AH Pick and Son - Proposed Erection of Poultry Units and Anaerobic Digestion Facility at
Manor Farm, Hungarton Lane, Beeby, LE7 3BJ
2020/CM/0042/LCC

Further response by Hungarton Parish Council, January 2021

Hungarton Parish Council maintains its objection to the proposed development at Manor
Farm, Beeby, for the reasons communicated in its email and attachments of July 2020. The
Parish Council requests that its previous and current response documents are provided to
the Development Control and Regulatory Board decision-makers and considered together in
Leicestershire County Council’s determination of the above planning application.

1. The Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmental Statement
An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is required for this category of proposed
development. The aim of the EIA process is to protect the environment by ensuring that a
local planning authority, when deciding whether to grant planning permission for a project,
which is likely to have significant effects on the environment, does so in the full knowledge
of the likely significant effects and takes this into account in the decision-making process
www.gov.uk/guidance/environmental-impact-assessment#legislation-coveringenvironmental-impact-assessment.
The scope of the EIA is determined by the Planning Authority. The Parish Council notes
that the applicant has used a scoping document, dated 25 June 2015, that was prepared for a
prior application to develop the site. So that it can be demonstrated that the EIA has been
carried out to contemporary standards, an up-to-date scoping document must form part of
the current application as a pre-requisite to consideration of the planning application by
the Planning Authority. Planning authorities cannot claim that their determination process
amounts to an EIA by addressing key environmental impacts. In Berkeley v Secretary of
State for the Environment 2000, the House of Lords ruled that EIA could no longer be
inferred.
The Environmental Statement (ES) brings together in a single document the findings of the
EIA. A Non-Technical Summary of the information provided in the ES should also be
provided, along with an indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of knowhow) encountered by the applicant in compiling the required information and uncertainties
involved. While such a summary has been attached, no indication is given of any difficulties
encountered or uncertainties involved. A Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental
Statement is required which includes information on any difficulties or uncertainties
encountered during the EIA process.
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2.

Odour Impact Assessment

The Odour Impact Assessment (OIA) submitted with the current application in question
describes (section 2.1) Manor Farm as being close to the village of Beeby. It is equally close
to Hungarton, a village with a population of around 300, lying downwind from Manor Farm
during westerly/south-westerly airflows which are the prevalent wind direction (see OIA,
Figure 6.1). Notwithstanding the location of Hungarton downwind of the proposed
development, only one of the Sensitive Receptor Sites chosen for study in the OIA was in
Hungarton (site D4 - Greenfields), the rest being predominantly west of the proposed
development (see OIA, Figure AQ1).
The OIA states that “Discrete receptor locations have been selected and they represent the closest
residential locations in each direction”. Selecting study sites on this basis overlooks the
likelihood that the most sensitive receptors would be downwind of Manor Farm. Correct
characterisation of the potential odour hazard (see Appendix A) would have identified
downwind receptors in Hungarton as being particularly at risk. It follows that the selection
criterion used by Isopleth to identify sensitive receptors shows lack of rigorous application
of the principles of risk assessment.
Given the downwind location of the sole receptor site in Hungarton, it is unsurprising that
the odour results measured there (OIA Table 7.1 and Berrys ‘response letter to objections’ of
6 November 2020) were the highest minimum and average values, and equal highest
maximum values over the five years studied. The Parish Council notes also the comment of
Charnwood Planning, Historic and Natural Environment that: “The report included
meteorological data from 2009-2013 which at best is over 7 years old with the results for the different
years averaged to assess compliance…It is therefore likely with changes to meteorological conditions
and averaging results that the report under-estimates the potential odour impact.” Odour Impact
Assessment should be carried out at further sites in Hungarton village, downwind of the
Manor Farm site.
In regard to receptor sites at Manor Farm itself, the OIA states: “Of note is that there are 3
private residences located on the Manor Farm site itself…[which] will benefit from the heat supplied
by the CHP and…[therefore] they would not be considered ‘sensitive receptors’ for purposes of this
odour assessment.” The Parish Council considers this argument to be without merit and an
abdication of responsibility for the welfare of the residents of Manor Farm Cottages. Odour
Impact Assessment should also be carried out at Manor Farm Cottages.
The Parish council notes also the observation of Charnwood Planning Historic and Natural
Environment that the guidance and some of the data used in the OIA is out-of-date and
considers that the OIA report should be revised in line with current standards.
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3. Air Quality assessment
Hungarton Parish Council notes and agrees with the opinion of the Charnwood District
Environmental Heath regulator (8 July 2020) that: “[For the] residences located on the Manor
Farm site…detailed air quality assessment for combustion products, PM10 and PM 2.5 is still
necessary.”.
The Parish Council notes also the comment of Public Health England that: “The application
includes separate assessments for the poultry units and the anaerobic digestor facility. Assessments
should be holistic, taking into account the cumulative impacts of point source and fugitive emissions
from both parts of the development e.g. for noise, odour and particulates including bio-aerosols.
There is insufficient information contained within the planning application to be able to fully assess
the impact of the proposed development on public health.”
Recent studies have shown links between poor air quality and early mortality. In the
Netherlands the National Institute for Public Health and the Environment is studying health
risks for people living near livestock farms. These farms release particulates, endotoxins and
micro-organisms into the environment. Substances like these may harm the health of people
living nearby. Researchers found more pneumonia near poultry farms (see
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/81756299.pdf)
Particulates from poultry farms are particularly likely to cause respiratory problems and
pneumonia. We do not think it is acceptable to offset free heating and power against health
risks. The County Council should have regard to article 2 of the Human Rights Act which
states that “Public authorities should also consider your right to life when making decisions that
might put you in danger or that affect your life expectancy.” The Parish Council considers that
the likelihood of adverse health impacts of the development for the residents (owneroccupiers) of the three cottages at Manor Farm should be rigorously assessed.

