7.3

7.3.1.

7.3.2.

- 7.3.3.

An- archaeological evaluation has been commissioned and' the
Written Scheme of Investigation has been agreed with the

- Archaeological Advisor (see Appendix 7.2). The archaeclogy

evaluation. took place on the 5™ and 6™ October. The report is
expected in due course and will be submitted as Additional
Information (the planning application has been re-submitted prior to
completion. of the report in order to mest the 12 month time périod
for revised applications). Following review of the report and through
consultation. with the Count.y' Archaeologist options to minimise
Impacts on the archaeology resource will be agreed. These may
include the potential to raise the units to minimise ground
disturbance. - '

Unregistered Park and Garden and Historic

Landscape

Following review of the comments and further discussions with the
Senior Landscape Officer {see Chapter 3) the lahdscape proposals -
have béen revisedto address the issues raisad. ’

The full fandscape proposals are _pr?bvided- in Appendix 3.2,
Wood_tand planting is proposed to the northeast of the proposed
poultry units to screen views from-the Lodge and Moeor Court Drive.
Woodland planting is also more in keeping with:the character of the
area, which is characterised by the presence of small areas of
woodlands. - '

The previously proposed straight hedges, have been replaced with
a hedge along the historic boundary by the watercourse as
recommended. Additional hedge ﬁlanting. is proposed along the
{rack and by the new woodland planting.
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Further information: is. provided on the PastScape website (Ref.
7.2):

A moated site at (SO 351563 fo. the North of a farmhouse
called The Yeld:- Helde isthe AS for steep slope or bank and is
frequently found in the modern: form of Yeld - The average
depth of the dftch is six feet. (1)

The site lies ofose fo the S bank of & small streain but Is at
present _under com..No. jrregularitiés could be seefr when
looking at the field from higher groundto.the N; but about 1970
severalsmall fields including an.orchard-within which the above
siting fell, were combined to-make one Jarge field and the moat
may- have been filled'in. The land changed hands. at the same
time and the present owner, Mr Maxie of Lyonshall, could oﬁ'er
no-information. (2) ' .

Shortly after the moat was surveyed, the field was completely .
levefled: and the circular ditch filled with material from the
mound. The levelled site was then exarmined and the remains
of some structure$ and a: few poltery sherds were found. One
cess pif, containing largé amounts of charcoal-fragments of ash
and some elder berry: seeds, was found along with a stone
lined pit of unceitain use. Most pottery, which.indicated a 13th
fo 14th century date, came.from the stone foundations of a hut. -
The excavated area was not sufficient fo indicate the
afrangement of apy ptinclpal buildings. The entry was
presumably from the north north-west in: an area where the
ditch-was absent for some 7 mefres. (3)

Consultation has been carrded out with the Arehaeolog'ic}aI% Advisor
from Herefordshire Council régarding' the buried: archaeological
site, The Archaeological Advisor recommended that although. the
site Is likely to _already have been subject to a degree of damage
(sited: within @n- arable-field)l,. and is not likely to be especially well

_prés_erved; an 'archaeol'ogic-ér evaluation is carried out by a qualified

archaeologist to determine the significance of the buried remains

{see Appendix 7,1Y.
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7.2
7.2.1,

CULTURAL HERITAGE
Introduction

The Countryside Adviser (Archaeology) provided comments on the
impact on cultural heritage, These included:

= Archaeology - development site wilkhave an impact on a
buried archaeological site, (HSM1575 - Moat, N of 'The
Yeld', Pembridge) which has notbeen adequately
addressed; -

' Unregistered Park and Garden — landscaping proposals are
not sufficient to screen thé proposal from the historic park (in
relation:to views out from the drive between the lodge
(80351566) and S0353564);

» Historie Landscape Character - landscaping proposals are
discordant with the historic landscape character and should

~ consider reinstating historic boundaries.

Archaeology

The Herefordshire Sites and Monuments Records Database on the

Herefordshire Through Time website (Ref, 7.1). provides the

following description forthe archaeological site HSM1575 - Moat, N
of 'The Yeld', Pembridge: |

The site is no longer visible as a moated site, though its former
location may be discerned, The site was bulldozed and infilled
following survey by the Woolhope Archa Research Society. (4):
Average depth of ditch 6. (1} Under corn. No irregularities
could be seen, moat may have been filled in. (2) Survey by
-Woolhope ARS imimediately before levelling. Site examined
after, remains of some structures & few sherds of pottery,
indicating C13-14 date; small hut bufft on edge of ditch & to
rear of maiit bujldings (? cesspity stonelined pit. Entry from
NNW where ditch absent for ¢7m (circular moat). (3)
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6.3  Consuitation

6.3.1.  Further consultation was carried out with. Herefordshite Council's
Aréa Engineer regarding traffic, The above points were provided to
the Area Engineer and he has co;zﬁrmé_d_ on 4™ January 2010 that
as the applicant does not control the land on either side of the land,
widening: the lane would be difficult and that given the vehicle
control and monitoring system that is In place, he also
acknowledges that HGV conflicts wil be infrequent, as they w:cauld:

-only occur between vehicles operated by firms other than: Cargill
(see emailiin Appendix 6.%). The requirement to widen the lane has
. thus been removed. '
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6.2.3.

3),

5)

Cargilk Meats Europe has neaily 100 grow out farms
currently servicing thelr plants across varied geographical
locations, a very high percentage of these are with single
lane access routes {Yeld being just one of those).

Cargili Meats Europe completes approxih-'sately 60 trips a
day across an average of 8 farms per day. To operate and
control this critical part of their process they need to ensure

vehicles do not meetin those lanes/narrow roads.

Cargill Meats Europe operates a very strict procedure of
drivers ringing the duty Chargehand prior to entering “the
lane” to a farm or Ieaving the site when loaded.
Res.ponsibi,lit'y is placed on the driver of the loaded vehicle
to “ring before leaving” to ensure he has a clear fun to get
out of farm or the narrow lane. Drivers will also
commupicate direct with éach other to enhance this
process, outgoing vehicles from: the farm-will often ring the
oncoming. driver to ensure he is safe to leave the farm. The
ability to also track each vehicle enables Cargill Meats
Europe to.- monitor and: control this process.

The Transport & Security Manager has confirmed that they have

worked sticcessiully with this procedure over many years and he is

confident that it provides them with a robust system. of control for

this part-of their operation.
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6.
6.1

86.1.1.

6.2

6.2.1.

8.2.2.

N /112894

HIGHWAYS

Introduction

Herefordshire Councils Area Engineer (Development Gontrol)
requested that the éntrance to the Ad4 is widened to 7.3m: for a
distance of 20m-to provide adequate space for increased traffic o
pass. .

‘Entrance to the A44

The existing site has been operating for a considerable time and
there has never been an incidence. where one heavy good vehicle

(HGV) has not been able to enter the site or has met another HGV
leaving. This is because Yeld Farm. is the only site served by this |

entrance and the appiicantﬁIMr Eck'!ey has total control over HGVs
entering and leaving. It is rare to have HGVs visiting the farm

which are not under the control of Suny Valley. Al the HGVs

operate on a system which means that a HGV leaving will not do

so until the next HBV: arives or vice versa. The highest number of -

movernents is when the birds are being refnoved 1o the factory, this
ocours over a maximum: of 3 days, approx 7 times a year. All the

'HGVs are in contact with each: other t0 ensure that protocol is

adhered to.

Cargill Meats Eufope’s (formally Sun Valley) Transport & Se'curity

Manager has detailed:the following process of bird-removall:

1} Al vehicles are equipped with modern 'sate'nite tracking
devices and hands free cab phones.

2) The Livehaul ?Franspor't: office is manned 24hrs by a “duty.

chargehand” from the time the office starts up on Sunday -

night through fo lock up.on -Friday- evening.

22



AEICE ON LY Nl 1NED

®

Wy

"obog Apr g.‘.‘.i;f ;'ni: o

peay Aew pue wipddoD umad g ¥ —
@ sowQ Asuogels s/isafEyy JoH 10 JOIOJUCD BU JO JIBYSQ LD ABAIng SIUBLRIO
0 UoSSH B Y e fanng 0 Woy) paonposda S| dew spy)

£Y © 0cZ1/) ‘3ieds)

1090/ 410€140/2000308

¢V ® GL/L :8p3S

seds pup nodo] spg sbouwig
Wivd 0TE3A
v SLNN AMLIINOd d3S0d0¥d

A1e GdH
AYOJITYHTH
TIVHSNOA'T
NIvd dTax

‘bsd ATDIOE S

sajeg Supuseg jo uoR 1 pesodaid

puad Bujoueieg o3 Bupeay youg

Ev © 00S/L :@IPdS amw«@ am#w

yoyp sy} buojp
aoup}sip |pnbs up
JaA0 yno ppauds
seyp9 bBuioupipg




X4

‘usyeuepun aq |iim Buues|d
olpousd pue uooedsul Jeinbes pue paulejulew eq JIm Youp ayL ‘9'e’S

‘ubisap yoyp uonenuspe Areujwieid ayj jo sbumelsp
sepiroid |'g ainBly Buiuepm yoyp 8y Buunp pessesse 8q [IIm
yoiym saunbiy Ajjigesuuad |1os ay) pue juswsle)S |ejuswuoliaug
ay) u| suopenojes ey} uo peseq paubisep oq [IIM YIP BYL ‘GES

- d y68TLL/ N



5238,

5.3
5.3.1,

5.3.2,

5.3.8.

