 124’, 1994 
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Table 7.1: IOH 124 surface water runoff (greenfield) 

Return period Peak flow (l/s) 

QBar 8.21 

1 in 30 year 20.13 

1 in 100 year 29.24 

 

7.3 Off-site discharge options and limits 

7.3.1 Infiltration 

Infiltration should be considered as the primary option to discharge surface water from 
the developed site. The effectiveness of infiltration is completely dependent on the 
physical conditions at the site. Potential obstacles include: 

• Local variations in permeability preventing infiltration – It is understood from the local 
geology that the site is situated on an area of till overlying with clay and ironstone, 
this is not considered suitable for the use of soakaways due to the low permeability 
of mudstone;  

• Shallow groundwater table - For infiltration drainage devices, Building Regulation 
approved document H2 states that these “should not be built in ground where the 
water table reaches the bottom of the device at any time of the year”. Groundwater is 
not considered to be a limiting factor; 

• Source Protection Zones - As discussed above, the site is partially located within a 
Groundwater Source Protection Zone 2. 

 
From the information available infiltration is not considered a viable option as part of the 
drainage strategy. 

7.3.2 Discharge to watercourse 

Discharging surface water directly to a local watercourse is considered feasible as there 
is a short section of watercourse to the west of the site located within the wider land 
ownership boundary (Figure 7.1). The site drains naturally in this way, and therefore 
formalising the existing connection will act to mimic the natural scenario. The onwards 
route of this watercourse may require confirmation to ensure connectivity to a wider 
drainage network. 
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Figure 7.1 – Land Ownership plan and watercourse locations. 

7.3.3 Discharge to surface water sewer 

According to Anglian Water, there are no assets located within the vicinity of the site, 
therefore discharge to surface water sewer is not considered a feasible option.  

 

7.4 Post-development situation 

From initial plans the proposed development (1.9ha) is approximately 100% 
impermeable, which will result in an increase in surface water runoff across the site. It 
will therefore be necessary to manage surface water on-site in order to limit the discharge 
of surface water off-site to an agreed rate (as above), to provide sufficient on-site 
attenuation up to the 1 in 100 year climate change rainfall event and to provide 
improvements to water quality through appropriate source treatment. 
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7.4.1 Storage estimates 

To determine the volume of attenuation storage that would be required on the site, the 
WinDes ' 4-Stage Design Guide' tool has been used. The WinDes ‘4-Stage Design Guide’ 
tool allows for an attenuation figure to be calculated based upon basin / tank dimensions, 
rainfall values and permitted discharge rates. These volumes can be later revised at detail 
design stage by the introduction of specific flow control methods. 

It is intended that surface water runoff from the proposed development will be discharged 
directly to the surface watercourse to the west of the development, as stated in section 
7.3.2. 

It has been calculated with the above parameters that the attenuation will need to provide 
a minimum volume of 1365m3 to attenuate surface water runoff without flooding during a 
1 in 100 year event inclusive of 40% climate change.  Further details on basin sizing and 
attenuation calculations can be found in Appendix H.  

7.4.2 Proposed surface water drainage strategy 

Due to the limited scale of the site and the underlying constraints there is limited space 
to provide space for SuDS and attenuation. The proposed SuDS for the site include 
discharge to an attenuation tank providing sufficient attenuation up to the 1 in 100 year 
event inclusive of 40% climate change factor. Discharging at the pre-development 
greenfield rates will ensure that the existing regime is not worsened with respect to 
flooding. In addition, by limiting off site flows to the QBar event will reduce the existing 
runoff which is entering the system which will not only provide a betterment for the site 
but will also provide an improvement to the system downstream of the site for all rainfall 
events exceeding the QBAR event.   The surface water drainage calculations are 
included in Appendix F. 

The dimensions, volumes and location of the SuDS features will need to be revised as 
the drainage design develops through detailed design. Detailed design of individual 
features is not part of the scope of this report.  

