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OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION (P161909/F)  

FROM THE GOLDEN VALLEY ACTION GROUP (GVAG) 

 

 The Golden Valley Action Group 

GVAG is a group of approximately 200 concerned people who live in and around the Parish of Dorstone.  GVAG 

includes and involves people from all parts of the community including local farmers and other local business 

owners.  

The Golden Valley Action Group (GVAG) objects to application P16190/F requesting planning consent for the 

erection of an agricultural building for free range egg production with associated feed bins and hardstanding 

areas. 

Summary of Grounds for Objection  

 

 There are six main grounds to the objection as follows: 

1. Infringes Principles Defined by the Planning Inspectorate in December 2015  

2. Landscape: Visual Impact and Character 

3. Traffic Safety and Access Impacts 

4. Sustainability of the Proposed Development  

5. Quality of Supporting Documentation 

6. Compliance with Existing Planning Conditions 

 

These objections are framed by the Herefordshire County Council [HCC] Core Strategy (HCS) and by the 

principles defined by the Planning Inspector (PI)  in December 2015 in rejecting an appeal against planning 

permission refusal for the establishment of two broiler units at Bage Court Farm (APP/W1850/W/15/3129896) 

and by the Dorstone Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan [at Regulation 16 stage]. These decisions were 

taken in response to persuasive expert evidence that the proposed development would cause significant harm 

that could not be mitigated satisfactorily. The current application is not significantly different in scale, location or 

operations from the 2015 application and will still cause irreversible social and environmental harms. For this 

reason GVAG asks The Council to reject the current application.    

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/media/8060294/core_strategy_combined.pdf
file:///D:/Downloads/Misc%20(3).pdf
file:///D:/My%20Documents/GVAG/Objections/(P14334/F)
http://www.dorstone.org.uk/neighbourhoodplan/downloads/finaldocs/Neighbourhood%20Plan%20Reg%2014%20Final%20Plan%20PDF.pdf
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1.  Infringes Principles Defined by the Planning Inspectorate [PI] in December 2015  

The proposed development is industrial in scale owing to the sheer size of the proposed shed, and all the 

associated ancillary structures. It is industrial in operation as all the major activities within the shed are all 

automated.   

Therefore, it is ‘industrial’ in nature as determined by the fact of size, number of birds, the keeping of poultry at 

higher stocking densities than is usually the case, and the fact that just about everything within the chicken shed 

will be computerized, automatic and mechanical.  

 

http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/environment/article4689792.ece; 

https://www.internationalegg.com/document_category/scientific-

papers/page/2/https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intensive_animal_farming  

1.1 Scale 

 
The proposed 16,000 bird free range chicken shed is industrial in scale. The dimensions of the shed itself are 

76m long x 19.5m wide x 6.5m tall at the top of the six ‘Big Dutchman’ ventilation fans. This excludes the 

undisclosed height of the feed hoppers. These dimensions also exclude the significant concrete aprons at either 

end of the shed, the very large asphalted area for HGV maneuvering, along with the open piping leading down to 

a 150m2 concrete attenuation pond. These dimensions also exclude the (currently undisclosed in the 

application) dirty water tanking, packing area, refrigeration/climate control zone, washing/toilet facilities and 

water storage area. 

 

Additionally, the current application includes a significant 15m wide fenced buffer zone, a 1.8m high concrete 

noise reduction wall of indeterminate length, a tree screened area of undisclosed nature and, very possibly, 

other undisclosed areas. The development, in its entirety, is a significant built structure within the farmland 

landscape. 

 

Following an assessment of the previous application the PI laid down clear planning principles for this part of the 

Golden Valley. The previous application was rejected because it was “industrial in scale” (para 13).  Also rejected 

were the “scale of buildings” that were “significant built structures within the farmland landscape” (para 13) and 

that would cause “harm” to the location (para 35).  The PI noted similar developments elsewhere had been 

rejected, which had a “scale and utilitarian design” that is an “isolated, obtrusive and incongruous complex of 

industrial appearance rather than an agricultural facility characteristic of, and visually complementary to, the 

countryside” (para 17).  The new application is therefore on a scale which is an infringement of the findings of 

the Planning Inspector (PI) dated 24 December 2015 relating to the previous chicken application 

(APP/W1850/W/15/3129896) at Bage Court Farm.  

http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/environment/article4689792.ece
https://www.internationalegg.com/document_category/scientific-papers/page/2/
https://www.internationalegg.com/document_category/scientific-papers/page/2/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intensive_animal_farming
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1.2 Operation 

 
The conglomeration is industrial in operation.  It creates no new jobs due to the automated nature of the 

proposed development. There is automated water delivery, feed delivery, egg collection, manure collection, 

lighting, and pop-hole opening and closing.  This type of egg production is described officially as ‘large industrial 

units’; ‘industrial livestock production’; ‘industrialised free-range laying chicken production ’(Fraser,D.2005, 

International Egg Commission, 2014; The Times, February 13th 2016). A development like this does not “comply 

with the overarching aims of the Framework, and it would not constitute sustainable development” (para 36).  

