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1

Subject

1.1

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – applications presented for determination.

2

Purpose of Report

2.1

This report presents for the Board decision, a number of planning, listed building,
advertisement, proposals, together with proposals for the works to, or the felling
of trees covered by a Preservation Order and other miscellaneous items.

2.2

Minerals and Waste applications are determined by the County Council.
Developments by Government Bodies and Statutory Undertakers are also
determined by others. The recommendations in these cases are consultation
responses to those bodies.

2.3

The proposals presented for decision are set out in the index at the front of the
attached report.

2.4

Significant Applications are presented first, followed in succession by General
Development Applications; the Council’s own development proposals; and finally
Minerals and Waste Disposal Applications. .

3

Implications

3.1

Should there be any implications in respect of:
Finance; Crime and Disorder; Sustainability; Human Rights Act; or other relevant
legislation, associated with a particular application then that issue will be covered
either in the body of the report, or if raised at the meeting, in discussion.

4

Site Visits

4.1

Members are encouraged to view sites in advance of the Board Meeting. Most
can be seen from public land. They should however not enter private land. If
they would like to see the plans whilst on site, then they should always contact
the Case Officer who will accompany them. Formal site visits can only be agreed
by the Board and reasons for the request for such a visit need to be given.

4.2

Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers
dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site
alone, or as part of a Board visit.
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5

Availability

5.1

The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before
the meeting is held in accordance with statutory requirements. It is also possible
to view the papers on the Council’s web site: www.northwarks.gov.uk.

5.2

The next meeting at which planning applications will be considered following this
meeting, is due to be held on Monday, 7 March 2016 at 6.30pm in the Council
Chamber at the Council House.

6

Public Speaking

6.1

Information relating to public speaking at Planning and Development Board
meetings can be found at: www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/.

6.2

If you wish to speak at a meeting of the Planning and Development Board, you
may either:




e-mail democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk;
telephone (01827) 719222; or
write to the Democratic Services Section, The Council House, South Street,
Atherstone, Warwickshire, CV9 1DE enclosing a completed form.
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Description
Land At Crown Stables, Nuneaton
Road, Mancetter,
Erection of 40,001 bird broiler building
and associated control room, feed silos,
LPG tank, heat exchanger, hard-standing
and attenuation pond
Barge And Bridge PH, 79, Coleshill
Road, Atherstone,
Demolition of existing public house
building. Erection of building for 9 flats
and associated works.
Land North Of, Eastlang Road,
Fillongley,
Residential development comprising of 27
no: affordable 2, 3 and 4 bedroom houses
and 2 bedroom bungalows including
associated highways, external works,
landscaping and boundary treatments
Land North of 19, Southfields Close,
Coleshill,
Erection of two four bedroom semidetached dwellings with integral garages
52, New Street, Baddesley Ensor,
Outline application for 3no: 2-bed
detached dormer bungalows. (with
indicitive details of access, layout,
appearance and scale).
Dordon Ambulance Station, Watling
Street, Dordon,
Demolition of existing former ambulance
station and construction of No.14
dwellings, with improved access and
associated landscaping
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General /
Significant
General

General

General

General

General

General

General Development Applications
(1)

Application No: PAP/2015/0348

Land At Crown Stables, Nuneaton Road, Mancetter, CV9 1RF
Erection of 40,001 bird broiler building and associated control room, feed silos,
LPG tank, heat exchanger, hard-standing and attenuation pond, for
Crown Waste Management
Introduction
This planning application was reported to the Planning and Development Board on 9
November 2015 for information only, to provide an introduction to the proposal,
summarising them and the supporting documentation. The information in this Board
report will not be repeated here. A copy of that report can be found at Appendix A.
The Board resolved to visit the proposed site at Mancetter along with that of an
Intensive poultry installation in Arley, in order to experience very similar site operations,
conditions and activities as those that are to be undertaken at Mancetter.
The Site Visit
A note of the visit is attached at Appendix B. In summary the visit to Mancetter involved
walking to the corner of the site where the building is proposed; observing the position
of the railway embankment and the dwelling houses near to the site and observing the
highway access onto Nuneaton Road. The visit to Arley Lane Farm involved Members
walking around the outside of the building and walking into the building where 48,000
chicks, aged 3 weeks old were being kept.
Consultations
Environment Agency – The Agency confirms that it has no objection to the proposal,
subject to the imposition of a condition relating to the drainage of the site. It confirms
that an Environmental Permit will be required from the Agency for this Intensive Poultry
Installation with more than 40000 birds. With regards to the details within the application
it did require additional information on whether a permanent generator will be installed;
where the condensate/wash water from the heat exchanger will be discharged to,
details on the odour from commercial litter additives, and it questioned the use of
shredded paper as litter.
The Environment Agency has received additional information as requested and now
confirms that an Environmental Permit has been issued, subject to conditions, to Crown
Waste Management Limited for this Intensive Poultry Installation under permit number
EPR/TP3035EW. A copy of this Permit and its supporting report is attached at Appendix
C along with a document produced by the Agency, entitled “Frequently Asked
Questions on Permit Applications for Poultry Units.”
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Warwickshire Fire and Rescue Officer – It is confirmed that there is no objection subject
to the imposition of a planning condition for the provision of fire hydrants.
Environmental Health Officer – He confirms that this proposal will require an
Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency. He states that the noise
assessment shows that this proposal should not have any adverse impact on nearby
properties. However, he remains concerned that the intensive poultry unit is much
closer to residential properties than the recommended separation distances of 400
metres as contained in the Town and Country Planning General Permitted Development
Order and ADAS advice. He states that the applicant predicts that the impact of this
proposal will be negligible and has put monitoring and control measures in place to deal
with issues such as odour and flies. However, he does stress that the operation of the
site now falls under the regulatory authority of the Environment Agency who are the key
consultees regarding issues such as odour, flies and noise.
Council’s Consultant Agricultural Adviser – He advises that modern broiler units can be
operated without causing nuisance providing they are run with attention to detail to
maintenance and operation and providing their siting has been given the correct degree
of analysis having regard to effects on local inhabitants, local roads and their traffic,
landscape issues and the greater environment.
Severn Trent Water Ltd – It confirms that there is no objection to this proposal.
Warwickshire Museum – It confirms that there is no objection to the principle of
development, however some archaeological work is required if consent is forthcoming in
view of the development site being located within an area of archaeological potential at
Mancetter. This further work can be undertaken as part of a planning condition.
Network Rail – It expresses concern that the block plan appears to show the applicant
erecting the broiler unit hard against Network Rail’s boundary. The railway line is
electrified with 25,000 volt AC overhead units which will have a safety issue for the
proposed birds as well as anyone working on the construction of the building or
undertaking any future maintenance on the building. The construction of the building
could also impact on the lineside fencing and foundations and that works may physically
encroach or over-sail the boundary where trains are running at speeds of 125mph. As a
minimum Network Rail would be looking for a buffer strip of 3 metres between the
railway line and the building.
Warwickshire County Council as Lead Flood Authority – It initially objected to the
scheme as the east of the site is susceptible to surface water flooding during rainfall
events including the 1 in 30 year rainfall event and the proposed 2.0 metre of level
raising within the surface water flood extents (adjacent to the watercourse) would
increase the risk of flooding to others. Following the submission of a Flood Risk
Assessment, the Lead Flood Authority now has no objection to the scheme provided
that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved Flood Risk
Assessment and the following mitigation measure detailed in the FRA being:
•