In principle, the strategy contains the following features and criteria: 

• It is considered that infiltration techniques will not be suitable on site due to the likely 
impermeable bedrock lying beneath the site. This should be confirmed through 
infiltration testing on-site as a result it is proposed to discharge to the existing piped 
system through the site which is thought to be a culverted watercourse and is subject 
to further investigation; 

• Attenuation tanks have been located beneath shared vehicular areas to provide storm 
volumes. An attenuation tank of 1,365m3 has been indicated to provide the required 
attenuation on site; 

• Discharge to the short section of watercourse at the western boundary of the site is 
proposed at the Greenfield Qbar rate of 8.2l/s (maintaining the route of the existing 
overland flow path); and 

• Should this discharge location proof unfeasible, a further discharge location would be 
sought, though could be subject to gaining 3rd party consent. 



 
 

RSK ADAS   26 
Railway Farm, Great Ponton, Grantham 
Flood Risk Assessment 
881769-R1(01)-FRA 
 

The SuDS features have a preliminary design to accommodate the 1 in 100 year event 
inclusive of 40% climate change event fully underground within modular storage.  

7.4.3 Construction Drainage and Foul Drainage 

Temporary drainage should be established for the construction phase of development to 
prevent silt mobilisation, potentially impacting on flow regimes and silt pollution 
downstream. These aspects will be covered by the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan secured via Planning Condition and described within the flood risk 
chapter of the accompanying Environmental Statement. 

Once operational, when each of the flock cycles conclude, each of the sheds are cleaned 
out, disinfected, all of the manure is removed using covered trailers and removed from 
the site for disposal. The waste water from the poultry sheds is drained into a sealed 
underground dirty water containment system, this is emptied by a vacuum tanker for 
disposal.  Operational waste water will not discharge into the surface water drainage 
network. 
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8 CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

This FRA complies with the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance and demonstrates 
that flood risk from all sources has been considered in the proposed development. It is 
also consistent with the Local Planning Authority requirements with regard to flood risk. 

The proposed development site lies in an area designated by the Environment Agency 
as Flood Zone 1 and is outlined to have a chance of flooding of less than 1 in 1000 (0.1%) 
in any year.  

This flood risk assessment demonstrates that the requirements of the Sequential Test 
have been met, with the location of the site within land assessed as being outside of the 
1 in 100 year (1%) event and ‘Less Vulnerable’ classification of the development. 

This flood risk assessment has considered multiple sources of flooding and concluded 
the following: 

Table 8.1: Flood risk summary 

Source Level of risk  Overview / Mitigation 

Fluvial Very low 

The proposed development is shown 
to be within Flood Zone 1 and 
elevated above the closest 
significant watercourse 

Tidal Low The site is not at risk of tidal flooding 
due to its inland location 

Surface water Low 

The site is at a low risk of surface 
water ponding, however two surface 
water flow paths extend from High 
Dike, westwards towards the River 
Witham.  

Groundwater Low 

The available groundwater records 
infer that groundwater in the area is 
at depths in excess of 50m below 
ground level. 

Artificial sources Low There are no artificial sources within 
the proximity of the site.   

 

The proposals will follow best practice regarding site drainage to ensure that any surface 
water runoff from the development is managed, ensuring flood risk is not increased 
elsewhere. The proposed development will increase the impermeable area on site 
resulting in an increase in surface water runoff if unmanaged. Therefore, surface water 
from the proposed development will be attenuated and discharged directly to the nearby 
watercourse. In order to prevent flooding, both on and off the site attenuation and 
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controlled discharge will be utilised to control surface water flows. These features will be 
designed to store the volume of water associated with a 1 in 100 year rainfall event, plus 
an additional allowance to account for increased rainfall due to climate change, providing 
a betterment over the existing scenario.  