5.34.

_,_.-‘...
e Faf

T

s

i,

Ramani
i

NS

Storm water -run-off from: the currént hard standing areas and the
existing poultry unit-roofs is collected in pipes and discharged into a
ditch system. The ditch system eventually drains Into the Curl
Brook,

New Poultry Units Drainage'Proposals

As with the existing units, washing down: water from the hew
poultry units would beé piped into dirty water tanks for storage
before being taken-away for landspreading. A stoned access track

- would be required along the side of the eastern poultry units to

allow for access to the dirty water tanks.

Landspreading will be in accordance with the Nitrate Pollution

. Prevention. Regulations 2008 and ‘Protecting our Water, Soil and

Air: A Code of Good Agricﬁ;ulturali Practice for farmers, growers and

fand managers’ (Ref. 5.1).

Storm water would be piped to the same ditch system that the
storm. water from the existing units is piped fo. Storm water from.
the southern most new ﬁnits would ‘be piped into the on-site pond
and storm water from the northern most new.units-'w_outdi be piped
to the ditch. coming off from:the pond. - '

The Environmental Statement calculated the amount of the. storm
water requiring attenuation based on the 1 in 100 year storm. In
order to accommodate the additional requirement, it is proposed to
modify the existing ditch into a bafancing/attenuation. ditch. The
ditch will be widened to 4m-and four barriers instailsd. The barriers
willinclude a pipe passing through it which will allow a limited: flow
through the barrier and limit the discharge into the brook to-that of

~ the existing green field rate. The compartments that the barriers

create provide for temporary storage of water during heavy rain as
the flow is restricted through-the barrier. As the barrier will not be
as High as the ditch it will aliow for some 6venﬂow into the next
compariment during heavy-rain.
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5.1

514,

5.2

5.2.2,

N /112894 F

Drainage
Introduction

Natural England requested that d‘et‘aiiefd designs of the Sustalnable
Drainage System are agreed. - The Environment Agency had no

objection fo the proposed _devel‘opfnent- but did recommend that

prior fo the site becoming operational further details needed fo be

provided: as to the proposed disposal methods to ensure that they

pose no pollution risk 1o the pond-and associated watercourses.

Existing Site Drainage Information

Washing water used during the cleaning and washing down of the

existing poultry units between production cycles is retained on site
in- dirty water storage tanks, prior to spreading on land as fertiliser.
The existing tanks on. site are shown in Table 5.4 below,

Table 5 1 Existmg Dlrty Water Tanks

Existlng Poultry Units | ;Tanks .

'-_umt1 o | 800 gallon tank

_Umtz SR ;I1;:,200_;_-93[;0”13”;{," -

-Units 3, 4 5 | 2, 500=Qaii6n= tank

Unite S 1200 gauontank' -

The Environment Agency reg_utafes _the site’ -under the
Environmental Permitting Regulations and-inspects the poultry site
every six months. The dirty water tanks are inspected by the
Environment Agency and found to be In: good condition. The
applicant has confirmed that no issués have been identified in any
of the site inspections.

19



4.5

4.5.1.

452,

4.6

4.6.1.

4.7

474,

s

2y

g
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Mature Oak Tree

The proposal requires the loss of one mature oak tree. A detalled
inspection for bat roosts was commissioned which revealed that
there was no évidence that bats use or had used the tree for
roosting. (see Environmentat Statement).

Consideration has been given to whether the oak tree could be
retained, however due to the size of the field and due fo the
requirement to ‘maintain appropriate separation distances to the
cottages north-west of the site (in the interests of residential
afnenity-)-, it is not possible to amend the dévelopment design. so

that the tree is retained. The loss of the mature oak tree will be
compensated through the planting of three semi-mature oak frees.

Habitat Enhancement

The landscaping proposals provided in Appendix 3.2 will provide
habitat ephancement. Three new species-rich pative hedgerows
are proposed which will qualify as a UK and Local BAP habitat
once established and provide additional habitet and increase
connectivity. Woodland planting is proposed at the north-east end

“of the site which would: increase potential terrestrial habitat for

Great Crested Newts in- the medium: to long-term. Three semi-
mature oak trees are also proposed to compensate for the foss of
the mature oak tree. Further details are provided in Appendix 3.2.

Water Quality ‘.

?Fh'e site Is operated under an Environmental' Permit, to which a "
variation has been granted to increase the bird numbers on site
(see Appendix 2,1). F_’ériodic inspections take place to ensure the
site is operating in accordance with-the Permit, which wou!'d: include
inspection of the pond and _ditches taking the roof water. A long
term plan will be put in.place to improve water quality.

18
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Policy .

Comment _ ' -

NC3

.oamﬂ 8 _3996 ﬁsm_w 888 oosmmémno: mﬁmEm

Sites of haticnal "maﬁonmzo.m

Developmenit in-or likely-to affect Sites. of Special Stietific Interost or Natiorigl Nature mmmozmm will be
stibject to. special scrutiny, Where sueh developienfimay have anh adverse effest, direetly-or indirectiy on
the spepial interest of the site it will not be permitted uriless the reasons for the.devélaprmenit clearly

outweigh the nature conservation value of the site itself and the national policy to. safeguard the network of

such sites.,

Where devélopment is permitied praposals should make: provision for the gnhariceiment of m:n: sites in

Bites of natiohal importarice are corsidered in

Chapter 7 of the Environfiental Statéirient as weéllas

“Bection 8.4 aiid 8.96f Chapter 8 of the
“Environinehtal Statement.

NC4

Sites ow _oom_ _Bvonm:om

Devélopirient propesals which could directly or indirectly-affect a Special Wildlife Site, Site-of Imiportance to -

Nature Censervation, L.otal Nature Reserve, a Regienally Impottant Geglogical/Geomerphological Sitgara
site subject to ah agreement under section 39 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act will not'be petmitted

uriless it can be demonstiated that there would be no harm: to the substantive.nature consetvation value-of

thesite, or that appropriate riitigation and cothpensatery-measures can be taken i accardanee with- _uo_,%

NG7, or that the reasoris for the development o_mmq_w outweigh the need .a. mmﬁmm:ma the rnafure
.oc:mmzm”_o: <m_=m 2 ”:o gite.

: m_nmm 9d _oom_ _Bnonmnnm are oo_._mamaa in O:muﬁmﬁ .\
of the m:s.asamam_ Statement as well 4s Section
8.4 and 8.9 of Chapter 8 of the Environriental

Staterhent.
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4.3

43.1.

4.3.2.

4.3.3.

Great Crested Newt Survey |

The Great Crested Newt survey was carried out in. April and May
2017 and the report is provided in Appendix 4.2. The survey
recorded: that in the farmhouse pond, Great Crested Newt eggs
were .-found" folded into- submerged- leaves on the first survey
occasion. A maximum: of three Great Crested Newts were caught
on-two of six bottle-trapping occasions. During torchlight surveys a
maximurm: of three Great Crested Newts were observed on one
occasion. | |

The report concluded that it is likely that the majority of the Great

Crested Newts associated with the farm house pond wouid seek
refuge In fts Immediate vicinity during their terrestrial phase. Great

Crested Newts are very unlikely to utilise the arable field

' - comprising the application site. Due 4o the low population level in

the farm house pond and the presence of adjacent apparently

“suitable terrestrial habitat nearer {0 the pond, in the balance of

prohability few if any Great Crested Newts are likely to utilise the
bund which is located between the existing units and the site of the
new: units, Further details are provided in Appendix 4,2,
The following measures are proposed to reduce the risk of harming
newts inrelation to the removal of the earth bund:

» the duration-of groundworks should be kept as short as

possible,
= the works should only take place during the day

= any trenches and other excavations should be back-filled
before nightfall, or leave a ramp to allow newts to easily exit.

» an: ecologist should oversee vegetation removal, by
strimming, on the bund: prior to removal of the bund. The
ecologist should then conduct a hand-search of the bund fo
establish if any Gréat Crested Newts are present, |

12
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ECOLOGY

Introduction

Hereford_shiré(\.Counci]f's Senior Ecologist raised: concerns over the

- following:  *

» asmalipond-to the immediate north- of Yeld Farmhouse
which was not assessed for the presence of Great Crested
. Newts; '

= Identification.of the roct protection areas of the trees inthe
area of wet woodland (addressed above in Chapter 3);

= impact on the adjacent Anclent Woodland (add'res_sed:'-abové
in Chapter 2);

= needo refer to Nature _C-onservatioﬁ Policles, in-particular
NC8, NC7 and NC8;’ ' o

= the removal of the mature Oak free.

Ecology Consultation

A brief meeting was held with the Bridgit Symons, Senior Ecologist

on: Thursday 16" December at the council offices -and a site visit

was held on 16™ February 2011. A Great Crested Newt survey

was undertaken of the pond Immediately north of the Yeld

Farmhouse and the report Issued to Bridgit Symons on 18" July
2011. The response fo the report is provided in. Appendix 4.1.



3.2.2.

3.2.3.

3.3

. 3.3.9.

34

3.4.1.

......

Following the meeting the landscape .p'ropésals have been revised
and the new iandscapihg proposals, det-ailec'i*landscaping plan and
specification and: arboricultural report submitted to Mandy Nelil: for
comment.