To mitigate the potential impact from surface water flooding, a minimum of 250
cubic metres floodplain compensation shall be provided in accordance with the
site drainage plan.
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Warwickshire Highway Authority – It confirms that it has no objection to the proposal.
The proposal could generate up to 282 HGV movements per year which would equate
to some 6 HGVs per month. It considers that this number can be accommodated on the
existing highway network. The visibility splays can be achieved by cutting back the
foliage. As such it confirms that there is no objection to the proposal subject to the
imposition of planning conditions covering the improvements to the vehicular access
into the site.
Warwickshire Wildlife Trust – The Trust confirms that the site is within close proximity to
two potential Local Wildlife Sites: Brooklands Farm Meadow and the River Anker. Both
sites appear to be hydrologically linked to the site via the stream which runs along its
south eastern boundary and so there is a potential risk from contamination/ run off in to
the watercourse during the construction or operational stages of the development. As
such, suitable mitigation measures are required to be installed. There is a pond to the
north-west of the site which lies within 100 – 200 metres of the development footprint
which may be a habitat for Great Crested Newts.
Representations
Mancetter Parish Council – It strongly objects to the proposal for the following reasons:
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The site history of this land includes the deposition of waste without the
appropriate planning consents in place and the unauthorised use of one of the
building’s as a pine furniture sales outlet whereby an Enforcement Notice was
subsequently served;
The site appears dormant and gives a run-down impression and appearance and
the buildings on site are unused.
The site is designated as green field beyond the settlement boundary. There are
strong links with this area and Queen Boudicca’s battle in the rebellion against
the Roman conquest of Britain. There is no provision in the proposal to carry out
archaeological investigations prior to development;
Public footpath AE100 crosses the adjoining land and is well used as well as the
Arden Heritage Trial. Uncontrolled and constant emissions of noise, smell and
dust will seriously affect the attraction of any number of visitors to the area;
Alternative sites have not been thoroughly considered. This should include land
that is not owned by the applicant;
The application site does not include two sizeable and significant isolated parts of
the field;
Network Rail has stated in its comments that the proposed position of the
building will be too close to the main line. The colour of the building is likely to be
white which will make it more prominent in the landscape.
The stable block is not used and has a run-down appearance. These buildings
should be demolished if an alternative scheme is to be approved;
Employment – this scheme will only employ one full time member of staff and up
to six casual workers and so will not have a significant impact on employment in
the area;
Access to the site is within a 50mph speed limit close to a bend and this will
cause a highway safety issue for road users;
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•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

The 7 metre high vents will be casting out odour. There is an acute danger from
the uncontrolled emissions, which contain particulates. It is understood that 15%
of chicken factory workers have bronchial troubles;
Mancetter Parish has experience of two specific industrial activities where
companies have spent millions of pounds to make improvements to their
processes to eliminate odours but their processes are still failing and the villagers
are subject to foul odours;
This proposal has the potential to pollute the surrounding watercourses from
waste water;
The proposal has the potential to attract a lot of flies;
The applicant has not given sufficient attention to dealing with emergencies
particularly as power failures in the locality are not uncommon;
Details of the storage of anti-biotic feeds and chemicals on site have not been
included in the application;
Additional lorries for this development would significantly increase traffic noise
particularly if its movement takes place outside regular weekday hours and at
weekends and bank holidays. There would also be noise generated from
reversing bleepers and the constant “hum” of fans; and,
The proposal will increase traffic generation through the village of Mancetter.

Hartshill Parish Council – It objects to this proposal. The site history of this land is
outlined by the Parish Council. It expresses concern about the impact on the residents
of Hartshill from odours and traffic; impact on any archaeological remains on the site;
impact on the Nuneaton Road from the intensification of the use of this vehicular
access; visual intrusion and environmental factors; size of the proposed building; noise
from the high velocity fans and pollution to adjacent watercourses.
Atherstone Civic Society – It strongly objects to the proposal. The proposed building is a
large industrial shed which takes no account of the character of the countryside as
required by paragraph 17 of the NPPF. The proposed building would be highly visible
from vantage points on the Hartshill Ridge, particularly from the bridleway/North Arden
Heritage Trail on high land to the south. The proposed planting would not screen the
building from these vantage points. There is no evidence to suggest that the building
has been designed to reflect its setting. The site is close to the site regarded by many
experts to be the place where Queen Boudicca fought her last battle against the
Romans. Visitors come to look at the sites of Mancetter’s Roman history and these
plans for a large scale building would hinder the promotion of this area for tourists.
Mancetter has already taken more than its fair share of un-neighbourly uses with the
long-established animal processing site at De Mulders and the Nuneaton Sewage
Works.
Witherley Parish Council – It objects to the proposal as this Intensive Poultry use has
the potential to pollute watercourses which feed directly into the River Anker which flows
through Witherley Parish. It also expresses concern about the potential for odour
nuisance and the spread of aerial pollutants over a wide area. It also considers that the
estimated number of vehicle movements is too low; that employing one member of staff
will not have any significant employment benefit and that insufficient evidence has been
supplied to satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed development would not have
any harmful impacts in this countryside location.
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502 objections letters/emails have been received from residents in Mancetter,
Atherstone, Hartshill, Witherley and other areas in the country and from the owners of
Dobbies Garden Centre relating to concerns about:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The increased heavy traffic along Nuneaton Road. The road is inadequate to
accommodate further heavy lorries. The Listed Buildings at Gramer Cottages are
already suffering from cracking due to the heavy goods vehicles using this road.
The vehicular access into the site from Nuneaton Road is wholly inadequate for
this use. There is a solid white line along this part of the carriageway that
discourages vehicles from passing.
Smells and flies – this area is already badly affected by the odours that are
produced from the animal rendering plant (Demulders) on Mancetter Road. The
smells from this broiler unit will not only affect those properties next to the site but
also Mancetter, Hartshill and Witherley. There is a potential for this proposal to
generate a large amount of flies in the area.
Noise – the fans used on the building will produce noise disturbance to
surrounding residents
Surface water pollution – there is the potential for the waste water to pollute the
adjoining brook which feeds the River Anker.
Issues with airborne pollutants contaminating the atmosphere;
Animal welfare concerns regarding this intensive farming operation.
This proposal introduces an industrial process activity into this area as it is not
related to agriculture.
The building proposed is large and obtrusive and will be clearly visible from views
outside of the site.
The proposed scheme will only employ one full-time member of staff and so will
not generate a lot of employment opportunities in the area.
Such a use will have a negative impact on the tourism industry in the area
including visitors to Dobbies and Plantasia.