 

Whilst each planning application needs to be considered on its own merits and in relation to the specific factors 

of each site, these proposals appear to be of a type that have been consistently refused planning permission 

within the Golden Valley by both HCC and by the PI, having been judged to be likely to detract from the 

landscape character and visual amenity of this valued landscape [APP/W1850/A/13/2193627 – Upper House 

Farm, Bacton; HCC application No. 141482/F – Pentre Lane Dorstone; HCC application SW200/0925/F – Bage 

Bungalow; etc].  This new application fails most of the criteria and clear principles already laid down by the PI 

just seven months ago. It must be declined on those grounds alone. The fact that the new proposal is for a 

slightly smaller industrial unit in the next field to the refused site does not in any way override the principles laid 

down by the Planning Inspector.   

2. Landscape: Visual Impact and Character 
 
According to the Acorus Rural Property Services web site [who we believe are the new Agents for this Proposal]:  
 
‘Free range units require extensive areas of land for grazing and therefore are often on openly visible sites’. 

 
The proposed development site occupies a prominent position in the landscape right in the centre of the 

western approach to the Golden Valley. The proposed industrial unit, is significant in size, measuring ‐ 76m x 

19.5m x 6.5m (not including the necessary feed bins or concrete aprons) (see Photographs 1&2).  Set amongst 

flat open farm fields, it will be clearly visible from many areas of the valley, including in plan view from elevated 

sections in all directions including from significant tourist footpaths [e.g. The Hereford Trail; Three Rivers Ride; 

Wye Valley Walk and including Golden View], bridleways and public highways including the B4348. The location 

map [Appendix 1] demonstrates the significant visual impact of the new development from important local 

viewing points. It will clearly disrupt both the physical field pattern and the boundaries.  The proposed new 

development is significant in scale, and similar in appearance and nature to the 2015 proposals and it is difficult 

to see how the applicant could mitigate the harms already identified as ‘having an immediate negative impact in 

the landscape which would only be partially reduced by any existing and proposed landscaping’. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/009/a0158e/a0158e00.HTM
https://www.internationalegg.com/document_category/scientific-papers/page/2/
http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/environment/article4689792.ece
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Photograph 1: Aerial view of site as now 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 2: Site highlighting the proposed changes that will occur to the landscape of The Bage 
 

 

 

2.1 Landscape and Visual Impact assessment  
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Although there does not appear to be any EIA Regulation screening opinion published by HCC, GVAG assumes 

that the application is being treated as not requiring an assessment. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the 

comments from the PI only seven months ago, it is surprising that the applicant has not provided a Landscape 

and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA).   In order to make an informed assessment  of the proposal  we believe 

that the applicant should be required to provide not just a landscape appraisal carried out in accordance with 

GLVIA3, but a full landscape scheme, as we have concerns that what is proposed is not typical of, or appropriate 

to, this sensitive landscape character type. 

2.2 Landscape Character  

 
The landscape sensitivity and capacity assessments (April 2015) undertaken to respond to the previous 

Application draw attention to a number of important characteristics of the Golden Valley landscape which 

remain relevant in the determination of the current proposal.  This report cites Herefordshire’s Landscape 

Character Assessment (2009) (LCA) which describes the Golden Valley and Black Mountains Character Area 

(NCA) as ‘one of the most tranquil areas of England, with few settlements and relatively little new development 

or transport infrastructure’. This sense of ‘remoteness and tranquillity is considered to be one of the area’s most 

important assets’.  In 2012, The Council for the Preservation of Rural England (CPRE) Herefordshire published its 

case for designating the area a Site of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

 

The LCA states that the landscape type is principally settled farmlands with ‘a landscape which is notably 

domestic in character, defined chiefly by its field pattern, the nature and density of its settlement and its 

traditional land uses. Hop fields, orchards, grazed pastures and arable field’s together make up the rich 

patchwork which is typical’. However, as the Review of Landscape and Visual Issues points out the concept of 

landscape is complex and multi factorial. The Golden Valley landscape also has a historic characterisation. The 

legacies of a long and rich history are to be found all over the NCA and close to the proposed development site. 