The revised landscaping proposals were confirmed: as being more
suitable, as long as they accord with any additional habitat
requirements {email dated 5th- May 2011, see Appendix 3.1). It
was requested that the width and fength of the stone track was
specified and that the landscape plans show the -surface water
attenuation proposals,

Revised Landscaping Proposals

The revised -lar‘i_dscapin_g proposal plans and detailed specification
are provided in Appendix 3.2. The detailed landscape plan also
includes thehard and soft-landscaping details. Apart from the hard
surface frack for HGVs to access the poultry units, a 2.5m wide
stoned frack is also proposed along the side and then the back of .
the eastern poultry unit to allow access to the dirty water tanks.
The area between the poultry units will consist-of grass.

Arboricultural Report

The Arboricultural Report Is provided in Appendix 3.3. The report
assessed the root protection. areas of the trees on site and
proposed measures proposed to ensure thelr protection.

10
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LANDSCAPE

Introduction

‘Herefordshire’s Senior Landscape * Officer objected to the
application as being contrary to Policy LA2 and AL4. If the proposal -

were fo go ahead the mitigation proposals would: need to be

amended and the following further information supplied:

.- A plan at scale 1:200 or 1:500 showing the layout of
proposed tree, hedge and shrub planting ~and*grass' areas.
This needs fo be accompanied by a written specification
describing the speciés-,_-sizes, densities and numbers of the
planting. A method statement should alsobe provided. This
applies to the 'habitat extension area', the orchard and the
hedgerows. |

-=  Details of the origin, cultivation, planting method and
establishment of the replacement semi-mature -specimeh
oak tree. | o '

» Hard landscaping details of surfaces between: the- poultry
units. ’ |

» An arboricultural report, to BS5837:2005, is required to
ensure protection of the existing boundary hedge and {rees
(on the edge oﬁ-‘-.tﬁe adjacent woodland). This should include
a tree protection plan with-details of root protection feneing
during construction. |

The requirement for an. arboricultural report was also raised by

Herefordshire’s Sentor Ecologist.

Landscape Cbnsultation

A meeting was held with Mandy Neil, the Senior Landscape Officer,

to discuss the landscape issues and proposed mitigation measures
on Fhursday 16" -December 2010. |
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AMMONIA
Introduction

Comments from Natural England: indicated that the woodiand

~ known: as ‘Bluebel Woods™ on: the land adjoining the application

has  been: designated as an ancient semi-natural woodland

{ASNW), Although originally excluded due to being less than 2ha
- in size, Natural England has reviewed the historic evidence and

confirmed that this is ancient. woodland.  Natural Efngland

-requesteéi that this ASNW is included within the ammonia

screening assessment. This was also requested by Herefordshire

Council’s Senior Ecologist.

Ammonia Assessment

Following comments by Natural England, the Environment Agency

reassessed the ammonia issue In dight of the adjacent Bluebell
Woods. Alr dispersion modelling indicated that the predicted
process contribution to the ammonia concentration. in- air at the
woodland was greater than.the aliowable thresholds. |

Following the agreement of suitable ‘mitigation measurés which-aim:

to reduce ammonia emissions by at least 40%, the Environment
Agency has granted a variation to the Environmental Permit to
cover the increase in bird numbers. The variation notice number is
EPR/SP3939UH/VV002 and a copy is provided in Appendix 2.1.

Fhe granting of the variation indicates that the Environment Ag'enc,y
is satisfied that ammonia emissions’ are unlikely to cause a
significant environmental impact with the addition of the mitigation
measures agreed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

t4.4.  This Addendum to the Environmental Statement has been
produced by ADAS UK Lid. on:behalf of the applicant Mr. 8. Eckley
to accompany the planning application for four proposed new
poultry units at Yeld Farmin Lyonshall, Hereford.

112 The applicant Mr. S. Eckley submitted a planning application. for
four proposed new poultry units at Yeld Farm in Lyonshall
© Hereford' in -August 2010. The application: DMN/102200/F was
registered as valid on. 1% November 2010, An Environmental
Statement was submitted with: the planning application, detailing

the results of the Environmental impact Assessment (EIA).

1.1.3. A number of comments were received from the statutory
~ consultees with regard to the application. DMN/402200/F. Coples
of the comments are provided in Appendix 1.1. In-order to address.
the _comrraehts fully the application was withdrawn in. December
2010, The application has been: resubmitted: on resolution of the
issues raised by the statutory consultees and this Environmental
Addendum: provides the additional Information requested, The
Environmental Addendum: should be read in' conjunction with: the
originaf Environmental Statement. Description of the proposed
- development is provided in Chapter 2 of the Environmental

. Statement and within the Design and Access Statement.
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Highways

Herefordshire Councll's Area Engineer {(Development Controly requested that
the entrance to the Ad44 s widened to 7.3m.for a distance of 20m fo provide
adequate space for increased traffic to pass. Following the provision of
further information detailing the process of bird removal (activity which
generates to most heavy goods vehicles during operation) including’ the
vehicle control and monitoring measures used to ensure road safety, the
Officer has removed the requirement to widen the lane. |

Cultural Heritage

Comments Weré received from the Cduntrys’lde Adviser (Archaeology)
regarding the impact on a buried archaeologlical site as well as impact on the
Unregistered Park and Garden and the historic landscape character,
Foliowing consultation with the Herefordshire Archaeological Advisor an
archaeological evaluation has taken place to determine fhe significance and
state of the buried archaeological site, This resultant report will be submitted
as shortly as ‘Additional Information’. -

Comments regarding the impact on the Unregistered Park and Garden and
the historic landscape character have been taken into consideration in the
revision of the jandscaping proposals. |n particular woodland planting which.
is in keeping with the character of the area is proposed-to screen views of the -
one area of open views from the Park. Itis also proposed to reinstate a new
hedge along the historic field boun'dar-y-.
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- Ecology

Herefordshire Council's Senior Ecologist raised some additional concerns to
those raised by Natural-England and the -I?.;énd‘sca_pe Officer. The maln
concern was regarding a small pond immediately north of the Yeld
Farmhousé. In responise a Great Crested Newt survey was carried out in
April-and May 2011, Great Crested Newts were confirmed & breeding in the
farmhouse pond. The number of Individuals -indicate a small population.
Great Crested Newts are unlikely {0 use the arable fields in which the
development is proposed due to more suitable habitat in. the immediate
vicinit;\;. A number of mitigation measures-are proposed to reduce the risk of
harming newts in relation to the planned removal of the earth-bund fo the east
of the proposed units, "

Other concerns related o the need to refer to pature conservation policies
and the removal of the mature oak tree. Thé nature conservation policies
have been considered in the ecological impact assessment. Consideration

‘has been given fo retaining the mature Oak tree in the design. stage but this

did not prove feasible, As compensation three semi-mature Oak trees ‘are
proposed as part of the landscaping proposals. The landscaping proposals,
in- particular the woodland and hedge planting will also provide for habitat
enhancement,

Drainage

Natural England and the Environ_menf Agency requested further details on
drainage designs. Washing down. water from.the cleaning of the poultry units
is collected In tanks and then spread on land as fertiliser. Storm water run-off
from the cufrent hard standing areas -and the existing poultry unit roofs is

collected in pipes and discharged into a ditch system. The existing

arrangements are regulated under the Environmental Pemmit and the
Environment Agency carries out regular site inspections, Similar

* arrangements wilk apply to the new units. It is proposed to modify the existing

ditch into a balancing/attenuation. ditch so that it will provide attenuationin the
event of a 1 in 100 year storm. The ditch will be designed based on the
calculations provided in-the Environmental Statement. '
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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

i

Introduction

ADAS UK Ltd. has been appointed by Mr. S. Eckley to undertake an
Environmenta! Impact Assessment (EIA) to accompany the planning
application for four broposed new poultry units at Yeld Farm, Lyonshall,

Herefordshire.

The proposed development falls under Schedule 1 of the Town & Country
Planning {Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 which states
that an EIA is mandatory. This was confirmed by Herefordshire Gouncil in
their Screening Opinion (Letter déted 18" January 2010, ref.
ENQ/10/047673). |

A scoping study was undertaken and the Scoping Report issued to the
Herefordshire Council in November 2009. The final scope of the EIA was

‘determined by responses from the Environment Agency (EA), Natural

England and through additional consultation with Herefordshire Council’'s

Team Leader for Landscape & Biodiversity.
The Proposed Development

The applicant, Mr. S. Eckley, owns the pouliry enterprise at Yeld Farm. The

~ farm currently has six exfsting pouitry units on site, used for rearing broilers.

Three of the units measure 18.29 x 82.296m, two measure 18.’29 X 91.44m
and one measures 21.34 x 91.44m. The site currently has a capacity for
187,381 birds on site.

The proposal is to expand the existing poultry enterprise by adding four new
poultry units. The proposed sité for the units is within a cultivated arable field
located to the northwest of the existihg units. The site does not have any
environmental designations. '

N /112884 F
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Each poultry unit would be 18.289 x 91.605m with an eaves height of 2.58m
and a ridge height of 5.4m. Each poultry unit would include a control room

measuring 3.05 x 4.57m. lAnciIIary.deveIopment would include:

. six feed bins {7.4m high);

~

. gight gas tanks (in sets of two Iocéted on concrete base
rmeasuring 4.6 x 21.4m);

¢ - generator shed and office (3.05 x 6.10m);

. shower block (3.05 x 6.10m);

. concrete vehicle access (area of 1,120.3m2);
. bund.

The development of the four new units will lead to an increase of 127,760

broilers, this will take the total number of birds on site t6 315,141 birds.

The birds are reared for Sun Valley Foods Lid, who supply pouliry products to |
retail, food service and 'fqod manufacturing customers. The birds are grown
over a 47 - 49 day cycle.

