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Hi Steve,
 
I have now received confirmation that our default assumption is that 20% of droppings are
outdoors in the ranging area, and the barn/free range emission factor of 0.21 kg NH3/animal
place/year is appropriate based on our current understanding of the available evidence,
irrespective of the time spent outdoors.
 
Therefore I will need to ask for revised modelling based on these numbers, assuming 80% of the
birds are in the housing system, which has an emission factor of 0.08 kg NH3/animal place/year
for the aviary system proposed, and the remaining 20% are ranging, with the associated
emission factor of 0.21 kg NH3/animal place/year.
 
If you wish to propose the alternative numbers, these can also be included in the modelling, for
us to consider during determination and carry out sensitivity analysis on the alternative
assumptions, such as different times the birds are on the ranging area.
 
Please give me a call if you wish to discuss in more detail. Just to note, I will on leave after
tomorrow, returning next Wednesday 01/09/21.
 
Can I ask that you submit the revised modelling by 08/09/21 or let me know if you need to
request an extension to this deadline.
As mentioned previously, once duly made, the determination of the application may result in
refusal if we find the proposed impact unacceptable, and this may mean we are unable to refund
the application fee as a result. Please consider carefully if you wish to proceed with the
application on this basis or would like to withdraw it and reconsider the proposal before
resubmitting an application.
Kind regards,
Kate
 

From: Cummins, Kate 
Sent: 04 August 2021 08:35
To: steve raasch <stephenraasch@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: EPR/KP3902LP/A001 Redenham Park Farm - not duly made request for further
information
 
Hi Steve,
 
Apologies, I haven’t been able to duly make this yet, I am still waiting for a decision to be made
for the proposed ranging emission factor and ranging %, as it is likely we will need revised
modelling if we can’t accept the proposed numbers.
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I on leave after today, returning 17/08/21, and hopeful I will have a decision by my return. Please
give me a call today if you want to discuss this further (020302 50727).
 
Kind regards,
Kate
 

From: Cummins, Kate 
Sent: 26 July 2021 17:47
To: steve raasch <stephenraasch@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: EPR/KP3902LP/A001 Redenham Park Farm - not duly made request for further
information
 
Hi Steve,
 
Thanks, I’ll look at this tomorrow and run it by the relevant people where necessary.
 
I’ll be in touch again to either tell you it’s duly made or if I have any further queries.
 
Kind regards,
Kate
 
From: steve raasch [mailto:stephenraasch@gmail.com] 
Sent: 26 July 2021 17:32
To: Cummins, Kate <kate.cummins@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: EPR/KP3902LP/A001 Redenham Park Farm - not duly made request for further
information
 
Hi Kate
 
Please use the address you are happy with.
DLG certification for laying hens attached
Point 3 - Steve Smith has responded
4. Operator has done extensive tree planting in the ranging area, operator is also proposing
concrete strips along the pop hole sides covered by verandas and will be
mechanically swept weekly. 
5. No milling or mixing of feed on site NTS revised
6. Not sure why there was an overpayment?
 
Regards
 
Steve
 
On Mon, 12 Jul 2021 at 18:02, Cummins, Kate <kate.cummins@environment-
agency.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi Steve,
 
I have now taken a high level look through the application and supporting
documentation, and need some further information before I can duly make it:
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1.       Site address – application form B3.5 section 2b states the installation address as
Andover Road, Fyfield, Test Valley, Hants SP11 9AQ. I have checked our mapping
system postcode areas and the bulk of the installation lies in postcode area SP11 9TY,
however on a Royal Mail search that postcode isn’t currently recognised as there are no
properties within in it. I will leave the postcode as SP11 9AQ as the access road to the
farm from Andover Road is very close to the area covered by that postcode, but I also
can’t verify the Fyfield, Test Valley parts so I’ll put the installation address as Andover
Road, Andover, Hampshire SP11 9AQ. Can you confirm you are happy with this
amendment please, or let me know if you want the correct postcode of SP11 9TY.

 

2.       Acid scrubber system – you have submitted DLG Test Report 6260 as validation
data for the wet acid scrubber system reduction of emissions proposed. However, this
data is from use of the system with barn reared broiler chickens. Please provide a test
report with validation data for the system used on housing with free range laying hens,
to confirm the % reduction in emissions that can be achieved.