These include important Neolithic monuments, Ancient Bordered Farmlands, Ancient Timbered Farmlands, 

Principal Timbered Farmlands, Enclosed Moors and Commons, high hills and slopes, all within the influence of 

the proposed site.  

 

In this regard, The PI points out that there are differences in landscape character to the North, West and South 

West (para 14) and it appears that the site of the new development is also at a ‘transition between two 

markedly different landscapes’ (para 14) with cultivated fields and farmstead in the vistas to the east and the 

rising slopes of the Black Mountains in the north west and south west.  The new development with all of its 

accoutrements would be totally uncharacteristic of development in such a landscape, jostling uncomfortably 

with all of the landscape characteristics set out in the LCA.  It would become an inappropriate focal point from 

all viewpoints.  

 

file:///D:/Downloads/RepsObj%20269%20(1).pdf
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/environmental-protection/conservation-and-sustainability/planning-landscape-character-assessment
https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/environmental-protection/conservation-and-sustainability/planning-landscape-character-assessment
http://www.cpreherefordshire.org.uk/Content/CPRE_AONB_REPORT_2012.pdf
http://www.cpreherefordshire.org.uk/Content/CPRE_AONB_REPORT_2012.pdf
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The new application at Bage Court Farm is, like the previous one, not part of an application related to “buildings 

around a farmstead” (para 18). It would therefore also be “an isolated, obtrusive and incongruous complex of 

industrial appearance” (para 17). It too would be “stark and severe” with an “immediate negative impact in the 

landscape, which would only be partially reduced by any existing and proposed landscaping” (para 15). The 

evidence indicates that this new application too would cause “very substantial harm to the character and 

appearance of the countryside”, and it “would be contrary to the HCS Policies SS6, LD1, RA6 and SD1, and the 

relevant provisions of the Framework” (para 19). 

 2.3 Colour Assessment 

 
Additionally, no ECA colour assessment has been carried out  to accompany the new  application and the  

proposed ‘Juniper green’ colour of the shed is the same colour as last time, when it was judged by the PI as 

‘failing to integrate with the landscape’ (para 15) and the adjoining buildings.   

 

In this regard we note that the Hereford Core Strategy (Policies SS6, LD1, RA6 and SD1s) suggest that 

development applications should ‘demonstrate that character of the landscape and townscape has positively 

influenced the design, scale, nature and site selection, protection and enhancement of the setting of settlements 

and designated areas’ (Policy LD1: Landscape and Townscape).  Moreover  the Core Strategy also suggests that 

‘new buildings should be designed to maintain local distinctiveness through incorporating local architectural 

detailing and materials and respecting scale, height, proportions and massing of surrounding development, while 

making a positive contribution to the architectural diversity and character of the area including, where 

appropriate, through innovative design’(Policy SD1:  Sustainable design and energy efficiency ). This application 

confers none of the benefits which could stem from innovative, modern design, which could complement both 

historic and natural landscape aspects, and would appear not to comply with the requirements of the HCS.  
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3. Traffic Safety and Access Impacts  

3.1 Residential Amenity and Safety  

The applicants claim is that the new proposal reduces the HGV movements from the previous proposal 
(P143343). This might be correct on an overall daily figure, but the appellant clearly stated in the Appeal Ref: 
APP/W1850/W/15/3129896 para 23 that ‘the majority of the HGV movements could be undertaken during the 
night’ thus the minority during the day. This application is contrary to this statement. 

The biggest concern is with the movements of HGVs during the daytime between 08.00 to 18.00 hrs, this is when 
it is used by private cars, school buses, other trade vehicles, other HGVs, farm traffic, cyclists, walkers (no 
pavement on the B4348 through Dorstone), horse riders and agricultural vehicles. 

 
Therefore, the daytime use of HGVs to transport the fresh eggs plus chicken manure removal, maintenance, 
chicken delivery, etc., represents a massive increase in HGVs in the daytime, when the risks will be at their 
highest. 
 