At the end of the rearing cycle the poultry units are cleaned and mucked out.
All poultry litter would be sold and there would be no spreading of litter from
the proposed development on the applicant""“s land. Dead birds would be
collected and taken off site under the fallen stock scheme.

Waste water would consist of surface and roof water, and washing down
water. Roof water would be discharged via a ditch and a Sustainable Urban
Drainage System wauld be used to control run-off rates. Washing down water
would be conveyed to a tank and spread on land. Foul water from the shower
block would be discharged into a soakaway via a septié fank.

The existing access to the farm would be used and an access track

constructed into the field tl:1e units are proposed to be located in.
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The development is required to meet the strong demand for British reared
poultry products in the UK. The lack of investment in poultry units over the last
decade has meant that many units are becorhing obsolete and incapable of
supplying the growing demand.

Consideration of Alternatives

The location of the units was selected because as being next to the existing
units, it would meet local policy, resuit in less negative environmental impacts
and be the most cost-effective. “

Alternative ]ayotits were cons'idered_ durin'g the design process. The current
layout was chosen as it would result in less odour and noise impact and would

integrate with the existing units already present on site.
Plannir_lg Policy

The development needs to comply with national, regional and local planning
policies. The local development policies are a material consideration in
determining planning applications. Those policies relevant to the development

will be taken into account.
Odour

A study of odour emissions from the proposed poultry units at Yeld Farm was
undertaken in November 2009 and revised in June 2010. Odour emissions
from both current and proposed pouliry units have been assessed and
quantified using an emissions ‘blueprint’ developed by ADAS, the Met Office
and Silsoe Research Instituie.  Odour dispersion modelling has been
conducted using the AERMOD version 6.5 model to assess the impact of

these odour emissions in surrounding areas.



Under the baseline scenario, the area affected by the 98" percentile hourly
mean concentrations of 4 oug/m® (this is the level chosen to represent the
point at which some loss of amenity may occur in the surrounding area) or
more lies within 350m of the farm. Only the buildings at the Yeld, which are

owned by the applicant, have exposure levels in excess of this value..

The proposed expansion of the poulfry farm with the four new units is
predictéd to increase the area affected by 98" percentile hourly mean
concentrations of 4 ouz/m® or moré to about 500m. The only additional
residences at which the exposure level is predicted to be- in excess of that
value are Yeld Cottages. Even at this location, the concentration stiil lies .
below the range in which ADAS has previously found that the risk of nuisance
increases. Consultation was carried out with the Environment Agency, who is
the statutory consultee for odour, and no issues were raised in respef:t of the
odour assessment. In addition, odour would he mitigated by following the
practices within the Code of Good Agricu!tliral Practice and through the
implementation of an Cdour Management Plan.
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Ammonia

Intensive livestock installations can give rise o ammonia emissions. Nitrogen
deposition (in the form of ammonia) can lead to effects on vegetation
communities and the main concern is usually the impact on designated nature
conservation sites where vegetation communities are an integral part of the

features of interest. )

The recognised method for assessing the impact of ammonia emissions from
agricultural developments is as established by the Environment Agency's
‘Environmental Permitting Guidance Document. This'recommends a two-
tiered -approach to the .assessment. The first tier establishes if the emissions
are ‘insignificant’ and if-not, the second tier involves dispersion modelling of
the emissions. A search was undertaken for international designated nature
conservation sites within 10km, national designated nature conservation sites
within 5km and local sites within 2km. |

The Tier 1 assessment was carried out by the Environment Agency using its
own H1 screening tool on the designated nature conserva'tion sites within the
search area. The Tier 1 assessment demonstrated that the process
contribution would be ‘insignificant’ at the Special Area of Conservation, Sites
of Special Scientific Interest and Ancient Woodland within the search area.
There was a marginal exceedance at one Special Wildlife Site based on the
most s-tringent level which is normally applicéb[e to sensitive plants such as
bryophytes and lichens. Based on the Special Wildlife Site citation there is no
evidence that these sensitive plants form a key reason for the site’s
designation and therefore the less sfringent general vegétation level was -
' applied. The process contribution was well within this limit. Therefore no
further assess_menf or mitigation of impacts is required.

" Ecology

The ecological impact assessment was carried out by an ADAS ecologist
following the guidelines for ecological impac{ assessment provided by the
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management and the Institute of

Environmental Management and Assessment.



The assessment of the baseline conditions involved a desk study to collect
ecological records of the site and surroundings and an Extended Phase 1
Habitat Survey of the study area, which included an assessment for protected

' species.

The desk study identified one Special Area of Conservation within 10km of the
site, two Sites of Special Scientific Interest and 32 non-statutory sites within
5km. There would be no direct impact on the designated sites and the

- indirect impact of ammonia deposition is discussed in the ammonia section. ‘

The large maijority of the area due to be developed is part of a cultivated
arable field, but includes a mature in-field Oak (Quercus robur) tree.

The site could support only a limited range of mainly common and widespread -
bird species although some could be Red list or Biodiversity Action Plan
species. It is possible that birds will nest in the arable field (depending on its

annual cropping and manégement regimes) en the site.

A detailed survey revealed no evidence of bats roosting in the mature in-field
QOak tree. Depending on its particular cropping regime, Brown Hares {Lepus

europaeus) could occur on the site at times.

The development would lead fo the loss of one mature Oak tree and would be
mitigated by the planting of one semi-mature Oak. The loss of the oak would
be a minor negative impact. Approximately 1,500m of arable field mafgin
would be lost (a minor negative impact) to be replaced with 2.7ha of cider
apple orchard (a moderate to minor positive impact).

Adequately planned site drainage would protect the nearby ditches from -
contaminated run-off during construction and operation of the poultry units
and any impact would be minor. The proposed site drainage would also
protect the off-site pond.

The planting of approximately 1,200m? of scrub/woodland would buffer the
site from an existing ditch and woodland and lead to a net increase in this

latter resource, therefore leading to a moderate to minor positive impact,



Approximately 317m of species-rich hedgerow would be planted with a
potential for a moderate to minor -positive impact on the local hedgerow

resource. The new hedge would also mitigate for any increased disturbance

during the operation of the new poultry units as it would provide a buffer.

There may‘be an impact on nesting birds but this would be mitigated by
undertaking any removal of vegetation outside the main bird nesting season,
considered to be-March to August inclusive or if this is not possible, through
inspection by an ecologist prior to removal taking place. The new hedgerow
would provide additional habitat which is a moderate to minor positive

'sig nificant impact.'

In order-tb avoid trapping nocturnal mammals or other wildlife species, during
construction, trenches would be back-filled at nights or have ramps installed.

In summary, the majority of the habitats on site and the majority of the site
area are of relatively low ecological value. Even-without mitigation, the loss of
part of these areas would not affect the ecological integrity of the local area.
With mitigation in the form of a gain of 1,200m? of scrub/woodland plantation,
316m of species-rich hedgerow and a 2.7ha cider apple orchard, there is
likely to be positive ecological impact as aresult of the development.

Water

It was identified during scoping that an assessment of the proposed

development on the water environment should be carried out. -

At present storm water run-off from hard standing areas and the existiﬁg
poultry unit roofs runs into a system of drains that empties into a pond before
entering a ditch leading to Curl Brook. This water has no contact with the
poultry litter and it does not bont_ain any dust as high speed roof fans are in
use. The water accumulated from washing the units at the end of the cycle
contains dilute contamination from the litter, feed and dust and at present this

is managed by being retained on site in storage tanks prior to fand spreading.



Best practice measures will be put in place during construction of the units to

protect the watercourses from contamination.

The same drainage system will be used with in the operation of fhe new
poultry units. As with the existing units, there will be no contamination of roof
and surface water as all operations take place within the uniis and the high
speed roof fans will ensure dust does not settie on the roofs or immediate
surface areas.

The change of land cover from farmland to impermeable roofs and yards will
increase the flow rates that rainfall will discharge from the developed area.
This can lead to an increased risk of flooding to areas downstream. This will
"be mifigated | through the provision of additional storage to store the
attenuated rainwater during and after storms, until infiltration and the
controlled discharge allows the escape of the water. There is adequate space
available on site to install Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems, this will
ensure that the additional flow is managed correctly and allow a controlled |
discharge to farm ditch and Curl Brook.

Landscape

A landscape and visual impact assessment was carried out based -on
recommendations given in ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment’ (Second Edition) as produced jointly by the Landscape Institute
and the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment.

The development would not impact on, or be seen from, any designated
landscape area, such as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The
proposed units are situated at the periphery of the Unregistered Parkland of
Moor Court, in an area which has undergone the most landscape change
since the 19" century. As such, it would not directly impact on any vestigial
landscape structure other than the loss of one Oak.
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The site lies within the strongly defined Landscape Character type of the
Principal Timbered Farmlands with its mosaic of small, complex fields and
woodlands. This-suggests that the site is within an area of moderate rather
than high sensitivity to landscape change. The landscape therefore has
capacity to accept new development, subject to it consolidating existing built-

form and being integrated into the local landscape, which the submitted

landscape proposals seek fo achieve.