Overall, taking into account the above points, the development of the site should not be 
precluded on flood risk grounds. 
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APPENDIX A 
RSK GROUP SERVICE CONSTRAINTS 

1. This report and the drainage design carried out in connection with the report (together the "Services") were compiled and 
carried out by RSK LDE Ltd (RSK) for the client (the "client") in accordance with the terms of a contract between RSK and the 
"client" dated March 2019. The Services were performed by RSK with the skill and care ordinarily exercised by a reasonable civil 
engineer at the time the Services were performed. Further, and in particular, the Services were performed by RSK taking into 
account the limits of the scope of works required by the client, the time scale involved and the resources, including financial and 
manpower resources, agreed between RSK and the client. 
2. Other than that expressly contained in paragraph 1 above, RSK provides no other representation or warranty whether express 
or implied, in relation to the Services. 
3. Unless otherwise agreed in writing, the Services were performed by RSK exclusively for the purposes of the client. RSK is not 
aware of any interest of or reliance by any party other than the client in or on the Services. Unless expressly provided in writing, 
RSK does not authorise, consent or condone any party other than the client relying upon the Services. Should this report or any 
part of this report, or otherwise details of the Services or any part of the Services be made known to any such party, and such 
party relies thereon that party does so wholly at its own and sole risk and RSK disclaims any liability to such parties. Any such 
party would be well advised to seek independent advice from a competent environmental consultant and/or lawyer.  
4. It is RSK’s understanding that this report is to be used for the purpose described in the introduction to the report. That purpose 
was a significant factor in determining the scope and level of the Services. Should the purpose for which the report is used, or 
the proposed use of the site change, this report may no longer be valid and any further use of or reliance upon the report in those 
circumstances by the client without RSK's review and advice shall be at the client's sole and own risk. Should RSK be requested 
to review the report after the date of this report, RSK shall be entitled to additional payment at the then existing rates or such 
other terms as agreed between RSK and the client. 
5. The passage of time may result in changes in site conditions, regulatory or other legal provisions, technology or economic 
conditions which could render the report inaccurate or unreliable. The information and conclusions contained in this report should 
not be relied upon in the future without the written advice of RSK. In the absence of such written advice of RSK, reliance on the 
report in the future shall be at the client's own and sole risk. Should RSK be requested to review the report in the future, RSK 
shall be entitled to additional payment at the then existing rate or such other terms as may be agreed between RSK and the 
client. 
6. The observations and conclusions described in this report are based solely upon the Services, which were provided pursuant 
to the agreement between the client and RSK. RSK has not performed any observations, investigations, studies or testing not 
specifically set out or required by the contract between the client and RSK. RSK is not liable for the existence of any condition, 
the discovery of which would require performance of services not otherwise contained in the Services. For the avoidance of 
doubt, unless otherwise expressly referred to in the introduction to this report, RSK did not seek to evaluate the presence on or 
off the site of asbestos, electromagnetic fields, lead paint, heavy metals, radon gas or other radioactive or hazardous materials.  
7. The Services are based upon RSK's observations of existing physical conditions at the site gained from a walk-over survey of 
the site together with RSK's interpretation of information including documentation, obtained from third parties and from the client 
on the history and usage of the site. The Services are also based on information and/or analysis provided by independent testing 
and information services or laboratories upon which RSK was reasonably entitled to rely. The Services clearly are limited by the 
accuracy of the information, including documentation, reviewed by RSK and the observations possible at the time of the walk-
over survey. Further RSK was not authorised and did not attempt to independently verify the accuracy or completeness of 
information, documentation or materials received from the client or third parties, including laboratories and information services, 
during the performance of the Services. RSK is not liable for any inaccurate information or conclusions, the discovery of which 
inaccuracies required the doing of any act including the gathering of any information which was not reasonably available to RSK 
and including the doing of any independent investigation of the information provided to RSK save as otherwise provided in the 
terms of the contract between the client and RSK. 
8. The phase II or intrusive environmental site investigation aspects of the Services is a limited sampling of the site at pre-
determined borehole and soil vapour locations based on the operational configuration of the site. The conclusions given in this 
report are based on information gathered at the specific test locations and can only be extrapolated to an undefined limited area 
around those locations. The extent of the limited area depends on the soil and groundwater conditions, together with the position 
of any current structures and underground facilities and natural and other activities on site. In addition chemical analysis was 
carried out for a limited number of parameters [as stipulated in the contract between the client and RSK] [based on an 
understanding of the available operational and historical information,] and it should not be inferred that other chemical species 
are not present. 
9. Any site drawing(s) provided in this report is (are) not meant to be an accurate base plan, but is (are) used to present the 
general relative locations of features on, and surrounding, the site. Features (boreholes, trial pits etc) annotated on site plans are 
not drawn to scale but are centred over the appropriate location. Such features should not be used for setting out and should be 
considered indicative only. 
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APPENDIX B 
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
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APPENDIX C 
SITE PROPOSALS 
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APPENDIX D 
GREENFIELD RUNOFF CALCULATIONS 