 

3.       Ammonia modelling – further clarification or information is required as follows:

 
a)      In section 3.5.2 of the modelling report, the figure of 7.34% for range usage
is not one which we have agreed yet. Please provide further justification as to
why this has been assigned as appropriate, for our consideration. Please note that
we currently have an agreed 20% figure for free range laying hen outdoor
ranging estimates, therefore we will need robust, peer-reviewed data as evidence
for consideration of the proposed number.
 
b)      In addition it states that the emission factor for the ranging area has been
calculated from the range usage of 7.34%. Please provide further calculations for
how the emission factor of 0.016 kg NH3/place/yr has been derived , broken
down with all steps included. Please note, if this emission factor cannot be
accepted when we consider the calculations during determination, this may
affect the results and conclusion in the modelling report.
 

c)     Please provide further information with regards to the calculations in section 3.5.3.
Please provide actual evidence from usage of free range laying hens to show why the
figure of 2 ppm post abatement has been used to calculate ammonia emission rates. In
addition please provide further details as to how the assigned figure of 8.5ppm for the
poultry housing has been calculated, and why the figure of 2ppm has been used to
calculate ammonia emission rates if the 8.5ppm is plausible.

 

d)      Please use the % emission reduction expected from the houses with the acid
scrubbers, as provided in response to question 2, and use it to create a revised emission
factor based on the standard free range laying hen (aviary system)  emission factor of
0.08 kg NH3/livestock place/year.  

 
c)       Please provide all modelling data input files including the varying emissions
file for the emission rates used in the modelling for the purpose of auditing the



modelling.
 

Please note – Salisbury Plain SAC/SPA/SSSI is located more than 5km from the
installation boundary so we will exclude the results for these from our assessment of
the modelling.

 

4.       BAT measures and further mitigation – currently the proposal is showing, from
(not yet audited) modelling results, that the impact at the nearest designated nature
conservation site is 180% of the nitrogen deposition critical load (CLo). Our guidance
indicates that 100% of critical load is the acceptable impact level for consideration in the
determination of permits for this type of nature conservation site. Can you provide
confirmation that all relevant BAT measures have been used to minimise the ammonia
impact or if there are any other measures you can take to reduce emissions further, so
that the 100% of CLo impact, or as close as possible, can be achieved, such as
increasing the stack height of the wet acid scrubbers and the height of the roof fan
outlets? If so, please supply details of the additional measures and submit revised
modelling to show a reduction in the impact.

 

5.       Mobile mill and mixing of feed – in the Non-Technical Summary, submitted with
the application, it mentions feed is milled on site using a mobile mill, and we need some
basic information to establish if this is to be classed as a directly associated activity, and
also included in the application risk assessments and other documents:

 

a)      Where is the mobile mill located when on site and where is the feed
mixing undertaken. Please submit an updated site layout and drainage plan to
show the location(s).

b)      Please confirm the frequency and length of time the mobile mill is on site
and in operation (e.g. once a week, for 4 hours).

c)       Dust and potentially contaminated drainage from the mill and mixing
areas have not been considered in the Technical Standards Table of Emission
Points, the Fugitive Emissions risk assessment or the Dust and Bioaerosol
Management Plan (DBMP), please submit updated documents.

 

6.       Application fee – you have paid £9,460 for this application. The fee due is £8,020
for a new bespoke intensive farming application, £620 for assessment of the detailed
ammonia modelling and £620 for assessment of the Dust and Bioaerosol Management
Plan, which is in total £9,260, therefore you are due a refund of £200. Please confirm
you agree with this, or state what the overpayment is for. I will arrange a refund if you
agree this is an overpayment.

 

I have discussed the proposal with colleagues, including our air quality modelling team,
and we feel that the information requested in points 2, 3 and 4 above is required at this
stage of the application process.
 



Once duly made, the determination of the application may result in refusal if we find the
proposed impact unacceptable, and this may mean we are unable to refund the
application fee as a result. Please consider carefully if you wish to proceed with the
application on this basis or would like to withdraw it and reconsider the proposal
before resubmitting an application.
 
Can you please respond to the above by 26/07/21, or let me know if you wish to extend
this deadline. Please contact me if you need to discuss any of the above in more detail.
 
Kind regards,
Kate
 
Kate Cummins
Permitting Officer, National Permitting Service, Operations – Regulation, Monitoring and Customer
Environment Agency | Richard Fairclough House, Latchford, Warrington WA4 1HT

kate.cummins@environment-agency.gov.uk  
External: 020302 50727

Help us to improve our service and complete our customer survey – click NPS Survey

 
Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you
have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for
viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of
Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and attachments
sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone
other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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