Mitigation in the form of ground modelling, hedgerow planting and a proposed
orchard would integrate the development into the local landscape and reduce
the visual impact. There are a limited number of private properties with views
of the site, and from the majority of these, views are either oblique or partially
obstructed. From the closest private properties, the proposed ground
modelling and to an extent the proposed orchard, will substantially screen the
development. The A44 affords only brief views of the site from a short section
of the road, whilst other minor roads offer very limited and, again, fragmented
" views of the site. In all viewpoints, the new units would not be seen against
the skyline and in most instances would be viewed against the dark backdrop
of existing woodland. The nearest public footpath (PM43) to the west of the
site appears litile used and undefined on the ground. ‘

The proposed units would only be visible in a few fragmented close range
views from the north and west. From the few longer range elevated views, the
new units would be difficult to identify in the surrounding landscape of
woodlands, tree beits and dense hedge lines. Other than the loss of one Oak
free, the deve[opmenf would not lead to the loss of any significant landscape
features and it is concluded that the development is not in conflict with any

relevant landscape policies.



v
e m A

3

Traffic

The operatibn of a poultry farm generates vehicle movements in the form of
heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) and light vehicles. The addition of th_e four

poultry units would lead to a proportional increase in vehicle movements.

The proposed development would lead to approximately 7.2 additional HGVs
per week which is approximately an additional 1.02 HGVs per day ovér the
existing situation. The number of tractors and trailer loads required to remove
spent litter would be increased by approximately 15 per flock cycle fo 33. It is
unlikely that other lighf vehicle movements would increase.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1.1.  ADAS UK Ltd. has been appointed by Mr. S. Eckley to undertake an

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to accompany the planning
application for four proposed new poultry units at Yeld Farm in
Lyonshall, Hereford.

1.2 Purpose |

1.2.1.  As the proposed development would lead to 127,760 additional places
for broilers it falis under Schedule 1 of the Town & Counfry Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 (Ref. 1.1) which

states that an EIA is mandatory if: '

Installations for the infensive rearing of poultry or pigs with more than -
(a) 85,000 p!éces for broilers or 60,000 places for hens;

1.2.2. Herefordshire Council was requested to provide a ‘Screening Opinion’
as to whether the development was classed as EIA development or
not. Herefordshire Council confirmed the development as being EIA
development {Letter dated 18th January 2010, ref. ENQ/10/047673,
see Appendix 1.1).

1.2.3.  The regulations require that the developer must provide information
about the likely significant environmental effects of the proposal and
that this information must be taken into account when determining the
application. The purpose of this Environmental Statement (ES) is
therefore to provide that information both to the relevant authorities and
to any lmember of the public who wishes to be informed about the

environmental issues surrounding the application.
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Scope

Scoping is a process within the EIA which identifies what the EIA
should cover. Although it is not a statutory requirement, it is good
practice and ensures that the ES does not miss potentially significant
issues, or incur time and expense considering issues that are not of
significant concern for the proposed development.

A scoping study was underfaken and the Scoping Report issued to the
Herefordshire Council in November 2009. Herefordshire Council were
requested to provide a Scoping Opinion hased on the information in the
report. Herefordshire Council consulted the Environment Agendy (EA)
and Natural England, advising that their responses (letter dated 13"
January 2010, ref. SV/2000/103893/01-Lo1 and letter dated 18"
December 2009, ref. SOSSNVMOQ!10.303) should be referred as the
Scoping Opinion. ' ‘

Additional consultation was undertaken with the EA to determine
whether a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) was required. The EA
confirmed that due tb the site being in Flood Zone 1 (low risk Flood
Zone) and less than 1ha in area, a full FRA would not bé required:
however, some assessment was required to show that there would be .

no increased run-off post development (email dated 16" March 2010),

Consultation was also undertaken with Herefordshire Gouncil’s Team
Leader for Landscape and Biodiversity to determine whether a
landscape assessment was required. It was confirmed-that this was
required as well as consideration of the historic landscape impact due
to part of the site being within an unregistered parkland {email dated
161 April 2010). ‘

i

16
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Tablg 1.1:. Issues to be addressed within the EIA

..'m
Land quality

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.7

Waste disposal Chapter 2, Section 2.3.12 ~2.3.13

Air Quality Odour assessment in Chapter 6

Odour Management Plan OMP which will be part of the environmental
(OMP) permit is provided in Appendix 2.1

Ammonia Assessment Chapter 7

Biodiversity (include need for an | Chapier 8
Extended Phase 1 Habitai
survey)

Surface water quality, flow and { Chapter @

drainage

L andscape and historic Chapter 10
landscape

Traffic Chapter 11

1.4 Content of the Environmental Statement

1.4.1.  The Regulations require that the minimum information to be included in

an ES is as fo!ldws:

. description of the proposed development;
. an ouﬂine of the main alternatives studied by the applicant;
. a description of the aspects of the environment likely to be

significantly affected by the development;

. a description of the likely significant effects of the development

on the environment;

. a description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and
where possible offset any significant adverse effects on the

environment;

o
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1.4.2.

1.5

1.5.1.

1.5.2.

1.6

1.6.1.

. a Non Technical Summary of the information provided under the
above five bullet points;

. an indication of difficulties encountered in compiling the above

information.

This ES has been produced in accordance with these requirements,
and will be submitted with the planning-application for the proposed
development.

Obtaining Copies of thé Environmental Statement

Copies of this ES and Non.Technical Summary can be obtained from:

ADAS UK Lid.
11d Milton Park
Milton
Oxfordshire
0OX14 4RS

A charge will be made for each copy of the report provided, based on

the cost of reproducing and posting the documents. A charge of £50

will apply for provision of the ES in paper form, or £15 for a copy on
CD.. Copies of the Non Technical Summary are provided free of
charge.

Viewing Copies of the Environmental Statement

Copies of the ES may be viewed at Herefordshire Council.

18
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2. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
21 The Applicant

2.1.1.  Mr. S. Eckley owns the poultry enterprise at Yeld Farm, Herefordshire.
The farm currently has six existing poultry units on site, used for broiler
rearing. Three of the units measure 18.29 x 82.296m, two measure
18.29 x 91.44m and one measures 21.34 x 91.44m. The site currently
has a capacity for 187,381 birds on site.

2.2 Location and Site Description

. 2.2.1. Yeld Farm is situated in the rural area located just off the A44, between
Lyonshall and Weston in Herefordshire, close to the border of England
and Wales. The farm is approximately 1.5km to the east-northeast of
Lyonshall and 1.5km to the west of Weston.

222. Yeld Farm is located at an elevation of around 140m. The land
immediately around the farm is gently sloping from west to east and
largely consists of open fields, apart from the area to the northeast,
which is wooded. The site itself is located on a flat area of land. To the
southeast, the land slopes down to Curl Brook, approximately 150m
away from the existing poultry units. There are a number of farmhouses
and other dwellings situated within a 1 to 2km radius. Of these, the

. closest are Yeld Cottages which are about 250m to the northwest.

2.2.3. The surrounding area is hilly, reaching a height of over 200m within
3km to the west.

2.2.4. The application site is located in a field to the northwest of the existing
poultry units. The site is not located within any environmental

designations.

19



2.2.5.

2.3
2.3.%

Existing Land Use

The application site currently comprises a cultivated arable field.

322500 |

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf
of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes
Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. July
2009.

Figure 2.1: Location of Yeld Farm (existing units outlined in
Magenta)

General Project Description

The proposal is to expand the existing poultry enterprise by the
addition of four new poultry units and ancillary structures. The

development would include the following elements:
. four poultry units with control rooms attached;
- six feed bins;

» eight gas tanks;

o generator shed and office;

® shower block;

20



. concrete vehicle access;
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. bund.
Layout

2.3.2._ Two of the units woul-d be located 'tp the northwest of the existing
poultry units. The other two new units would be located opposite the
two proposed units to the north, Three feed bins would be located
between each pair of pouliry units. The gas tanks would be located to
the southeast of the new units. The shower block would be located
between the new units and the existing access track {it was originally
proposed to locate the shower block in the amenity grass area opposite
of the new track, however in order to mitigate against potential impacts
on trees, the shower block was moved fo its current proposed location).
A bund (contoured to marry-in with surrounding ground levels) would
be created to the northwest of the new units and to help screen the
new units. Figure 2.2 shows the proposed layout of the poultry units
and the ancillary structures. |

Design

2.3.3.  Each poultry unit would be 18.289 x 91.605m with an eaves height of
2.59m and a ridge height of 5.4m. Each poultry unit would include a
control room measuring 3..05 x 4.57m. The generator shed and office
and the shower block would be 3.05 x 6.10m and there would be two
sets of four gas tanks located on a concrete base, measuring 4.6 x
21.4m. The feed bins would be 7.4m high. Figure 2.3 shows the floor

and élevation plan.

2.3.4. The roof of the new units wouid be constructed out of 0.5mm thick box
profile polyester, complete with all the necessary foam fillers and
flashings. The ventilation for the new units is in the form of high speed
roof fans. '

21
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2.3.6.

2.3.7.

2.3.8.

2.3.9.
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The gables and sides of the new units to be constructed of 4x2 PSE

- clad with polyester box profile. Two side inlets per bay would be

included. The floor of the new units will be made from concrete. The
units would be painted to a colour approved by Herefordshire Council,
muted green is suggested (see Chapter 10).

Construction

IThe proposed units are to be constructed on a cultivated arable field.
The top soil would be stripped off and reused on site in the formation of
a landscaping bund to reduce the waste generation. Due to the
relatively flat terrain, there is no requirement for earthworks (cutting into
the slope). There would be no infilling or regrading using imported or

non-indigenous materials.