This report was produced using the greenfield runoff tool developed by HR Wallingford and available at www.uksuds.com. The use of this tool is subject to the UK SuDS terms and conditions and licence agreement, which can both be 
found at http://uksuds.com/terms-and-conditions.htm. The outputs from this tool have been used to estimate storage volume requirements. The use of these results is the responsibility of the users of this tool. No liability will be accepted 
by HR Wallingford, the Environment Agency, CEH, Hydrosolutions or any other organisation for use of this data in the design or operational characteristics of any drainage scheme.

Greenfield runoff  
estimation for sites

www.uksuds.com │ Greenfield runoff tool

This is an estimation of the greenfield runoff rate limits that are needed to meet normal 
best practice criteria in line with Environment Agency guidance “Preliminary rainfall runoff 
management for developments”, W5-074/A/TR1/1 rev. E (2012) and the SuDS Manual, 
C753 (Ciria, 2015). This information on greenfield runoff rates may be the basis for setting 
consents for the drainage of surface water runoff from sites.

Site name:

Calculated by:

Latitude:

Longitude:

Reference:

Date:

Site coordinates

Site location:

Site characteristics
Total site area (ha)

Methodology
Qbar estimation method
SPR estimation method

Default Edited

SOIL type
HOST class
SPR/SPRHOST

Hydrological characteristics Default Edited

SAAR (mm)
Hydrological region 
Growth curve factor: 1 year 
Growth curve factor: 30 year 
Growth curve factor: 100 year 

Notes:
(1) Is QBAR < 2.0 l/s/ha?

(2) Are flow rates < 5.0 l/s?

(3) Is SPR/SPRHOST ≤ 0.3?

Greenfield runoff rates Default Edited

Qbar (l/s)
1 in 1 year (l/s)
1 in 30 years (l/s)
1 in 100 years (l/s)

Methodology IH124

0.47

7.15

2.45

29.24

0.87 0.87

5

1.9

2019-04-05 14:22

High Dike

---

0.60572° W

7.15

Railway Farm

8.21

3.56

8.21

Calculate from SOIL type

52.86790° N

637637

44

29.24

3.56

Calculate from SPR and SAAR

5

---

20.13 20.13

2.45

0.47
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APPENDIX E 
4 STAGE SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE 
CALCULATIONS 

 



Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Summer 97.349 0.349 7.4 479.6 O K
30 min Summer 97.457 0.457 7.4 628.2 O K
60 min Summer 97.567 0.567 7.4 780.1 O K
120 min Summer 97.675 0.675 7.4 928.8 O K
180 min Summer 97.733 0.733 7.4 1008.4 O K
240 min Summer 97.770 0.770 7.4 1058.1 O K
360 min Summer 97.814 0.814 7.4 1119.4 O K
480 min Summer 97.841 0.841 7.5 1156.1 O K
600 min Summer 97.856 0.856 7.6 1177.5 O K
720 min Summer 97.865 0.865 7.6 1188.9 O K
960 min Summer 97.868 0.868 7.6 1192.9 O K
1440 min Summer 97.850 0.850 7.6 1168.8 O K
2160 min Summer 97.818 0.818 7.5 1124.9 O K
2880 min Summer 97.784 0.784 7.4 1077.5 O K
4320 min Summer 97.712 0.712 7.4 979.5 O K
5760 min Summer 97.643 0.643 7.4 884.6 O K
7200 min Summer 97.577 0.577 7.4 793.7 O K
8640 min Summer 97.514 0.514 7.4 706.6 O K
10080 min Summer 97.454 0.454 7.4 623.7 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Summer 136.640 27
30 min Summer 89.730 41
60 min Summer 56.129 70
120 min Summer 33.920 130
180 min Summer 24.926 190
240 min Summer 19.911 248
360 min Summer 14.459 368
480 min Summer 11.523 486
600 min Summer 9.656 604
720 min Summer 8.354 724
960 min Summer 6.641 962
1440 min Summer 4.799 1240
2160 min Summer 3.463 1608
2880 min Summer 2.744 2016
4320 min Summer 1.974 2848
5760 min Summer 1.561 3640
7200 min Summer 1.301 4464
8640 min Summer 1.120 5200
10080 min Summer 0.987 5960
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Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