Observations
a) Introductory Remarks
Since the November Board meeting, the Environment Agency has issued a Permit for
this Intensive Poultry Installation under the Environmental Permitting (England and
Wales) Regulations 2010. A copy of the Permit and the supporting report is attached to
this report at Appendix C. This Environmental Permit has been granted by the Agency
as the operator has demonstrated that the proposed facility meets the requirements of
UK and European Laws in how it will be designed and run. Public Health England was
notified about this Permit application to ensure that there will be no harm to human
health as a result of any proposed activity taking place at this site.
Members are reminded that the Board is dealing with a planning application for the
erection of a livestock agricultural building and thus its remit is only to assess the
planning merits of the proposal. The Planning Legislation (as stated in Paragraph 122 of
the National Planning Policy Framework) clearly states that when determining
applications, local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is
an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of
processes or emissions themselves where these are subject to approval under pollution
control regimes. It also states that the planning system should operate on the basis that
the relevant pollution control regimes will be properly applied and enforced. For this
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proposal the planning legislation assumes that the Environmental Permit will control
odour, noise, litter and pests as well as handling and storage of residual wastes from
the process such as poultry manure, dirty wash water and biomass boiler ash.
In this respect Members are not required to address matters that are more properly
dealt with under this other legislation or question how the livestock building will be
managed or make any judgement on the personal credentials of the applicant. In order
to keep to its remit of only assessing the planning merits of this proposal, the guiding
principle for Members is to ask whether the erection of a livestock building in this
location accords with the Development Plan.
As such the determination of this proposal in this location requires a balanced
assessment of the planning merits of:
•

The principle of the proposed development;

•

The impact upon residential amenities, in terms of odours and dust,

•

The impact upon the landscape and visual amenities of the area,

•

Ecological issues,

•

The impact upon highway safety,

•

Drainage and surface water run-off,

•

Archaeological issues and the impact on historic environment and

•

Other Considerations.

b) The Principle of the Proposed Development
The site is located in the open countryside and outside the development boundary for
Mancetter.
Many objectors have expressed concern that the proposal for intensive poultry rearing
constitutes a process more akin to an industrial process than an agricultural enterprise
and is therefore inappropriate development in this location. The definition of agriculture,
provided by section 336 of the 1990 Town and Country Planning Act, includes “the
keeping and breeding of livestock (including any creature kept for the production of
food), where that use is ancillary to the farming of land for other agricultural purposes.”
Additionally, the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2011 does include intensive livestock installations under the category of
“Agriculture”. There is no case law available to suggest that intensive farming
operations are industrial uses. The Council’s Agricultural Advisor also confirms that this
operation can only be described as an agricultural use that falls within Section 336(1).
As such, it is considered that this building is for the carrying out of an agricultural
operation.
Policy NW1 of the Core Strategy states that development outside of a development
boundary, and except where other policies of the Plan expressly provide, will be limited
to that necessary for agriculture, forestry or other uses that can be shown to require a
rural location.
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As such the principle of development for agricultural purposes is accepted in this
location.
c) Impact on residential amenities in general terms
Modern broiler units can be operated without causing nuisance providing they are run
with attention to detail to maintenance and operation, and providing their siting has been
given the correct degree of analysis having regard to effects on local inhabitants, local
roads and their traffic, landscape issues and the greater environment. Members have
had the opportunity to visit an intensive poultry unit with similar bird numbers to the one
being proposed. Although this building was an older structure than the modern building
being proposed in Mancetter, Members were able to experience the impact on the
environment from noise and odour which was limited to inside the building and standing
close to the ventilation system which in this case was on the side of the building. From
the car park area where Members parked which was some 20 metres away it was
certainly not obvious that this building contained some 48,000 birds.
Policy NW10 of the Core Strategy, entitled Development Considerations, states that:
“development should meet the needs of residents and businesses without
compromising the ability of future generations to enjoy the same quality of life that the
present generation aspires to.” Paragraph 9 of this policy states that development
should, “avoid and address unacceptable impacts upon neighbouring amenities through
noise, light, fumes or other pollution”. Saved Policy ECON7 (Agricultural and Forestry
Buildings and Structures) in the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 further states that,
“The construction or extension of agricultural or forestry buildings or structures will be
permitted provided that in the case of livestock buildings, their siting is not likely to
cause disturbance or loss of amenity to occupants of any permanent building off the
farm.”
The concerns being raised are acknowledged in that farm buildings used for the
intensive rearing of animals could create environmental pollution of one kind or another,
either air borne or water borne. Reference to a number of recent appeal decisions
indicates a wide variety of concerns that may be raised, and of interest is the view
expressed in some of the cases by respective Inspectors that a certain level of smell in
the countryside is only to be expected. Such statements have of course to be set in the
context of the provisions of Part 6 A(2)(1) of Schedule 2 of the General Permitted
Development Order which specifically extends planning control over animal buildings
and slurry storage within 400 metres of the curtilage of protected buildings. It needs to
be made clear that the reference to this distance should not be misrepresented. It does
not mean that there is a restriction or “ban” on agricultural buildings within 400 metres of
a house. It is merely that within 400 metres, a planning application will be needed for
the livestock unit in order that impacts can be thoroughly assessed. In other words the
impacts will need to be assessed and that is therefore to be on a site-specific basis.
Here the unit is within 400 metres of some 29 dwellings along the Nuneaton Road
including Brooklands Cottage which is opposite the site entrance and as such this is the
context for assessment. Dwellings that are classed as farmhouses are not included in
the definition of protected buildings if the occupants work in the agricultural trade.
Nevertheless, as previously mentioned, the planning policy (as stated in Paragraph 122
of the National Planning Policy Framework) clearly states that when determining
applications, local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is
an acceptable use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of
processes or emissions themselves where these are subject to approval under pollution
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control regimes. It also states that the planning system should operate on the basis that
the relevant pollution control regimes will be properly applied and enforced.
The Environment Agency has commented that they it has no objections to the proposal
and that the permit issued includes controls on noise, dust, flies and odour from the
installation. In the Permit, the Agency has set conditions which will protect the
environment and people’s health and ensure that odour and noise pollution from the
broiler unit is kept to a minimum. The Agency will carry out periodic audits and
inspections to check compliance with the permit. The Agency can additionally review
permit conditions and change these conditions at any time. They can also take
enforcement action if the permit holder breaks the conditions of the permit without
reference to the Local Planning Authority.
d) Odour
This planning application is accompanied by an Odour Management Plan. An Odour
Management Plan is a requirement of the Environmental Permit as this Intensive
Poultry Installation is sited within 400 metres of sensitive receptors (in this case
residential properties). Odour modelling uses the output of an atmospheric dispersion
model to describe the statistically-likely concentration of odour emitted from a point or
area on the surrounding environment.
Typically odours are grouped into three categories being:
1) the most offensive (such as the operation at the Sarval Animal Rendering Plant);
2) moderately offensive (such as the operation being proposed here for intensive
livestock rearing); and
3) the least offensive (such as breweries, bakeries).
The Environment Agency guidelines published in April 2011 (H4 Odour Management
guidance) set the benchmark at 3.0ouE/m³ for these moderately offensive odours. In
very general terms, based on the ‘intensity’ of the odour then:
•

1 odour unit is the threshold of detection (in the laboratory);

•

3 odour units is the point at which the smell is recognisable, i.e. it could be
recognised as poultry odour.