4. Feedstock consumption and storage
Hungarton Parish Council appreciates the additional information about feedstock storage
given in Berrys’ ‘Response letter to objections’ of 6 November 2020. It would appear that
there is sufficient storage in the ‘silage clamps’ for 7,900 tonnes of feedstock comprising
farmyard manure and biomass crops, with provision for 1,250 tonnes of poultry manure and
2,800 tonnes of slurries elsewhere. The Parish Council appreciates also the description of the
types of feedstock itemised in the ES (table 4.1), noting that these are more clearly described
in the OIA (section 3.4.2) than in the ES.
However, Hungarton Parish Council remains concerned that the application lacks detailed
information on the volume and Organic Loading Rate (as kg dry matter/cubic metre/day;
typically 2.5-5 kg/m3/d) of the Anaerobic Digestor (AD) (An Analysis of the “Environment
Statement” (Environmental Impact Assessment), Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020). This
Page 3 of 12

is required to establish that the stated annual feedstock consumption of the AD is a reliable,
maximum value. This is required to ensure that the feedstock storage capacity of the
proposed development is not exceeded and that in-field storage, with its associated
consequences, will not be necessary (see Section 8, below). The Parish Council provided
evidence of previous in-field storage of feedstocks at Manor Farm in the past (see: An
Analysis of the Environmental Statement, Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020).
Calculations based on the estimated size of the AD shown in the plans indicate that the
consumption of the AD will be considerably in excess of 12,000 tonnes fresh weight (FW) per
annum. Indeed, The Parish Council notes that the applicant submitted an application in
2017 (2017/0115/02), subsequently ‘disposed of’ according to the public record, to increase
feedstock consumption at the site to 16,500 tonnes per annum. Comprehensive information
on the AD should be provided to establish reliable feedstock consumption information to
validate the Environmental Statement.

5. Low Carbon economy
The ES makes several claims for the ‘green’ and sustainability credentials of the proposed
development, in particular those that are claimed to accrue from producing poultry in the
UK rather than in other countries. In the absence of comparative carbon budget calculations
to confirm this claim, it must be assumed that transferring production from elsewhere to the
UK simply imports the environmental costs of production into the UK. Such claims should
not be taken into consideration in the decision-making process without the support of a
fully-worked carbon budget for the proposed development.
The proposed development will be far from carbon-neutral. Incremental energy inputs to
the enterprise would include the consumption of fossil fuels by vehicles serving the site,
fossil fuel inputs in the sowing, fertilisation, pesticide applications, harvesting and transport
of approximately 124 ha (306 acres) of energy crops, the delivery and movement of
feedstocks, running the AD and the disposal of large volumes of digestate. Moreover, UK
poultry feeds comprise large proportions of imported protein grains, such as maize and
soybean from Europe and the Americas (2.8 million tonnes of maize and 780,000 tonnes of
soybean annually).
The area of arable land that would be taken out of food production and used for the
production of energy crops is a considerable concern. This would be equivalent to the loss
of production of at least 1000 tonnes of wheat, which would have to be imported into the
UK, thus impacting on the UK’s self-sufficiency in this staple food. Furthermore maize,
which is likely to be the main energy crop produced to fuel the AD, is a warm-climate crop
that is notoriously poorly adapted to the English Midlands. Its growth requires large
amounts of nitrogen fertiliser and its harvesting, which generally has to be carried out late in
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the season, causes considerable soil damage. The sustainability and ecological impacts of
growing energy crops for use in the proposed AD should be included in the EIA.