Site Operation

Eabh new unit would house up-fo 31,940 broilers. The proposed
development would increase the si;ce capacity by 127,760 leading to a;
total maximum site capacity of 315,141 birds. The birds are reared for
Sun Valley Foods Ltd., which supplies pouliry products to retail, food
service and food manufacturing customers, '

The birds are grown over a 47 - 49 day cycle, with the birds being
thinned at 35 days by removing approximately half of the birds. There
is a period of approximately one week between flock cycles, in which
the units are cleaned and disinfected prior to the arrival qf -th_e next
batch of broilers.

An extension to the Environmental Permit will be applied for under the -
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2007. The application for the
extension will be applied for by Sun Valley Foods Lfd. This will include
an Odour Management Plan and a Noise Management Plan which are
provided in Appendix 2.1. and 2.2,

22
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2.3.10. The site would be operated in accordance with best practice and
' adhere to guidance such as the European Commission’s Reference
Document on Best Available Technigues for Intensive Rearing of
Poultry and Pigs (July 2003) and the EA’s Technical Guidance Notes

for intensive poultry farming. '

. Waste

2.3.11. At the end of the rearing cycle the pouliry units are cleaned and
mucked out. All spent pouliry litter would be sold and there would be
no spreading of spent litter from the proposed development on the
applicant’s land. ‘

' 2.3.12. The dead birds would be collected daily and stored in sealed vermin
proof containers prior to removal by a licensed waste carrier under the
fallen stock scheme.

Waste Water
2.3.13. Waste water would arise from the following main sources:
. run-off water off poultry unit roofs and yard surface;

. washing down water arising from the cleaning of the units in
preparation for a new batch. ’ '

2.3.14. Roof and surface water would be discharged fo a ditch and incorporate-
Sustainable . Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) (see Chapter 9).
Washing down water would be conveyed to a storage tank and spread
on land.

2.3.15. The use of the shower block would also lead to waste water. This
would be discharged into a soakaway via a septic tank.

Access

2.3.16. Access to the site would be via the existing farm access off the A44.

No changes would be required to this farm track or the access into the
Ad4, '

2.3.17. A frack would be created from the existing farm track into the field to
enable vehicle access to the poultry units as shown in Figure 2.2,

23
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3. NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT

3.1.1. Thereis a sfrong demand for British reared poultry products in the UK.
British sourced meat products typically benefit from a well founded
greater consumer confidence in animal welfare and food safety
standards. The increased drive for more sustainable and carbon
efficient food supplies also favours UK produced poultry over that
imported from overseas.

'3.1.2.  Many pouliry units are becoming too old for efficient production and are
‘being phased out. Due fo a significant lack of investment in this sector
in the past decade, the units available to grow poultry are not sufficient
to meet the growing demand.

3.1.3.  The proposed development is therefore needed to meet an existing
market demand for UK sourced poultry. It is economically and
environmentally preferable to meet this demand through expansion of
existing sites, such as that. at Yeld Farm, rather than through

development of entirely new ones.
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CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Location

The proposed location was selected for the following reasons:

The new units adjoin existing units and are therefore not on a

new ‘green field site.

Local planning policies require that new agricultural buildings are

located within existing groupings of agricultural buildings.

As the new units adjoin existing units all facilities such as water
and electricity can be used. This would reduce cost and

possible disruption of services.

Access to the new units is via the existing access off the public

highway.

Traffic movemenis would be minimised as visitors such as vets
and company managers would visit the existing units and the

new units within one visit.

Layout

Two alternative layouts were considered:

Four units in one row;

Two rows of two units (see Figure 2.2).

The current layout, two rows of two units separated by the vehicle

access hardstanding, was chosen as it enabled the distance to Yeld

Cottages (nearest residential properties apart from the applicant's

residence) to be maximised thereby reducing impacts of odour and

noise at these cottages.
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4.3 Poultry Unit Design

43.1. The proposed poulfry unit design is the standard design for this type .of
building as it is cost effective and incorporates modern standards of

energy efficiency, animal welfare and biosecurity.
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5. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

51 National Planning Polices

5.1.1.  Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas
(Ref. 5.1) provides the national polices for rural areas. It provides
policy guidance to ensure that proposals for developments in rural

_ areas stifl allow rural regeneration, but are carried out in ways that
protect the countryside. It encourages polices in the Regional Spatial
Strategies (RSSs) and local development plans to support
developments which will enable farming and farmers to become more
competitive, to adapt to changing markets and comply with changing
legislation among other things.

51.2.  Regarding agriculture PPS7 states that “The Government recognises
the important and varied roles of agriculture, including the mainfenance
and management of the countryside and most of our valued

landscapes.

Planning policies in RSS and LDDs should recognise these roles and
support development proposals that will enable farming and farmers to:

(i} become more competitive, sustainable and environmentally
friendly;

(ii) adapt to new and changing markets;
(iif} comply with changing legisiation and associated guidance;

(iv) diversify into new agricultural opportunities (e.g. renewabfe energy -

' crops); or

(v) broaden their operations fo ‘add value’ to their primary produce.”
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5.2
52.1.

5.2.2.

5.3

53.1.

5.3.2.

5.3.3.

ey
o

o
vy

Regional Planning Policies

The West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (WMRSS) is the relevant
regional planning policy for the area of the prdposed development. This
was initially published by in June 2004. A revised WMRSS was issued
in January 2008 fo"owing the publication of the Phase One Revision
(Ref. 5.2). The WMRSS guides the long term land use and transport
planning framework for the Region. o

Policy PA15 is specific to agriculture and recognises the importance of.
confinuing agricultural activity. The strategy also mentions “Of
particular significance to the Region will be the confinued development
of Regional and local food products...”

Local Planning Polices

The Herefordshire Unitary Development Plan (UDP) was adopted in
March 2007 and covers the period up to 2011 (Ref. 5.3). The local
development policies arer a material consideration in determining

planning applications.

Chapter 4 of the UDP provides a range of policies against which all
development proposals will be assessed. Relevant polices are,DR'I
Design, DR2'Land use and activity, DR3 Movement, DR4 Environment,
DR6& Water resources, DR9 Air quality, DR13 Noise and DR14 Lighting.

The following fwo policies particularly apply to'the erection of poultry
units; ‘

E13 Agricultural and foresi‘ry development

Proposals for agricultural and forestry development subject o
planning controls inciuding prior approval of details will be permitted
where: ' -
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1. in the case of new buildings, development is sited with existing
groups of buildings where practicable, having regard to the funcfional
relationship with other buildings and services;

* 2. where new buildings cannot be located with existing buildings, that
such development is sifed so as to be readily assimilated into the
landscape, avoiding isolated or skyline locations and taking
advantage of nai‘uraﬁ fand form;

3. adverse impacts on residential amenity and the environment are
avoided; and

4. proposals are well related fo exisfing development. and the
landscape in terms of scale, design, colour and materials.

E16 Intensive livestock units

Proposals for intensive livestock units and associated structures and
facilities for the storage and disposal of waste will be permitted
provided that the siting, design and methods of operation proposed:

1. serve fo protect the amenity of residential properties or other
‘buﬂdfngs normally occupied by people, or in the case of extensions
can demonstrafe a positive improvement in existing conditions;

2. make adequate provision for the management and disposal of
waste materials, liquids and litter which will not lead to pollution,
particularly of surface and ground wafers; |

3. serve fo minimise !andscape impact and incorporate suitable
landscaping proposals; and

4. are not contrary to the inferests of highway safety and do nof
genherale a significant increase in f{raffic volumes and HGV
movements. '

Intensive livestock unit proposals will be considered both in terms of
their individual impact and having regard to the cumulative effect of
other e)éfstfng and proposed units within the locality.
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Proposals for residential or other protected buildings within 400m of
established infensive livestock units will be subject fo special
consideration. Such proposals, which would as a consequence be
subject to significant adverse environmental impact, will not be

permitted.
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6.1

6.1.1.

- 6.1.2.

6.1.3.

N 7112894 ¢

Odour

Introduction

A study of odour emissions from the proposed poulfry units at Yeld
Farm was undertaken in November 2008 and revised in June 2010.
The aim was to focus in particular upon how the emissions affect the
surrounding area and how their impact might change if the four new

poultry units are added to those a[ready in existence.

Odour emissions from both current and proposed poultry units have
been assessed and quantified using an emissions ‘blueprint’ developed
by ADAS, the Met Office and Silsoe Research [nstitute. The emission
figures obtained were then used in atmospheric dispersion modelling in

order to assess the likely impact of odour in the area around the farm.

Background to Site
Geography

Yeld Farm is located at an elevation of around 140m, approximately
1.5km o the east—nortﬁeast of the village of Lyonshall in the county of
Herefordshire (see Figure 2.1). The land immediately around the farm
is gently sloping and largely consists of open fields, apart from the area
fo the north-east, which is wooded. To the south-east, the land slopes
down to Curl Brook, approximately 150m away from the existing poultry
units. The village of Weston lies 1.5km fo the east and there are a
number of farmhouses and other dwellings situated within a 1 to 2km
radius. Of these, the closest are Yeld Cottages which are about 250m
to the north-west. The surrounding area is hilly, reaching a height of

over 200m within 3km to the west.

31




6.1.4.

6.2
6.2.1.

The Poultry Farm

There are currently six poultry units on the site. A further four units are
planned for the adjacent field immediately to the northwést of these as
shown in Figure 2.2. The existing poultry enterprise has no history of
substantiated odour complaints relating to the operations at the site
within the last three years.