•

5 odour units is noticeable (faint),

•

10 odour units is a distinct smell which can be intrusive.

The amount of time that someone is exposed to the odour; its intensity and the type of
odour will all play a part in producing a state of annoyance. In addition, the sensitivity of
any particular individual to an odour, their memories of past exposures and the timing of
exposure (for example at meal times or perhaps when feeling unwell) are also key
factors. The indicative exposure criterion applied to livestock at new installations is:
“3 ouE m-3 as a 98th percentile of a year of hourly means at location xyz”.
This means that an average concentration of 3 odour units (averaged over an hour) is to
be met at a specified location for 98% of the time, as indicated by modelling.
7/11

The Odour Model submitted with the application shows the odour from a Poultry
Installation Unit comprising of 90,000 birds in two units with high velocity stacks at 7
metres (copy attached at Appendix D). The shaded area shows the extent of the area
which would be affected by an hourly exposure in excess of the Environment Agency’s
98%ile hourly mean of 3.0ouE/m³ within which the impact of odours arising from the
operation at the site of two units housing 90,000 birds would be likely to be
unacceptable. The closest sensitive dwellings at Brooklands Farm, Brooklands and
Mancetter Spring Farm all fall outside of this 3.0ouE/m³ area.
The Environment Agency has produced a Technical Guidance Note entitled Odour
Management at Intensive Livestock Installations (IPPC SRG 6.02). A copy of this report
can be found at Appendix E. This Guidance Note states that once odorous emissions
leave the source they undergo dilution and dispersion in the atmosphere downwind of
the installation. Where odours are released at height, they are likely to be more
effectively dispersed than those released at a low level or, inadvertently, from open
doors. The design of ventilation systems is a specialist field but in general terms roof
(apex) vents produce better dispersion of odorous releases than those positioned along
the side of buildings (side wallvents). Members will recall that the Intensive Poultry Unit
at Arley Lane Farm had vents along the side of the building whereas the proposed
Installation will have vents sited at heights above the building.
The proposal before the Planning and Development Board is for one unit housing
40,001 birds in the south west corner of the site. The Odour Model for this unit will
mainly be contained within the site with some odour being experienced on the
agricultural land to the east of the site. There would be no sensitive receptors within this
3.0ouE/m³ area where the impact of odours arising from the operation would be likely to
be unacceptable.
The Odour Management Plan submitted with the planning application identifies each
source of odour from the operation and the actions taken to minimise odour and odour
risk from the operation. The building has been sited so that it is located at the furthest
point away from any sensitive receptor. The entrance door to this building is in the south
eastern corner of the site.
Transport and disposal of manure also has the potential to generate odour although this
does not constitute development. Control measures are included in the proposal to
ensure that no manure will be stored on the site. All manure will be removed from the
unit when the birds are removed at the end of the growing period. This manure will then
be exported from the installation in covered HGVs for use in an energy recovery facility.
Details of a Manure Management Plan have been submitted with the application which
seeks to minimise the odours during the short period of time this removal process takes
place.
Concerns have been expressed about these conclusions, as it is suggested that the
Agency has not sought appropriate details from the applicant. The Agency has been
invited to submit a written statement to explain how it assessed the likely impact of
odour during its consideration of the Permit application. This will be circulated to
Members prior to the meeting. However it is understood that the Agency will say that it
has not used the Odour Model submitted with this planning application. Instead it has
based its assessment on the applicant proposing a well-insulated fan ventilated unit with
a full litter which meets the measures included in the Best Available Techniques (BREF)
as published by the European IPPC Bureau and reproduced in the Agency’s guidance
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EPR 6.09 Appendix 3 Section A3.2 for Broilers, together with the Odour Management
Plan being written into the Permit. Both of these provide the confidence behind its issue
of the Permit and explains why the Agency did not ask for the raw data that informed
the conclusion reached in the Odour Model.
Notwithstanding this, Members will be aware that the Odour Model that accompanies
the application was based on a much larger operation at this site – 90000 rather than
40000 birds - and it therefore represents a “worst case scenario”.
Concerns have also been raised about the cumulative impact of odour from other
operations with Environmental Permits in close proximity to this site. In other words the
“threshold” for potential odour pollution should be lower than that for a stand-alone
plant. The other sites are the Sarval Animal Rendering Plant site at Mancetter Road and
Severn Trent Water’s Reclamation Works at Woodford Lane. Again, these uses are
controlled under the Environment Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010.
These uses emit odour categorised as the “most offensive.” Through the use of Best
Available Technology these operations have modernised the technology they use in
order to reduce the level of odour being emitted from these plants.
The Environment Agency has responded to the fears about this cumulative effect from
Sarval some 1km to the south east of the proposed Installation by stating that:
“If there are odour issues from either site, the wind direction at the time could be used to
determine where the odour originates and the source investigated accordingly. Due to
the locations of the sites and the wind direction, the likelihood of a cumulative impact is
low. Whilst we accept that intensive farming has the potential to cause odour we are
satisfied that the odour impacts from well-run facilities can be managed. If this site
operates in accordance with the permit, odour will not be an issue.”
In other words the Agency is saying that each site is the subject of controls using the
best available technical knowledge; that there being breaches of the controls at the
same time is thus a low risk and that as the sites are spaced apart, dispersal and wind
direction would be major factors in reducing an adverse cumulative impact. The Agency
does not therefore consider that a reduced threshold should thus apply.
e) Air Emissions
The Odour Management Plan contains actions to minimise the creation of dust/bioaerosols and ammonia at the operation. The best available evidence in relation to bioaerosol emissions is that they return to existing levels at about 100 metres from the
source. Measures are contained within the Environmental Permit to either prevent
emissions and where this is not practicable, minimise them. The Environment Agency
has concluded in the Permit that the Installation will not cause any significant harm to
human health.
Defra’s guidance is that dust should only be considered further where the number of
birds housed exceeds 400,000 and there are residences within 100 metres. In this case,
although there is a residence within 100 metres, the number of birds would be 40,001.
As this proposal is some 90% short of this trigger point then exposure to dust is not
required to be considered further other than within the Environmental Permit.
A Health Protection Agency Position Statement for Intensive Farming is attached to this
report at Appendix F. This Position Statement concludes that these Intensive Farming
Installations are likely to be of a low public health impact. Public Health England is a
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Statutory Consultee for the IPPC Permit process. Public Health England was notified
about Permit application before it was issued to ensure that there will be no harm to
human health as a result of any proposed activity taking place at this site.
f) Noise
The proposed development has the potential to generate noise. The Environment
Agency has published a Technical Guidance Note on Noise Management at Intensive
Livestock Installations (IPPC SRG 6.02 Farming). A copy of this Technical Guidance is
attached at Appendix G.
A Noise and Vibration Assessment has been submitted with the application which
studies the potential adverse effect of noise arising from the proposed development on
the amenity of sensitive receptors. The sources of noise at the site are limited to the
following activities:
•

unloading of replacement birds, feed and fuel at the site;

•

mechanical ventilation of the buildings,

•

removal of birds from the site, clearing and removal of broiler litter, and washing
down and,

•

on-site vehicle movements including staff, maintenance and waste removal
vehicles.