Therefore, the Appeal Decision on P143343 para 22 is even more pertinent: 
 
With the increase in the number of HGVs using the B4348 through Dorstone on these days it is inevitable that the 
safe and free flow of traffic along the road would be severely affected. In particular it is likely, given the 
narrowness of the road and the lack of footways and lighting, that there would be conflict between the 
additional HGVs generated and other road users, including other farm vehicles, car drivers, buses, pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders. As a result, conditions would be created in which accidents could occur. 
 
It is noted that the applicant has stated in relation to the current application ‘This is a low traffic generating use’ 
[Access section of Design and Access Statement]. We dispute this assertion as the declared increase in HGV 
traffic is shown to be 264 HGV movements each year.  This represents a massive increase in daytime HGV traffic 
movements which were proposed in the previous application for two broiler sheds [Planning App. No P14334/F: 
p9 Design and Access Statement] and which was rejected ‘on the grounds that that the proposal would be 
severely prejudicial to highway safety along the B4348, through Dorstone on particular days of the year. This 
brings the scheme into conflict with HCS Policies MT1 and RA6, and the Framework which emphasises the need 
to prevent development that would have a severe impact on the highway network.’ 
 
In addition, if Box Cart movements are included, then the vehicular movements increase again and this does not 
include the significant additional movements required for transport of quantities of chicken manure, 
maintenance vehicles, vet visits etc. This additional traffic will be routed through the villages of Dorstone and 
Peterchurch on a very narrow road network that already has significant transport and safety issues, and will 
have an adverse effect on highway safety. There have been no road or traffic management improvements on 
this road network since the rejection of the previous Planning Application. 
 
Interestingly, there has been some very recent traffic information [not part of the original Application 
Documentation] that has been delivered to Herefordshire Council via the Applicant’s Agent. An un-authored 
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Excel spreadsheet of confusing and confounding nature would seem to indicate that the current proposal will 
represent a 22% increase in HGV traffic through the already busy roads of Dorstone village [letter to R Close 
22.7.16]. We believe that this does not represent ‘a low traffic generating use’.                                                     
 

Finally, the recently added Internal Consultee – Transport Memorandum ref 161909 [on the Planning 

Application website] rejects the proposal in its current form. It is hoped that the figures above highlight that, 

although movements appear to be less than those that would have been generated by the previous application, 

they still represent a significant increase in DAYTIME traffic on an already busy road network and that a 

precautionary approach is required in order to protect residential amenity and safety – as highlighted below: 

                                
Photograph 3. Recently knocked over ‘Playground’          Photograph 4. 30MPH sign from on top of the                                  
Sign next to Dorstone church on the B4348                        Playground sign – on floor on other side of road 

     
Photograph 5. Missing ‘knocked over’ safety posts           Photograph 6.Knocked down hedge along B4348                                                               
outside Haie Barn, TheBage; on the B4348                         between The Bage and Dorstone 

            

https://www.herefordshire.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/development-control/planning-applications/details?id=161909&search=Bage%20Court
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Photograph 7. Tractor and trailer trying to negotiate     Photograph 8. rigid HGV about to enter narrow part of B4348                                                                                                                           
B4348 next to Dorstone church           

                                                               
Photographs 9 & 10.  Large rigid plus drawbar HGV trying to pass through Dorstone on the B4348 

3.2 Access 

We note from your Internal Consultee – Transport Department memorandum 0f 22nd June 2016 [Jill Tookey-

Williams, posted on the Application webpages] that the author states ‘I am not entirely convinced that there is 

enough provision to turn a HGV within the area to the north of the proposed development. Vehicle tracking 

should be provided to show if the turning provision meets the required standard’.  

We would echo the thoughts of your LHA reviewer and say that there seems to be very little room available at 
the Proposed Site to turn an HGV around. Additionally, the space between the existing sheds currently seems to 
be unavailable as part of this arena, due to built-in farm equipment. Would this mean that the proposed shed 
would have to be moved from its proposed location to accommodate HGV movements? 
However, HGV’s are able to turn in quite a tight circle – the area of tarmacking/concreting required should be 
easily available from manufacturer sources, incorporating not only the turning circle of the wheels, but also the 
turning circle of the truck structure itself – which may not be the same; and the Agent should know exactly what 
the area being prepared is, and it should be quite simple for the Agent to give these figures accurately; and so 
answer the question concisely.  
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4. Sustainability of the Proposed Development 

It is a matter for debate as to whether a single shed of 16,000 birds is financially viable (HCS SS1 – sustainable 

development) even with the usual addition of large scale solar panel arrays to provide a source of power. It is 

noted that no power source has been identified in the application.    