Storm
Event

Max
Level
(m)

Max
Depth
(m)

Max
Control
(l/s)

Max
Volume
(m³)

Status

15 min Winter 97.391 0.391 7.4 537.9 O K
30 min Winter 97.513 0.513 7.4 704.8 O K
60 min Winter 97.637 0.637 7.4 875.7 O K
120 min Winter 97.759 0.759 7.4 1043.5 O K
180 min Winter 97.825 0.825 7.5 1134.2 O K
240 min Winter 97.867 0.867 7.6 1191.6 O K
360 min Winter 97.919 0.919 7.8 1263.5 O K
480 min Winter 97.951 0.951 7.9 1308.1 O K
600 min Winter 97.971 0.971 8.0 1335.5 O K
720 min Winter 97.983 0.983 8.1 1351.9 O K
960 min Winter 97.992 0.992 8.1 1364.0 O K
1440 min Winter 97.977 0.977 8.0 1343.8 O K
2160 min Winter 97.934 0.934 7.9 1284.0 O K
2880 min Winter 97.889 0.889 7.7 1222.1 O K
4320 min Winter 97.789 0.789 7.4 1085.1 O K
5760 min Winter 97.689 0.689 7.4 946.9 O K
7200 min Winter 97.590 0.590 7.4 811.3 O K
8640 min Winter 97.493 0.493 7.4 677.5 O K
10080 min Winter 97.399 0.399 7.4 548.5 O K

Storm
Event

Rain
(mm/hr)

Time-Peak
(mins)

15 min Winter 136.640 26
30 min Winter 89.730 41
60 min Winter 56.129 70
120 min Winter 33.920 128
180 min Winter 24.926 186
240 min Winter 19.911 244
360 min Winter 14.459 360
480 min Winter 11.523 476
600 min Winter 9.656 592
720 min Winter 8.354 706
960 min Winter 6.641 932
1440 min Winter 4.799 1360
2160 min Winter 3.463 1696
2880 min Winter 2.744 2164
4320 min Winter 1.974 3076
5760 min Winter 1.561 3976
7200 min Winter 1.301 4824
8640 min Winter 1.120 5616
10080 min Winter 0.987 6264
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Rainfall Details

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes
Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750

Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840
M5-60 (mm) 19.800 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.400 Longest Storm (mins) 10080
Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time / Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 1.900

Time
(mins)

Area
(ha)

Time
(mins)

Area
(ha)

Time
(mins)

Area
(ha)

0-4 0.633 4-8 0.633 8-12 0.633
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Model Details

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 100.000

Tank or Pond Structure

Invert Level (m) 97.000

Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²) Depth (m) Area (m²)

0.000 1375.0 1.000 1375.0 1.001 0.0

Hydro-Brake® Outflow Control

Design Head (m) 1.000 Diameter (mm) 119
Design Flow (l/s) 8.2 Invert Level (m) 97.000
Hydro-Brake® Type Md6 SW Only

Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s) Depth (m) Flow (l/s)

0.100 3.8 1.200 8.9 3.000 14.0 7.000 21.4
0.200 7.1 1.400 9.6 3.500 15.1 7.500 22.1
0.300 7.3 1.600 10.2 4.000 16.2 8.000 22.9
0.400 7.0 1.800 10.8 4.500 17.1 8.500 23.6
0.500 6.8 2.000 11.4 5.000 18.1 9.000 24.2
0.600 6.8 2.200 12.0 5.500 18.9 9.500 24.9
0.800 7.4 2.400 12.5 6.000 19.8
1.000 8.1 2.600 13.0 6.500 20.6
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Appendix 11.1: South Kesteven District Council Consultation – 
Cumulative Developments 

 

See following page. 