In the Plant Noise and Vibration Assessment, the noise from the heat exchanger is
identified as having the highest Sound Pressure level. The final scheme has been
informed by the results of the noise assessment, with additional mitigation measures
including quieter extraction fans and the use of an acoustic barrier around the heat
exchanger. The heat exchanger has also been located at the furthest point away from
receptors. With the measures in place the assessment concludes that:
“Noise intrusion assessments on the proposed plant have shown that noise levels from
the unit are predicted to be within the BS 8233 criteria at nearby sensitive receptor
locations on the basis of worst case assumptions. Therefore, the proposed development
will not have a ‘significant adverse impact’ on health or quality of life.”
The Environmental Health Officer has confirmed that the noise assessment show that
this proposal should not have any adverse impact on nearby properties. To ensure that
the installation is operated in this low level of noise, a Noise Management Plan has
been prepared and is controlled through the Environmental Permit. With regards to the
noise generated by HGVs a condition is recommended limiting the hours that HGVs can
access the site to no earlier than 0700 and no later than 1900 each weekday.
g) Conclusions on Residential Amenity
Although this proposal involves an Intensive Poultry Installation within 400 metres of
residential dwellings, this needs to be balanced against the way the building has been
designed and how the management of the operation has been limited in the
Environmental Permit to mitigate any potential impacts from this operation on these
residential dwellings. The applicant has stated that to construct this Intensive Poultry
Installation they are committed to invest some £750,000 into the Installation to ensure
that these Best Available Techniques as set out in the Environmental Permit are used.
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As such it is concluded that this modern unit can be operated without causing nuisance
providing the detail on maintenance and operation as outlined in the Environmental
Permit is fully complied with.
The Environment Agency and the applicant have agreed to participate in a Liaison
Group for this Installation. The membership for this Liaison Group would comprise of
representatives from Mancetter Parish Council, Hartshill Parish Council and local
Members. This Group would meet on specified dates to discuss any operational issues
arising in the locality. In particular the applicant could provide the dates when the unit
would be cleaned and waste removed.
Indeed, if there are any breaches to this Permit then these will be enforced by the
Environment Agency. As part of the Environmental Permit, the operator must display a
notice board at the entrance to the site giving contact numbers which must include the
Environment Agency 24 hour pollution incident hotline 0800 80 70 60 as well as a
contact number for the Operator.
To ensure that this operation remains a process regulated under the Environmental
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010, it is recommended that a condition is
imposed on any consent granted stating that the number of birds occupying the site
shall exceed 40,001 at all times but that this number shall not exceed 40,200 in
recognition of the limited size of this site and its close proximity to a residential area.
h) Impact upon the landscape and visual amenities of the area
The site falls within the Anker Valley Landscape Character Area which in this area is
defined by a gently sloping broad valley with mainly large, arable fields enclosed by
managed hedges, scattered and waterside trees. The building proposed would be a
large agricultural building with a footprint of some 2310 square metres. The concerns
being raised are that the proposed building takes no account of the character of the
countryside as required by paragraph 17 of the NPPF. It is claimed that the building
would be highly visible from vantage points on the Hartshill Ridge, particularly from the
bridleway/North Arden Heritage Trail on high land to the south and that the proposed
planting would not screen the building from these vantage points. As such the
objections being raised are that there is no evidence to suggest that the building has
been designed to reflect its setting.
The wider setting of this area is a mixture of an agricultural landscape with dispersed
farms and an urban setting comprising man-made features such as the railway
embankment, the residential settlement of Mancetter and the modern buildings at
Dobbies Garden Centre and Sarval Animal Rendering Plant.
The proposed structure does have a large footprint. However, the structure has a
height restricted to 3 metres to its eaves, 5.9 metres to its pitch and 7 metres to the top
of the ventilation system. The elevation plan is attached to this report at Appendix H.
The picture below relates to the image of the proposed building as taken from the
manufacturer’s literature.
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The proposal is to reduce the ground levels at the highest part of the site (the northwestern part) by 2 metres which will result in this building being no higher than the
railway embankment it adjoins. This railway embankment is vegetated. Siting the
building against this railway embankment lessens the impact of this modern agricultural
building on the wider setting. From elevated locations, the development would be
visible, albeit sitting against the elevated railway embankment. Given the distances
involved from these elevated locations, in particular the Hartshill Ridge, the effect on the
landscape would be of limited significance. The proposal also involves the removal of
an equestrian building close to Nuneaton Road which will be of benefit to the landscape
in this area.
The mature hedgerow which bounds the site and includes Nuneaton Road will be
retained. The proposed planting scheme will ensure that any gaps in the boundary
vegetation will be blocked up in order to screen views of the building from closer
viewpoints. By controlling the use of the materials that this building would be
constructed from, this will ensure that the building can blend into the existing landscape.
As such it is concluded that the orientation, separation, relative height compared to the
railway embankment and the presence of hedges and trees would ensure that any
impact on the open countryside in this location will be limited.
i) Ecological Issues
There are no nationally or locally designated ecological sites within the site with the
closest being Woodlands Quarry, Boon’s Quarry and Illings Trenches SSSIs which are
appropriately 1.2 km to the south.
With regards to the potential impact to protected species on the site, Great Crested
Newts have been found in the pond to the north-west of the site. A survey of the Great
Crested Newt population has been undertaken and an associated mitigation plan
accompanies this planning application. The report concludes that subject to the
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requirements of the mitigation plan which includes the construction of site fencing and
the licensed catching of the Newts, then the proposed development would not adversely
impact on the Great Crested Newt species on the site.
No adverse comments have been received from Warwickshire Wildlife Trust or the
Environment Agency with regards to the proposals to relocate the Great Crested Newts
on the site. It is considered that a planning condition would suffice to ensure that this
licensed catching and relocation occurs before development commences on site.
With regards to other likely ecological issues, the proposal does not involve any felling
of trees or the removal of hedgerows. To ensure that contractors do not cause damage
to roots during construction, it is recommended that a planning condition is imposed to
ensure that an appropriate root protection barrier is installed during the construction
period.
The proposal includes the excavation of a surface water balancing pond and additional
landscape planting to introduce a new wooded area. These additional ecological
features will help to mitigate the proposed development.
j) Impact upon highway safety
Concern is raised regarding the implication of the traffic generated on highway safety on
the B4111. Saved Policy TPT1 in the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 requires that
development will only be permitted where, individually or cumulatively there would be
sufficient capacity within the transport network to accommodate traffic generated by the
proposal and where there would be no additional hazard to traffic safety or detriment to
access visibility.
The figures provided state that the proposed development could generate up to 282
HGV movements per year compared with up to 40 HGV movements for the previous
planning approvals at this site for keeping laying pullets. This would equate to
approximately 6 HGV’s accessing the site each month. The Highway Authority has no
objection to the proposal. It states that these HGV movements can be accommodated
on the existing highway network, along with all of the other vehicle movements
associated with the proposed development. Visibility splays from the vehicular access to
the site can be achieved in accordance with guidance, but will require the foliage to be
cut back prior to any works commencing and then maintained as such.
From the traffic forecast figures provided, the vast majority of movements to the
proposed development relate to daily visits by the farm worker (amounting to two
movements per day) and the once a week feed delivery.
The Highway Authority states that the existing and proposed access is not considered
suitable for the purpose intended. As such planning conditions are required to be
imposed to ensure that the access is rebuilt with kerbed radii and surfaced with a bound
material for a minimum distance of 20.0 metres.
For the above reasons, it is concluded that there would be no impact on highway safety
from the proposal and that the proposal would comply with Saved Policy TPT1.
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k) Drainage and surface water run-off
Concerns are raised in respect of possible flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment has been
prepared to accompany this application. The site is located within Flood Zone 1
(considered to be at little or no risk of flooding) on the Environment Agency maps.
Warwickshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority for the area state that the
east of the site is susceptible to surface water flooding during all rainfall events including
the 1 in 30 year rainfall event. It initially expressed concerns that the proposed 2.0
metres of level raising within the surface water flood extents (adjacent the watercourse)
would increase the risk of flooding to others.
As a result of the concerns raised, additional information has been submitted showing
the relocation of the proposed surface water balancing pond to the west of the site and
so outside of the area which is susceptible to surface water flooding. The Lead Flood
Authority offers no objection to the proposal providing conditions are imposed to ensure
that a minimum of 250 cubic metres of floodplain compensation are provided in
accordance with the site drainage plan and provided that a detailed surface water
drainage scheme is implemented on the site.
All of the proposed external hardstanding areas have kerbs and have been laid to falls