No business case has been submitted with the application and, as a consequence it fails to demonstrate how the 

proposed development aligns with the HCS and therefore to make a persuasive case that it the proposal 

constitutes sustainable development.  GVAG is concerned that this application may be the first stage in a series 

of applications for larger and additional facilities. Paragraph 7.30 of the PI’s report for application P143343/F 

suggests that the applicant has already indicated that alternative ways would be found to maximise profits in the 

event of the appeal failing.  It can therefore be assumed that, with this new application, they are in the process 

of attempting to implement this strategy. The preferred (most ‘profitable’ and ‘popular’) options for 

diversification are for intensive agriculture or solar energy, and this is clearly giving cause for concern amongst 

local residents and others. The recent (April 2015) landscape sensitivity and capacity assessments undertaken to 

respond to the previous application P143343/F enable GVAG and others to predict with some confidence that 

there will be deleterious impacts from any intensive, large or industrial-scale development.  As the 2015 

landscape assessments have shown, the receiving environment is highly vulnerable to change of this nature, and 

the level of effects would almost certainly be the same (i.e. significantly adverse), no matter which of these 

options is finally pursued.  

It is relevant to note that the Golden Valley is an area which has been described by Natural England National 

Character Area (NCA 99) as having ‘fertile, high grade agricultural soils’ which has been used for agricultural 

production for centuries. The character of the landscape has been shaped by this pattern of agricultural 

production historically as well as by the forces of nature. There have been well -supported efforts to procure 

official ANOB status for the area. The economic future of the area must be considered in making a decision on 

this application (HCS RA6, E1, E4). While viable farming businesses play a vital role in the local economy, there 

are developing tourism and leisure industries to encourage and support.   

As discussed previously, the proposed development creates no jobs at all because it is entirely automated in its 

operations and yet the landscape that it would despoil is the reason growing numbers of visitors come to the 

area. The pubs, the self-catering and the bed and breakfast businesses in the area employ a great number of 

people and are a vital element within the local economy. Arthurs Stone (English Heritage), Moccas Hill (Natural 

England) and many other sites bring people to the area. (LD4) Historic England has funded a major programme 

of restoration at Snodhill Castle.  There is clearly a vital debate to be had about what sustainable development 

might involve in such a context.  GVAG argues that it must involve integrating respect for heritage, natural 

beauty and community wellbeing as well as the production of food. There are examples of innovative, local 

businesses which owe their success to leveraging the natural, cultural and historical assets of the area rather 

than a move towards industrial scale food production.  

file:///D:/Downloads/RepsObj%20269%20(1).pdf
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5. Quality of Supporting Documentation 

 Comments under this heading address (but are not limited to) manure management and exacerbation of flood 

problems and the suitability of the site for intensive egg-production facilities. 

5.1 Manure Management  

The un-authored Manure Management Plan (MMP) is totally inadequate and amateurish, lacking a number of 

citations and containing errors in referencing. For example, the document references various sources, including 

the Code of Good Agricultural Practice and the DEFRA Fertiliser Manual (actually withdrawn last year). On the 

evidence provided, the applicant has no understanding either of the phosphate risk to Water Framework 

Directive watercourses or how to address this risk. The document does not even mention phosphates. 

 

The calculation for the amount of manure generated in total by the farm does not appear to be correct. We 

accept the calculations for the sheep and cattle, but the 16,000 layers appears to be incorrect. In the odour 

report it states that 20% of the chicken manure is on the ranging area, this means that 80% is in the sheds. Their 

chart (from their application) shows: 
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Note, there is no figure for months housed against the free range layers; taking the 20/80 ratio for waste the 
figure to be entered should be 80% of 12 months = 9.6.  
 
Adding this figure for months housed makes a huge difference to the calculations the total area needed for the 
layers is thus 356.35 ha not 37.12 and a total for the farm of 388.3 ha and not 69.07 ha. 
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Corrected Chart to show Total Area required to Spread manure 

Stock Unit Number Months 
Housed 

Hectares 
needed per 
stock unit 

Total area 
needed (ha) 

1 Suckler Cow 15 6 0.019 1.71 

1 grower/fattener over 12 to 24 
mths (400kg) 