RE: S18/1615, Proposed Poultry Sheds with Agricultural Workers 
Dwelling, Land Near Railway Farm, Dallygate, Great Ponton 
Peter Lifford [P.Lifford@southkesteven.gov.uk] 

Hello Nisha,

Thanks for the e-mail, I have had a look at our records and can find no other livestock applications, past or 
current within a 5k radius. There are a few farms but nothing large scale as currently being proposed. Within 
the 5k there are a few villages and the outskirts of Grantham which might be worth considering in your 
assessment. There is also a recent outline approval for 3700 houses and related works approx. 3.5k to the 
north at the junction of the Hugh Dike and the A52.

Regarding a contact in Environmental Protection, Lesley Beevers l.beevers@southkesteven.gov.uk should be 
able to assist. 

Finally, I am not aware of any scoping opinion having been submitted, however, due to the size of the 
proposal an EIA would be required as part of the planning application.

Thanks

Peter Lifford.

From: Nisha Rehm <Nisha.Rehm@adas.co.uk> 
Sent: 20 February 2019 16:01
To: Peter Lifford <P.Lifford@southkesteven.gov.uk>
Cc: Kenny Dhillon <Kenny.Dhillon@adas.co.uk>
Subject: S18/1615, Proposed Poultry Sheds with Agricultural Workers Dwelling, Land Near Railway Farm, 
Dallygate, Great Ponton

Dear Peter,

Thanks for your help on the phone today. 

As mentioned I am working on the EIA for the proposed poultry sheds near Railway Farm, Great Ponton and 
I am trying to identify if there are any other planning applications in the vicinity of the site which should be 
taken into account in the cumulative assessment. This would include planning applications that are still 
under consideration or that have recently been approved but are not yet in operation.

In particular it would be useful to identify if there are any other livestock applications (such as pigs or 
poultry), which should be taken into account in the odour (1km radius) and ammonia assessment (within a 
5km radius). 

Because the planning application search facility is not very easy to use to identify planning applications 
within a specific area, would you be able to advise of any planning applications that we should consider? 

In addition, would you have details for the main contact in Environmental Protection Services, who I could 
contact to agree the scope of the odour assessment?

I believe my colleague Kenny Dhillon has issued a request for an EIA scoping opinion. Do you know if there 

Sent: 27 February 2019 16:30 

To: Nisha Rehm; Kenny Dhillon 
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has been any progress with the scoping opinion?

Thank you
Kind regards

Nisha Rehm PIEMA
Senior EIA Consultant

RSK
11D Park House, Milton Park, Milton, Abingdon, OX14 4RS
Switchboard: +44 (0)1235 355630 · Direct dial: +44 (0)1235 355645 · Mobile: +44 (0)7469 144221  
email: nisha.rehm@adas.co.uk

http://www.rsk.co.uk

Registered number: 115530

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee, you should not 
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail 
from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive 
late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise 
as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required, please request a hard-copy version. 

Before printing think about your responsibility and commitment to the ENVIRONMENT!

ADAS exists to provide ideas, specialist knowledge and solutions to secure our food and enhance the 
environment. 

The information is intended for the addressee and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any use of, or taking of any action 
in reliance upon, this information by parties other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this in error, please contact the 
sender and delete the material. Opinions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of ADAS are 
neither given or endorsed by it. Where this email contains a quote for ADAS goods or services it is covered by our standard T&Cs, 
available from T&Cs, unless otherwise specified.

ADAS is a trading name of RSK ADAS Ltd. Registered in England No. 10486936. Registered Office: Spring Lodge, 172 Chester Road, 
Helsby, Cheshire, WA6 0AR. RSK ADAS Ltd is part of RSK Group Ltd.

The information contained in this e-mail along with any attachments may be confidential, legally 
privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. It is intended for the named individual(s) or entity 
who is/are the only authorised recipient(s). If this message has reached you in error please notify the 
sender immediately and delete it without review. Email is not secure and may contain viruses. We 
make every effort to ensure email is sent without viruses, but cannot guarantee this and recommends 
recipients take appropriate precautions. We may monitor email traffic data and content in accordance 
with our policies and English law.   
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