Pesign Optimisation |

An initial odour modelling run was carried out based on a layout of four
poultry u-ﬁit,s in one row along the access frack. Due to the odour
impact at Yeld Cottages, the layout was amended to the current layout
in order to increase the distance between Yeld Cottages and the
proposed units. This Chapter provides the assessment and resulis of
the amended layout, ' '

‘Odour Sources

QOdour emission rates from pouliry houses depend upon the odour
concentration within the building_and the ventilation rate to the o.utside '
atmosphere. [nternal odour concentrations depend upon many factors
including the number .of birds housed, building design and
management, methods of provision of drinking water, age of the birds
and manure management techniques. The minimisation of odour
production is addressed by Depariment for Environment Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra) in Section 4 of its Code of Good Agricultural
Practice (Ref. 6.1) in which paragraphs 229 and 319-328 are especially
relevant. ' '
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6.2.2.

6.2.3.

N /112894

Odour Sources at Yeld Farm

The primary sources of odour at the farm are the existing six poultry
units. These measure from 18 to 21m in width, from 82 to 92m in
length and are all 4.7m high. Their positions are shown in Figure 6.1.
They have a total capacity for 187,381 broilers and operate on a
stocking cycle of 47-49 days with 7 days empty between flock cycles.
Half the birds are removed after 35 days.
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This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf
of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes
Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. July
2009.

Figure 6.1: Locations of existing poultry houses (light blue),
proposed poultry houses (dark blue) and their associated point
sources (red cross-hairs) and volume sources (grey squares) in

the model

Ventilation is mainly by high speed roof mounted fans, with air being
drawn in at low level through wall vents and expelled vertically. Since
the outflow will not be obstructed by any caps or other obstacles, this
should improve air dispersion, especially under low wind speed
conditions. However, on particularly hot days, additional fans located in
the north-eastern gable-ends of the sheds provide tunnel ventilation as
well and exhaust air from these is emitted at low level. It is estimated

that these are normally required on about 10 days per year.
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6.2.4.

6.2.5.

6.2.6.

6.2.7.

Drinking water is supplied through low spillage nipple drinkers which
have been shown to maintain low poultry litter moisture levels and, as a

consequence, reduce odour emission rates from the building.

Outside the poultry units, no spent litter is stored on the site, thus other
odour sources are expected to be insignificant. However, odour
emissions are most likely to reach a cyclical peak during the period
when the buildings are being cleared of spent floor litter. This will occur
at the completion of each flock cycle and the time taken to complete
the task is normally less than four hours per unit. Little factual
information exists on the magnitude of odour emission rates during
cleaning out. These are likely to be highly variable and heavily
dependent upon the management of the process. Based upon the
Code of Good Agricultural Practice (Ref. 6.1) and additional comment
from specialists, a list of Best Management Practices is included at
Appendix 6.1 of this report. Through the adoption of techniques such
as those listed here, odour emissions can be mitigated and minimised

during the clearing out process.

It is proposed that four additional poultry houses are built. These will
be of similar type and operated in a similar manner to the existing ones
and will have capacity for 127,760 broilers. They will have a width of
18.289m, a length of 91.605m and a height of 5.4m. The location of
the proposed houses is shown in Figure 6.1.

Estimation of Odour Emission Rates

Based upon many years of research and measurement, ADAS, in
conjunction with the Silsoe Research Institute and the Met Office, has
developed an emission ‘blueprint’ which covers odour emissions from a
wide range of agricultural sources, including poultry farms. Odour
emissions vary seasonally, diurnally and throughout the growing cycle
and are also affected by litter type, feeding and drinking systems. All of
these factors have been taken into account in the calculation of

emission estimates.
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6.2.8. For the existing units, with a total of 187,381 broilers, the average
summer odour emissions are calculated to be 69,539 European odour
units per second (oug/s). This is split between the six units as shown in
Table 6.1. If built, the proposed. units would have 127,760 broilers
(31,940 birds in each unit) with overall average summer odour
emissions of 47,412 oug/s (11,853 oug/s per unif).

Table 6.1: Numbers of birds and their associated odour emissions
“(ouefs) in the six existing pouliry houses

Diffiensions (i) : |75 .
1 18 x 82 28,748 10,668
2 18 x 82 28,746 10,668
3 18 x 82 28,746 10,668
4 18 x 92 31,940 . 11,853
5 18 x 92 31,940 11,863
6 21x92 . 37,263 13,829
TOTAL 187,381 69,539

6.3 Methodology
Background to Odour and Benchmarks |
Assessment of the Impact of Odour

6.3.1.  Itis important when assessing the potential impact of odours on a local
community, to study both the concenfration of odours and their
frequency of occurrence. This épproach forms part of the fnost recent
guidance from the EA (Ref. 6.2). In adopting the Frequency, Intensity,
Duration, Offensiveness and Location (FIDOL) protocol, the EA is
advocating an objective methodology for the assessment of odour

nuisance.
6.3.2.  The probability of complaints from odour sources depends on:

*»  Frequency of exposure: Complaints are more likely if the
frequency of exposure increases.
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6.3.3.

6.3.4.

]

i3

o The concentration / intensity of the odour: There is a greater
probability of complaint when the odour concentration exceeds a

threshold or guideline.

) Duration of odour events: Short or fleeting odour events are

less likely to cause a nuisance than is a prolonged exposure.

s Nature or offensiveness of the odour: More offensive odours

have a higher risk of causing complaint.

«  Local tolerances and baékground levels: This is strongly
“influenced by the nature of the area in which complainants live
and the nature of the odour. As an example, people who live or
work in suburban areas (1érge vilages or towns) may be

relatively intolerant of “countryside” odours.

Dispersion of Odour

A plume of odour naturally disperses through the turbulent motion of
the atmosphere as it moves downwind from the point of release. Due to
turbulent mixing processes in the atmosphere, odour concentrations
downwind from a source will not be uniform. Characteristically, in any
given hour, there are shoit duration peaks in concentration that last for
a few seconds, separated by longer periods-when the concentrations
are low or zero. Consequently, it is necessary to predict the frequency
of particular odour concentrations at various points around an-odour

source.

Once released to the atmosphere, the direction of spread of odours is
totally dependent upon the direction of the wind. The rate of dispersion
depends mainly on the wind speed, but other -meteorological -
parameters such as air temperafure also influence dispersion rates..
The.stability of the atmosphere also plays an important role in
atmospheric dispersion.
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6.35. There are also non-meteorological factors which influence downwind
odour concentrations:

o Distance from odour source: The closer a receptor is to an
odour source; the higher the odour concentration is likely be at
that location and the greater the probability of impact or

complaint.

e - The height of release: Generally, the higher the point of
release, the lower the odour concentration in the vicinity of the
odour source.

. Emission characteristics: Stronger odour sources tend to
affect a larger area than. weaker sources.

* Building downwash: Pollutant emissions may be .subject to

highly turbulent wind flows in the wake of buildings.

Guideline Vé!ues and Benchmarks

6.3.6. The EA published draft guidelines on odour regulation, assessment
and_ control (IPPC H4: Horizontal Odour Guidance Parts 1 & 2 (Ref.
6.3)) in 2002. This has recently been withdrawn and an updated
version, for consultation purposes, is now available. While these
documents have received some publicity, they are currently only in
draft form, with no statutory powers. The comments made in this
section of the report reflect the material contained in the earlier

document.
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6.3.7.

6.3.8.

6.3.9.

H at
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Whether an odour is considered offensive or not is discussed in some
detail in Appendix 2 of the 2002 H4. This attempts to define the
concept of a concentration that may cbnstitute "no reasonable cause
for annoyance". This is further enumerated in Appendix 6 of the 2002
document, where indicative odour concentration criteria were
presented for odours of varying degrees of offensiveness. Expressed
as a 98" percentile of the hourly mean odour concentrations, a value of
6.0 European Odour Units per cubic metre of air (oug/m®) was
suggested in H4 as being appropriate for the least offensive odours.
This means that a situation should be acceptable, provided that the
value of 6.0 oug/m’ is not exceeded on more than 2% of occasio'n's. For
moderately offensive and highly offensive odours, the criteria are 3.0

oug/m® and 1.5 oug/m’® respectively.

ADAS has generally found that a range of odours, including those from
poultry housings, are unlikely to cause complaints with 98" percentile
odour concentrations of less than 5 oug/m®. In general, once eprsure
exceeds 5 to 10 oug/m® at the 98™ percentile, then there is an

increasing risk of annoyance and complaints.

Odour from poultry housings is not cited as an example of odour in the
most offensive category and it is normally placed in .the moderately
offensive category. The target suggested in H4 for moderately
offensive odours was an hourly mean odour concentration of 3 oug/m®
at the 98" percentile. When assessing the impact of agricultural odours
in a farming area, it is considered reasonable and in line with the
original guidance from- the EA, to relax this target if circumstances
allow. As the area is rural and local residents may reasonably be
expected fo be relatively tolerant to agricultural odours, there is
justification to do so in this case. Consequently, a guideline value of 4
oug/m°, expressed as an hourly mean concentration at the 98"
percentile, is used to assess the point above which some loss of

residential amenity may occur.
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6.3.10. The prediction . that a particular property lies above the guideline

o ~ concentration does not necessarily imply that a loss of residential
amenity (or a nuisance)} will follow. However, it.is suggested that the
probability of such an occurrence is increased in proportion to the
exceedence of the guideline. -

Dispersion Modelling Methodology
Model Description

6.3.11. The choice of model for this study is AERMOD version 6.5 from the US
Environmenta! Protection Agency. The model has been chbsen
becausé it is ‘fitted for the purpose of the modelling procedure’ as
defined by the guidelines published by the Royal Meteorological
Society (Ref. 6.4 and Ref 6.5).