which drain towards gullies which collect surface water and drain to the balancing pond
with pollution cut-off valves. The capacity of the balancing pond is 145m³. All run-off
from the roof of the new building will be collected and discharged into the balancing
pond. From the balancing pond, the water will be discharged into the adjacent
watercourse at a rate of no more than 2 litres per second, controlled by a hydraulic
brake.
During wash-down, water and cleaning chemicals would run out through the main
building entrance and be collected by a lateral drain at the building entrance which
would run to an underground reception pit. The capacity of this reception pit would be
31.6m³. This underground reception pit has been relocated to nearer to the attenuation
pond. Water from this pit would be pumped out by a registered contractor using a
vacuum tanker and taken off-site at the end of each cycle or more frequently if required.
Based on the above it is accepted that the risk of flood waters affecting the building or
the surface water balancing pond is extremely unlikely over the lifetime of the
development. With the excavation of the on-site balancing pond and the control
mechanisms in place to limit the discharge of surface water into the adjoining
watercourse, the proposed development would mitigate the potential for increased
flooding downstream from the site and so comply with Policy NW10 in the Core Strategy
and Government guidance in the NPPF. Measures have also been designed into the
installation to ensure that the development would not give rise to any pollution of
surface or ground waters.
l) Archaeological issues and impact on historic environment
The site is close to the site regarded by many experts to be the place where Queen
Boudicca fought her last battle against the Romans. Concerns are raised that the
erection of a large livestock building in this location would hinder the number of visitors
who come to look at the sites of Mancetter’s Roman history.
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The Council has a statutory duty to have special regard to preserving; enhancing and
conserving heritage assets. Additionally Policy NW14 (Historic Environment) in the Core
Strategy 2014 states that the quality of the historic environment, including
archaeological features, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and archaeological sites will be
protected and enhanced, commensurate to the significance of the asset.
The heritage asset here is that proposed development is located in an area of
archaeological potential at Mancetter. The significance of the asset is that to the north
east of the site archaeological deposits associated with an extensive Romano-British
settlement have been identified. However, the application site lies outside of the area of
land designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument. To the north-west the remains of a
sequence of fortresses, built by the Roman army have been identified. To the west of
the application site an area of deserted medieval settlement has been identified as well
as an area of early medieval iron production. Therefore, there is the potential for
archaeological deposits associated with the occupation of the wider area from at least
the Roman period to survive across this site and thus to be potentially disturbed by the
development.
The Planning Archaeologist at Warwickshire County Council has provided comments on
this application. She states that whilst she does not object to the principle of
development on this site, some archaeological work will be required before
development commences comprising a first phase of archaeological evaluation by trial
trenching. As such it is her opinion that the site can be developed without having a
significant impact on preserving any archaeological remains.
There are views towards the site from the Scheduled Ancient Monument. The views are
filtered by vegetation and the proposal to lower the ground level of the site by 2.0
metres will reduce these views.
The specific concerns relate to the effect of noise and odour on this area of Roman
Remains and the view that this would hinder the promotion of this area for tourism. This
report has already concluded that there would be no unacceptable or significant
adverse effects on the character and appearance of the surrounding rural area and that
there would be no adverse impact on the surrounding area from noise and odour. An
archaeological watching brief would ensure that any finds are recorded.
m) Other considerations
The competency of the operator to operate this Intensive Poultry Installation has been
questioned by a number of objectors. A planning permission granted here would run
with the land and not restricted to an individual and so the competency of the operator is
not a material planning consideration. Within the Environmental Permit application, the
Operator has to demonstrate by way of their management system (condition 1.1 in the
permit) that staff training and development requirements are met, along with provision
for keeping up-to-date with technical and legislative changes. The operator would have
to employ staff who are trained and experienced in poultry rearing to operate this site in
accordance with the requirements of the permit. The competence of the operator is
considered throughout the life of the permit.
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The welfare of the birds has been voiced by objectors. Approximately 70% of chickens
raised for meat globally are raised in intensive farming systems. The welfare of all
poultry is protected by other legislation notably The Animal Welfare Act 2006 and
supplemented by Schedule 1 of Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations
2007 as amended. The welfare of laying hens and conventionally reared meat chickens
are further protected by more detailed requirements in Schedules 5 (laying hens) and
5A (meat chickens) in the Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations 2007 as
amended. The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs has published
guidance which deals specifically with welfare considerations for managing poultry
livestock to ensure that the poultry is looked after in ways that meet their welfare needs
- ensuring they do not experience any unnecessary distress or suffering.
The welfare of the birds if there is an interruption in the electricity supply has been
raised as a concern in the objection letters received. A generator will be permanently
available on site to provide backup power.
Network Rail has expressed its concerns that the block plan appears to show the
applicant erecting the broiler unit hard against Network Rail’s boundary. It states that
the railway line is electrified with 25,000 volt AC overhead units which will have a safety
issue for the proposed 40000 birds as well as anyone working on the construction of the
building or undertaking any future maintenance on the building. The agent has
confirmed that a buffer strip in excess of 4.8 metres from the boundary will be provided.
A Risk Assessment Method Statement will be provided prior to construction and the
fencing along this embankment would remain as existing.
Although the Installation would only employ one full-time member of staff and other parttime members of staff, the proposal would contribute to the local economy through an
investment of around £750,000 that would provide work for local contractors and
suppliers during the construction phase and in respect of future maintenance. These are
considerations which weigh in favour of allowing the proposal.
n) Conclusions
The principle of an agricultural building in this countryside location is accepted in
accordance with Policy NW1 in the Core Strategy 2014. The concerns raised relate to
its use as an Intensive Poultry Unit within 400 metres of sensitive receptors. This Board
report has balanced each of the issues raised and assessed these issues against the
Development Plan policies. As stressed, a lot of the issues raised during the
consultation process relate to activities that could harm the environment and human
health and these are activities controlled by other legislation in this case through the
Environmental Permit. Indeed, the National Planning Policy Framework states that the
planning system should operate on the basis that the relevant pollution control regimes
will be properly applied and enforced. For this proposal the planning legislation
assumes that the Environmental Permit will control odour, noise, litter and pests as well
as handling and storage of residual wastes from the process such as poultry manure,
dirty wash water and biomass boiler ash. Members should also take into consideration
that a certain level of smell is likely to be expected in the countryside as a consequence
of agricultural activity. Of relevance here is how any impacts can be managed and that
is the purpose behind the permitting system.
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As can be seen from above there has been concern expressed by the local community
that the Environment Agency has not undertaken due care and diligence in the issue of
the Permit. In particular this is to do with the data upon which the assessment was
made and the low weight given to looking at cumulative impacts. The Agency strongly
rebuts such a suggestion. The Agency in this case has undertaken two extensive public
consultations and attended a public meeting. It took the unusual step of issuing a draft
Permit for further consultation and extended the period for responses. The matters
raised in that period have been considered and addressed by the Agency and reasons
set out why those concerns did not led to a re-consideration of the issue of the Permit.
These reasons are set out in its supporting statement – Appendix C and in section (d)
above together with the additional information that is to be submitted by the Agency.
Officers are therefore satisfied that these matters have been properly investigated and
considered by the Agency. Indeed this has been verified by the Agency’s National
Permitting Service. The Council’s remit here has thus been met. If objectors maintain
their position then that should be followed up directly with the Agency and its complaints
procedures.
The building and its associated infrastructure has been sited against an elevated railway
embankment in the furthest most corner of the site. The proposal involves additional
landscaping and controls over the use of materials to construct the building. As such its
impact on the landscape is minimal. Through the use of planning conditions this use can
be restricted so that it remains a process regulated under the IPPC regulations and its
operation is restricted so that this land use will have a minimal impact on the amenity of
the area.
Permitted development rights are to be removed so that any alterations or extensions to
the building are strictly controlled through the planning system in view of the balanced
arguments in favour of this size of building, in this location and for this number of birds.
Permitted development rights are also removed for the installation of solar panels which
have the potential to cause glare when viewed from these distant views.
It is recommended that as part of any consent granted for this use a Liaison Group
should be established comprising of representatives of the Environment Agency, the
applicant, Mancetter Parish Council, Hartshill Parish Council and Local Members to
ensure that any issues are highlighted at an early stage and mitigated against. It is
recommended that this Liaison Group meets on a six-monthly basis.
Recommendation
A)