6. Assessment of Alternatives
Paragraph 2, Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations requires the applicant to provide, within the
ES, a description of reasonable alternatives they have considered to the development being
proposed. Reasonable alternatives should include design, technology, location, size and
scale. An evidence-backed justification for selecting the chosen option should be provided,
including a comparison of their environmental impacts.
In its ‘Response letter to objections’ of 6 November 2020, addressing the Parish Council’s
observation that the requirement to assess alternatives had not been addressed, Berrys
stated merely that “it is felt that the proposal is utilising the best and most appropriate
technologies”. However, there are alternative, low-carbon technologies for the generation of
renewable energy. Solar arrays or a wind turbine, for example, would require greatly
reduced land use in their construction and operation, and do not require the storage of
potentially polluting feedstock or wastes, which can and do leak with very concerning
regularity. For example, at Harper Adams University near Newport, Shropshire, leakage at
an agricultural AD facility in 2013 resulted in a serious pollution incident, and an explosion
at the same facility in 2014 resulted in the spillage of tonnes of slurry
www.shropshirestar.com/news/2014/05/30/shropshire-sludge-power-plant-collapses/.
Wind and solar power also lack the hazards associated with generation and storage of large
quantities of explosive biogas and remove the risk of accidents associated with the
complexities of operating an AD unit safely (see: An Analysis of the Environmental
Statement, Section 2, Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020). Incidents at UK AD plants
occur https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/environmental-permitting/standard-rulesconsultation-no-20/user_uploads/incidents-report--2010-2018--final.pdf. These have
included death and serious injury accidents, most recently at Avonmouth on 3 December
2020, when an explosion killed four workers, and at an AD facility in Nottingham in
September 2017, when an explosion seriously injured two workers. The applicant should
provide evidence that they have considered the full range of technology options, along
with the risks of operation and a comprehensive annual carbon budget for each.
The Parish Council considers that anaerobic digestion is a difficult technology that is best
suited to harnessing the potential energy in sewage, waste food and other organic wastes.
Such plants should be managed by competent bodies such as water companies, rather than
being exploited to generate power from green crops at farm level. If energy crops were to
become part of UK policy on green energy production, which for food security reasons
seems highly unlikely, the preferred technology to meet this requirement would be the
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fermentation of biomass to produce ethanol, which is significantly less hazardous and
widely adopted globally.

7.

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

The Parish Council remains concerned about the vastness of the site, the considerable size of
the two proposed poultry sheds and the cumulative visual impact of significant agricultural
building construction in the area in recent years (see: An Analysis of the “Environment
Statement” (Environmental Impact Assessment), Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020).
Of particular concern is the design of the highly visible earth bund. The 200 metres sections
of the proposed bund that face Hungarton Lane to the north and visual receptors to the
southwest will, due to their unrelentingly horizontal design, constitute a significant visual
assault in the context of the surrounding, gently undulating landscape, which is classified in
the Charnwood Local Plan as an Area of Particularly Attractive Countryside (APAC). The
design of the bund should reflect and enhance the undulating landscape. An alternative
landscape mitigation plan is required which reflects the unique character and topography
of the of the landscape surrounding the proposed development.
For the reasons given above, the Parish Council is unable to agree with the opinion of ‘WEC’
(13 July 2020) that “the proposed development will not lead to significant adverse landscape and
visual effects”, but agrees with their detailed comments on:









The absence detail/plans on hedgerow removal, gapping, replanting and
management.
The absence of plans for the protection of existing vegetation.
The lack of plans for habitat protection, especially hedgerow buffer zones and the
avoidance of vegetation removal during the bird nesting season.
The requirement to specify shrub species for replacement plantings and hedgerow
plantings.
The absence of detail on protective fencing and tree supports.
The non-inclusion of understorey planting.
The unsuitable choice of wildflower seed mixtures.
The necessity to provide bird nesting and bat roosting boxes in accordance with the
Ecology Report recommendations.