6.3.12. AERMOD is a steady-state atmospheric dispersion model that
incorporates air dispersion based on modern atmospheric physics. It
can include treatment of both surface and elsvated sources and both
simple and complex terrain. The model calculates downwind odour
concenirations in the surrounding area over each hour of a five year
weather file. Statistics on the frequency and concentration of odours at

. the receptor sites are based upon these hourly calculations.

8.3.13. A grid referencing system within the computer model allows both the
location of the sources and receptors to be specified to an accuracy of |
within 1m. AERMOD also allows the use of nested grids which offer
improvements in model resolution in areas of particular interest. If
hecessary, the model can also incorporate the effects of buildings on

the odour plume, known as building downwash.
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6.3.14.

6.3.15.

6.3.16.

Published studies have shown that atmospheric dispersion models are
reliable at predicting the pattern of downwind odour concentrations (as
statistical distributions) over a period of time (Ref. 6.6). 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. Based on such findings, there is a high

level of confidence in the results from odour impact studies.
A summary of the model parameters is .given in Table 6.4.

Meteprbfogy ,

A statistical dispersion modelling run requires a minimum of five years
of hourly meteorological records. There is also a requirement to limit
the amount of missing records (Ref. 6.7) through station selection and
pre-processing the weather file. Where only a small number of missing
records arise, Defra recommends a procedure of ‘in-fill’ by interpolatibn
or near-neighbour substitution. The occurrence of calm conditions
must also be considered so that they are not excluded from the
modelling study. One method used in the pre-processing of a
meteorological file is to replace calm conditions with a default minimum
wind speed, together with an abpropriate wind direction. This is the
approach which has been used in this study. Therefore, each hour of
calm winds has been replaced by a wind speed of 1m/s blowing in the

direction of the wind at the preceding non-calm hour.

40



6.3.17.

6.3.18.
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The nearést meteorologicai station 1o Yeld Farm that regularly records

all the weather elements required for dispersion modelling is at

Shobdon, 6km to the northeast. The meteorological station at Shobdon
is at an altitude of 99m and has a similar exposure to the area around
the farm. Normally, the weather data from this station would be
considered to provide the best available representation of the required
weather elements. However, the wind records at Shobdon contain a
higher than expected proportion of calrﬁ observations which, in ADAS’s
opinion, would potentially degrade the model output. There is a

weather station at RAF Shawbury approximately 70km to the north

northeast of Yeld Farm and at an altitude of 72m. Shawbury has a
normal frequency of calms and other weather elements are likely to be
reasonably representative of the weather in the area of this study.
However, the distribution of wind directions at Shawbury is unlikely to
be similarly representative and the overall mean wind speed is
somewhat higher than the climatological mean around the farm.
Consequently, an in-house programme was run to adjust the wind data
used in the model as follows:

) the wind speeds at Shawbury were reduced by a constant factor
so that the’ mean speed is consistent with the climatological

mean in the area of this study;

. any remaining calm observations were replaced with a wind
spead of 1m/s blowing from the direction recorded at the

previous non-calm hour;

e  the wind directions from Shobdon were imposed on the data
from Shawbury.

In ADAS’s opinion, this combination of the adjusted records from |

Shawbury and the wind directions from Shobdon provides the bhest
representation of the weather in the area of this study.

41



6.3.19.

6.3.20.

A meteorological pre-processor, AERMET, has been used to prepare
the meteorology file for use within AERMOD. This pre-processor allows
surface type to be varied by sector, for example to take into account
less turbulent wind flow when the wind fetch is from open water or
more turbulent flow when the fetch is from urban and industrial areas.

. In this case, one sector has been assigned a tree covered surface type,

in order to take account of the wooded area just to the north of the
existing pouitry houses. Apart from that, all sectors have an
agricultural surface type. AERMET also allows variation of surface type
parameters. Surface roughness, Bowen Ratio and albedo have
therefore been varied on a monthly timescale to take into account
seasonal changes in vegetation. All these parameters affect the
stability and amount of turbulence, or mixing, in the lower layers of the
atrhosphere and are of primary importance fo the rate of dispersion of
odour.

The wind rose for the weather file, derived from data from Shobdon
and Shawbury (2004-2008) is shown in Figure 6:2a and illustrates the
relative frequency of wind directions and winld speeds used in the
modelling study. For comparison the wind rose for observations from
Shobdon (2004-2008) is shown in Figure 6.2b.
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EAST

Figure 6.2a: The wind rose for Yeld Farm, derived from data from
the Met Office stations at Shobdon and Shawbury (2004-2008)
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Figure 6.2b: The wind rose derived from data from the Met Office
station at Shobdon (2004-2008)
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6.3.21.

Model Parameters
Modelling of the Odour Emissions

Within AERMOD, 18 point sources (ridge fans) and 6 volume sources
(gable-end fans) have been used to represent the odour emissions
from the existing poultry units in the first scenario. A further 12 point
sources and 4 volume sources were introduced for the additional four
proposed units in the second scenario. The positions of all these are
shown in Figure 6.1. The averages of summer emission rates though
the growing cycle, known as baseline odour emissions, are given in
Table 6.2 for each poultry unit. Within AERMOD, these values were
split evenly between the point sources associated with each building.
They were then varied seasonally and diurnally according to an
emissions template derived by ADAS and, in addition, 10% of the
emissions from each poultry unit were reallocated from the point
sources to the volume sources during summer daytime only. This was
done in order to simulate the limited use of the gable-end fans on hot
days. Details of the other parameters used for the sources are shown
in Table 6.3.

Table 6.2: Baseline odour emissions (oug/s) for the poultry units

Poultry units | Baseline emissions (oug/s)
Existing units
1 10,668
2 10,668
3 10,668
4 11,853
5 11,853
6 13,829
Sub-total 69,539
Proposed units
7 11,853
8 11,853
9 11,853
10 11,853
Sub-total 47,412
TOTAL FOR ALL UNITS 116,952
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Table 6.3: Source parameters for the poultry units

Poultry Point Sources
units Height Diameter Emission velocity Temperature of
(m) (m) (m/s) emission (°C)
Existing 5.0 0.7 7 21
Proposed 5.5 0.7 I 21
Volume sources
Height (m) Vertical extent (m)
Existing 1.0 233
Proposed 1.0 2.56
Buildings

6.3.22. The poultry units are likely to have a significant effect on the behaviour
of the plumes from the point sources. Consequently they are modelled
in some detail, with two tiers to represent the pitched roofs. A 3D view
of the modelled buildings can be seen in Figure 6.3. Only the nearest 6
existing buildings were included in the first scenario. All ten rearing
units were included in the second one.

Figure 6.3: A 3D view of the existing and proposed buildings modelled
(vertical scale enhanced by a factor of three)
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6.3.23.

6.3.24.

Discrete Receptors

Nineteen discrete receptor points were defined within the model to
represent a selection of nearby properties. These discrete receptors
were taken to be at a height of 1.5m above ground level and their
locations are shown in Figure 6.4, marked by red triangles. The exact
positions of the discrete receptors and their approximate distances

from the poultry farm are given in Table 6.5, in Section 6.4.

The Nested Grid

A nested grid set up within AERMOD has been used to produce the
contour maps presented in the results of this study. This allows a
higher resolution to be used in areas of particular interest, potentially
capturing important detail that might otherwise be lost. In this case, a
600 x 600m area around Yeld Farm was defined at a resolution of 50m
and a 100m resolution grid extended a further 1300m from this. The
grid points were defined at a height of 1.5m above ground level and
details of the nested grid can be seen in Figure 6.4, where each grid

point is marked by a green cross.
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This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf
of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes
Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. ADAS licence no. AL100020033. July
2009.

Figure 6.4: Details of the nested grid (green crosses) and discrete
receptor points (red triangles) used in the modelling study

Terrain

The area around Yeld Farm is hilly, which is likely to have an effect on
ground level odour concentrations. Consequently, terrain data has
been used within AERMOD. The terrain data is based on the SRTM3
data which is derived from Space Shuttle mission RADAR

measurements and has a resolution of approximately 90m.
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Table 6.4: A summary of model parameters

Atmospheric Dispersion Model Description

Dispersion model

AERMOD version 6.5 (Lakes Environmental)

Weather file

Shawbury/Shobdon adjusted: 5 years sequential data

(2004-2008) - UK Met Office

Default minimum wind speed

1m/s

Topography file .xyz file based on Shuttle RADAR measurements
Surface option Rural
Pollutants Odour

Modelling domain

Nested grid, 600x600m at 50m resolution, 3200x3200m at
100m resolution

Flag pole height

1.5m

Discrete receptors

19

Building downwash

BPIP calculations

Sources Existing buildings — 18 point and 6 volume sources
Proposed buildings - 12 point and 4 volume sources
Emissions Continuous : 24/7 (varied seasonally and diurnally)

6.3.26. AERMOD calculates hourly average odour concentrations at the

nested grid points and the discrete receptor points for each hour over a

five-year period. From these calculations, statistics have been

produced of the predicted 98" percentile odour concentrations. That is,

the odour concentration which is exceeded for only 2% of all hours

(around 14 hours per month).

6.3.27. Two runs of AERMOD were made for this study. The first run included

emissions from the existing units only, the second included emissions

from both the existing and proposed units.
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