That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1.

The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than
the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.
REASON
To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, and
to prevent an accumulation of unimplemented planning permissions.
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2.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following approved plans: RAC/6004/2 Rev C; RAC/6004/3 Rev B and Site
Drainage Plan Rev B received by the local planning authority on 5 November
2015 and the Location Plan and Broiler Unit Elevation Plan received by the local
planning authority on 4 June 2015.
REASON
To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the
approved plans.

3.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes)
Order 1987 and the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995 as amended or in any statutory instrument revoking
and re-enacting those Orders with or without modification, the development
hereby approved shall only be used as a broiler unit.
REASON
In view of the need to control any future proposals in this semi-rural location.

4.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any order revoking and re-enacting that
Order with or without modification), no extensions or alterations to the unit
including the fixing of solar panels shall be erected or made at any time.
REASON
In the interests of the residential amenity of the area and in view of the setting of
this countryside location.

5.

The number of birds occupying the poultry unit hereby approved shall exceed 40
001 at all times but shall not exceed 40 200 at any time.
REASON
To ensure that this Intensive Poultry Installation is continually operated under the
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010 whilst
acknowledging the limits of the site.

6.

Before the building is brought into use the existing stable block as shown on the
Drawing entitled “Site Drainage Plan Rev B” received by the local planning
authority on 5 November 2015 shall be removed from the site along with the
associated hardstanding and the land shall be made good to the satisfaction in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.
REASON
To prevent the over-intensification of this plot of land and in the interests of
highway safety.
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7.

No development at all of any part of the building hereby approved shall be sited
within 4 metres of the boundary of the site with the railway embankment.
REASON
In the interests of ensuring that the development does not interfere with the safe
operation of the railway line.

8.

Prior to the construction of any building approved by this consent, a minimum of
250 cubic metres of floodplain compensation shall be provided on site in
accordance with the site drainage plan drawing ref: RAC/6004/7 Rev B received
by the local planning authority on 5 November 2015. The mitigation measures
shall then be fully implemented prior to occupation of the buildings.
REASON
To mitigate the potential impact from surface water flooding on the site.

9.

No development shall take place until a detailed surface water drainage scheme
for the site, based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the
hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development, has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the LLFA. The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in
accordance with the approved details before the development is completed. The
scheme to be submitted shall:
•

Undertake infiltration testing in accordance with the BRE 365 guidance to clarify
whether or not an infiltration type drainage strategy is an appropriate means of
managing the surface water runoff from the site;

•

Demonstrate that the surface water drainage system(s) are designed in
accordance with ‘The SuDS Manual,’ CIRIA Report C753 as well as CIRIA C697,
C687 and the National SuDS Standards.

•

Limit the discharge rate generated by all rainfall events up to and including the
100 year plus an appropriate allowance for climate change critical rain storm to
the equivalent Greenfield runoff rates for the site;

•

Demonstrate the provisions of surface water run-off attenuation storage in
accordance with the requirements specified in ‘Science Report SC030219
Rainfall Management for Developments.’