We agree also with the objection of the Leicestershire County Council Ecologist, on the basis
that the proposed bund planting mix uses non-native species of limited value, and that the
wildflower grassland mix is unsuitable.
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8. Ecology
We are unable to agree with the Leicestershire County Council Ecologist that the area is of
low ecology value. This finding is perhaps because the applicant has failed to mention the
proximity of Barkby Brook, Lodge Farm pond and the Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife
Trust reserve at Miles Piece, all within 500 metres of the proposed development, preferring
instead to state (ES, e.g. Chapter 13, p.152) that “There are no rivers or watercourses within
proximity of the development…There are no natural ponds above or near to the
development.”
The proximity of and risk to Barkby Brook is recognised by the Leicestershire and Rutland
Wildlife Trust (see below).
This exemplifies a fundamental weakness in many of the studies underpinning the EA,
notably in regard to the ecology of the proposed development site, which is the failure to
take as a starting point the identification and characterisation of hazards introduced by the
proposed development as the basis for a properly structured risk assessment (see Appendix
A, below).
Potential ecological hazards would include:
 Removal of existing vegetation – removal of nesting habitat for birds, hunting
habitat for bats, etc.
 Construction of hard standing – replacing habitat for protected species like great
crested newts, introducing the potential for flash flooding of adjacent habitats, etc.
 The lighting of the site – disrupting movements of bats and other nocturnal
wildlife, etc.
 The storage of feedstock and digestates on site – potential for leakage,
contamination/eutrophication of Barkby Brook, etc.
 The storage of feedstock in-field – potential for leakage,
contamination/eutrophication of Barkby Brook, etc. (In-field storage of feedstocks
has occurred in recent years (see An Analysis of the “Environment Statement”
(Environmental Impact Assessment), Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020).
 Noise (displacement of bats, birds and other wildlife, etc.)
 Etc…
Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust clearly recognise the potential development as a
hazard to wildlife, stating: “we would…like to flag our concerns over the potential cumulative
effect of this type of development. This is in relation to the waste – excrement, aerobic ammonia and
especially the potential impact of these to the nearby watercourse (when talking about this particular
application). The cumulative impact of the excrement from a number of poultry farms is seriously
threatening the River Wye in Wales (www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/jun/20/its-like-peasoup-poultry-farms-turn-wye-into-wildlife-death-trap) and they are also causes for environmental
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concern in Shropshire (www.cpreshropshire.org.uk/poultry-farms). We would like to raise your
awareness to this.”
Having established which hazards might result from the construction and management of
the development, the applicant should have evaluated the risks of these being realised,
identified and described any uncertainties. For example, an assertion in the ES, taken from
the Ecological Report by Turnstone Ecology, states that “There are no historic records of Great
Crested Newts within 1km of the proposed development site and there are no ponds within
500m…[therefore] the presence of this species on the site is considered very unlikely.” The absence
of historic records is not evidence of the absence of protected species. In the absence of
studies, the possibility that great crested newts are present at the proposed development site
is an uncertainty and should have been noted as such in the ES and the Non-Technical
Summary.
Finally, appropriate mitigation measures for recognised risks and uncertainties should be
incorporated into the EA submitted with the planning application. Although the Ecological
Report by Turnstone Ecology does not use the standard risk assessment methodology, its
authors clearly anticipate risk from the construction and operation of the development,
stating: “In order to maintain and increase biodiversity of the site and protect adjacent habitat it is
recommended the following mitigation measures and safe working methods are incorporated into the
proposals…” (See: Evaluation and Recommendations, Section 4.)
The Parish Council strongly recommends that an ecological risk assessment is prepared
according to a recognised risk assessment procedure. Any mitigation measures identified
as a result of this re-assessment, along with those recommended by Turnstone Ecology,
Charnwood Planning Historic and Natural Environment and others, should be
incorporated into the planning application and transposed as conditions of any approval.

9.

Flood Risk

Leicester County Council (LCC) Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), in its observations of
24 June 2020 stated: “In order to provide a substantive response, the following information is
required: Total impermeable area, pre- and post-development.”
Where a recognised risk assessment process (see Appendix A) had been used, this basic
information would have been provided in the original application, for example:
Problem Formulation/ Hazard Identification - Construction of roofs and hard standing
amounting to a plan area of ^^^ sq. m.
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Hazard Characterisation - Potential for peak volumes of ^^^ cu. metres of rainwater run-off
and nutrients to flood and/or eutrophicate Barkby Brook with consequences for the brook
ecosystem and those of the nearby, Leicestershire and Rutland Wildlife Trust reserve at
Miles Piece and the pond at Lodge Farm. Hazard = High
Risk Characterisation Climate change has resulted in heavier, more frequent summer
rainfall events that will result in increasingly frequent exposure of sensitive ecosystems to
the identified hazards. The magnitude of any such changes is an uncertainty. Likelihood =
High
Risk Management – Engineering solutions, emergency measures, etc. Overall risk = ^^^
The Parish Council strongly recommends that the flood risk assessment is prepared
according to a recognised risk assessment procedure.