•

Demonstrate detailed design (plans, network details and calculations) in support
of any surface water drainage scheme, including details of any attenuation
system, and outfall arrangements. Calculations should demonstrate the
performance of the designed system for a range of return periods and storm
durations inclusive of the 1 in 1 year, 1 in 2 year, 1 in 30 year, 1 in 100 year and
1 in 100 year plus climate change return periods; and,
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•

Confirm how the on-site surface water drainage systems will be adopted and
maintained in perpetuity to ensure long term operation at the designed
parameters.
REASON
To prevent the increased risk of flooding; to improve and protect water quality; to
improve habitat and amenity; and to ensure the future maintenance of the
sustainable drainage structures.

10.

Only clean roof water and clean yard areas shall be allowed to drain to the
attenuation pond and drain to the watercourse. Contaminated concrete yard
areas must not be allowed to drain to the attenuation pond or be released to the
watercourse. Yard areas contaminated with manure during shed
cleaning/manure removal must be cleaned down to an underground tank of
adequate size and removed off site for appropriate disposal.
REASON
To protect the water environment.

11.

Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) shall only access or egress the site between the
hours of 0700 and 1900 Mondays to Fridays and between the hours of 0700 and
1200 on Saturdays. There shall be no HGV movements outside of these hours
and no movements on Sundays and Bank Holidays.
REASON
In the interests of the residential amenity of the neighbouring dwelling houses.

12.

Before development commences the area of the site identified as containing
Great Crested Newts in the Great Crested Newt Survey Report June 2015 shall
be fenced off and the great crested newts shall be captured and relocated to a
habitat created, enhanced and set aside for their long term protection and
management in accordance with the 2001 Natural England Great Crested Newt
Mitigation Guidelines.
REASON
To ensure that this European protected species is not damaged.

13.

A root protection barrier of the type recommended in the BS5837:2012 Trees in
relation to design, demolition and construction – Recommendations shall be
installed around all hedgerows and trees likely to be effected by the construction
phase of this development.
REASON
In the interests of preserving the ecology of the site.
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14.

Before development commences on site the following details shall be submitted
for approval:
a) A Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for a programme of archaeological
evaluative work shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority in consultation with the Warwickshire County Council
Archaeological Information and Advice Team.
b) The programme of archaeological evaluative work and associated postexcavation analysis, report production and archive deposition detailed within the
approved WSI is to be undertaken. A report detailing the results of this fieldwork
is to be submitted to the local planning authority.
REASON
In view of the site’s location within an area of archaeological potential associated
with the extensive Romano-British settlement identified to the north east.

15.

Before development commences on site (with the exception of any groundworks
associated with the archaeological evaluation detailed above), an Archaeological
Mitigation Strategy document (including a Written Scheme of Investigation for
any archaeological fieldwork proposed) shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. This should detail a strategy to mitigate the
archaeological impact of the proposed development and should be informed by
the results of the archaeological evaluation detailed in condition (10) above.
The programme of archaeological fieldwork and associated post-excavation
analysis, report production and archive deposition detailed within the approved
Archaeological Mitigation Strategy is to be undertaken.
REASON
In view of the site’s location within an area of archaeological potential associated
with the extensive Romano-British settlement identified to the north east.

16.

Access to the site for vehicles shall only be from the position shown on the
approved drawing ref: RAC/6004/8 providing a bellmouth with radii of 6.0 metres,
an access of not less than 6.0 metres in width for a distance of 20.0 metres, as
measured from the near edge of the public highway carriageway, and gates hung
within the vehicular access not to open within 20.0 metres of the near edge of the
public highway carriageway. The access to the site shall not be reconstructed in
such a manner as to reduce the effective capacity of any drain or ditch within the
limits of the public highway.
REASON
In the interests of highway safety.
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17.

Notwithstanding the plans submitted, the access to the site for vehicles shall not
be used unless it has been laid out and constructed within the public highway in
accordance with the standard specification of the Highway Authority, and
surfaced with a bound material for a distance of 20 metres, as measured from
the near edge of the public highway carriageway.
REASON
In the interests of highway safety.

18.

No development shall commence until full details of the provision of the access,
car parking, manoeuvring and service areas, including surfacing, drainage and
levels have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. No building shall be occupied until the areas have been laid out in
accordance with the approved details. Such areas shall be permanently retained
for the purpose of parking and manoeuvring of vehicles.
REASON
In the interests of highway safety.

19.

No development shall be commenced before full details of the colour and
reflectivity of the external materials proposed in the construction of the buildings
and feed bins hereby approved shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The approved details shall thereafter be
implemented.
REASON
To minimise the impact of this building and its associated infrastructure on the
surrounding area.

20.

No floodlights or tannoys shall be placed or erected on the site without details
first having been submitted to, and approved in writing, by the Local Planning
Authority.
REASON
In the interests of the amenities of the area.

21.

Before the commencement of the development, a landscaping scheme shall be
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval.
REASON
In the interests of the amenities of the area.
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22.

The scheme referred to in Condition No 20 shall be implemented within six
calendar months of the date of occupation of the premises for business
purposes, and in the event of any tree or plant failing to become established
within five years thereafter, each individual tree or plant shall be replaced within
the next available planting season to the satisfaction of the Local Planning
Authority.
REASON
In the interests of the amenities of the area.

Informatives
1.

Warwickshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority does not
consider oversized pipes or box culverts as sustainable drainage. Should
infiltration not be feasible at the site, alternative sustainable drainage should be
used, with a preference for above ground solutions.
Surface water run-off should be controlled as near to its source as possible
through a sustainable drainage approach to surface water management.
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) are an approach to managing surface
water run-off which seeks to mimic natural drainage systems and retain water onsite as opposed to traditional drainage approaches which involve piping water
off-site as quickly as possible.
SuDS involve a range of techniques including methods appropriate to
impermeable sites that hold water in storage areas e.g. ponds, basins, green
roofs etc. rather than just the use of infiltration techniques. Support for the SuDS
approach is set out in the NPPF.

2.

In dealing with this application, the Local Planning Authority has worked with the
applicant in a positive and proactive manner through seeking to resolve issues
arising. As such it is considered that the Council has implemented the
requirement set out in paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

3.

Great Crested Newts have been found on the site. The applicant will be required
to apply for a licence from Natural England to relocate these Great Crested
Newts prior to any works commencing on site.

B)

That the Head of Development writes to the Environment Agency on behalf of the
Board to request that a Liaison Group is established comprising representatives
of the Environment Agency, the applicant, Mancetter Parish Council, Hartshill
Parish Council and Local Members to ensure that any issues are highlighted at
an early stage and mitigated against. It is recommended that this Liaison Group
meets on a specified dates to discuss any operational issues arising and in
particular early notification of the clean-out days.
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