10. Roads and Transport
The Parish Council has commented on its serious concerns about the likely impact of 980
additional HGV trips annually on local lanes (An Analysis of the “Environment Statement”
(Environmental Impact Assessment), Hungarton Parish Council, July 2020). In summary:
i.

ii.

iii.

The very narrow, Class C lanes surrounding Manor Farm all lie within a 7.5 tonne
vehicle weight limit zone and will be highly vulnerable to significant damage.
Experience showns that local roads are unsuitable for regular HGV use (see Plate A).
The proposed new passing places each add one metre to the current width of the
proposed, ‘obligatory’ route to and from Manor Farm, and are only 25 metres long.
At two of the proposed passing places, this will result in only 5.2 metres being
available for passing, which is insufficient to allow the passing of an HGV and
another vehicle. Consequently, traffic conflicts are inevitable.
The proposed route to and from Manor Farm will add additional miles and route
complexity compared with the most direct routes to major roads, notably the M1. As
such, it will be very unattractive to HGV drivers, who are subject to statutory
limitations on their driving hours. Non-compliant or unaware HGV drivers will
inevitably attempt to access Manor Farm via Beeby, where they will encounter shortradius, blind and narrow (3 metre) bends (see Plate B) and extremely ‘tight’
junctions.

For these reasons, the Parish Council stated previously that “a revised road widening scheme is
required and there should be an enforceable, contractual undertaking by the applicant to ensure that
all drivers complied with the proposed, mandatory route to and from Manor Farm.”
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Subsequently, having seen the consultation response of Leicester County Council Local
Highway Authority of 24 June 2020, the Parish Council now takes the view that the
Authority has not identified and characterised the off-site implications of the proposed
development at Manor Farm, especially in relation to enforcing compliance with the
mandatory, proposed route to and from Manor Farm. In this context, the response states:
“The applicants shall enter into a S106 or a Unilateral Undertaking that requires both construction
traffic and Heavy Goods Vehicle traffic generated by the Poultry Farm and the AD plant, to use the
proposed access route shown in Appendix 5 of the revised Transport Statement.”. The Parish
Council is advised that Section 106 agreements are not applicable to the enforcement of offsite traffic routing. Moreover, a unilateral undertaking by the applicant will not be legally
binding on third-party HGV operators visiting Manor Farm.
The Parish Council recommends that the Planning Authority consults further with the
Local Highway Authority to determine whether the Highway Authority can support the
planning approval, given:
i.
the shortcomings of the road network around Manor Farm.
ii.
the inability of local authorities to enforce HGV routing to and from Manor Farm.
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Appendix A - Assessing Environmental Impact
The Environmental Statement is the key application document which brings together all
Material Considerations pertaining to the application. It should be structured according to
recognised risk assessment protocols.
This would demonstrate to public and planners alike that the applicant had considered all
the consequences of the development, evaluated the overall risk involved in the construction
and operation of the development and proposed appropriate management measures to
reduce identified risks to a level acceptable to planners.
Typical work-flow:
Problem Formulation/Hazard Identification - A comprehensive listing of possible hazards
being introduced into the receiving environment, associated with the location and
operation of the proposed poultry unit and anaerobic digestor.
Hazard characterisation – A description of the consequences of these hazards for the
receiving environment (Negligible/Low/Medium/High).
Risk Characterisation - An evidence-based assessment of the likelihood of the receiving
environment being exposed to the identified hazards, including direct effects and any
indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short, medium and long-term,
permanent and temporary effects, along with a description of any uncertainties
identified (Negligible/Low/Medium/High).
Risk Management – A description of the measures that will be put in place to address any
identified risks and/or uncertainties. (Overall risk: Negligible/Low/Medium/High).
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Plate A. Damage to Park Road, Lowesby, due to HGV traffic, July 2018

Plate B. Hungarton Lane 500 metres to the west of Manor Farm, January 2021
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