50 12 0.016 9.6 

1 follower/young stock 6 to 12 
mths 

90 12 0.008 8.64 

1 calf (to 6 months) 95 12 0.005 5.7 

1 sheep 700 3 0.003 6.3 

1 fattening lamb (to 6 months) 800 0 0.001 0 

1 fattening lamb (6 to 12 months) 400 0 0.002 0 

1000 free range layers 16 9.6 2.32 356.35 

 Total = Minimum Land needed 388.30 

 
The spreading area available is 84.65 ha, therefore manure will need to be spread at four times the 
recommended level or have to the exported off site -  with the consequential extra HGV movements. 
Additionally, this has a major effect on odour, and contamination of water courses (see comment on Surface 
Water Management Scheme) 

5.1.1. Nitrogen Production  

 

The MMP does not explain where the information about nitrogen production from the various livestock came 

from: it is not from the cited sources. However, it would be more or less accurate, except that they have made 

the bizarre assumption that animals in the fields do not produce manure. Any manure management plan has to 

take account of the manure produced by animals on the land. The table below shows GVAG’s re-calculation of 

the land required for manure to include the manure produced from grazed animals using the tables in Schedule 

One of the Nitrate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2015. This shows that at least 97ha are required for manure 

spreading, not 69 as the MMP states. 
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Nitrogen Production  
 

STOCK UNIT N/per unit kg/pa N/pa/kg Ha needed @ 

250/kg/ha 

Period - months 

15 Suckler Cows  83 1243 5 12 

50 growers 12-24 

mths 

50 2500 10 12 

90 followers 6-12 

mths 

33 1495 6 6 

95 calves to 6 mths 33 1568 6 12.5 

700 sheep (mules) 12.05 8432 34 12 

400 lambs 6-12 mths 2 402 1.6 6 

16,000 free range 

layers 

0.55 8760 35.04 12 

TOTAL LAND 

REQUIRED  
  97.64  

Source: Schedule One of the Nitrate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2015  

5.1.2 Phosphates 

 

Critically the MMP has not addressed the matter of phosphates at all, although these are the biggest concern 

when considering impacts on the River Wye SAC. The land drains to the SAC and that the brook adjoining the 

land is a Water Framework Directive watercourse.  

 

It is not clear how the applicant will prevent run-off from both the poorly-drained land on which the poultry will 

range or from the management of washout from the shed. The deposits of 16,000 birds year-in year-out will 

pose a serious risk to the watercourses but it appears that no arrangements have been put in place to manage 

this. Poultry manure contains higher proportions of phosphates than any other livestock manure. We also know 

that these fields are prone to flooding onto the road and so there is potential for large amounts of phosphate 

reaching the watercourses in wet weather. In order to comply with the Habitats Regulations, the Council must 

address the risk from the range area before it can make any decision. 
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5.2  Wastewater Disposal and Watercourse Contamination  

 

(HCS SD4, SD3). There is evidence Herefordshire’s rivers and tributaries are contaminated with high levels of 

phosphates well in excess of local and national limits.  GVAG  is concerned that the proposed development will 

exacerbate existing challenges to  the environment and local amenity and is not reassured by the quality of the 

expert documentation supplied with the application. To illustrate this concern:  

 

The appellant has supplied details showing that the soil infiltration rate is that of 0.003m/h, a low permeability 

rate for the site. This equates to 1m3 of water taking 4.75 days to drain [see Planning Application: Surface 

Water Management Report; and corroborated by the photograph below]. The application proposes the use of 

an attenuation system to deal with the rain water that comes from the chicken shed. In the absence of a 

detailed MMP, GVAG has concerns that the attenuation pond, (150m2 x 0.52m high, plus additional 0.3m 

‘emergency storage’) which will take the run-off from the shed, will overflow during heavy rainfall into such 

poorly draining soil [see para 4.1.5 below].  There will be inevitable run-off from the development, including 

from roofs, into the streams and River Dore. 

 

The MMP does not include adequate arrangements for the disposal of water from the shed. The units will use 

approximately 10,000 litres of water each time they are pressure-washed out.  The usual practice is to spread 

this on land. There is additional concern that the proposed attenuation pond is inadequate to deal with washout 

and in this regard,  the Internal Consultee  (Planning Application website) has said that ‘The applicant has 

identified that the size of the orifice is relatively small and could be prone to blockage’ requiring anti-blocking 

mitigation measures. Moreover the water from the shed contains high levels of nutrients and other toxins which 

should be quantified in any MMP and mitigation measures proposed. 

 

The majority (150 ha) of the land is pasture and the litter will not therefore be ploughed into the soil. This 

increases the risk of run-off of nutrients and is one of the main ways in which phosphates reach watercourses. 

Leaving poultry litter on fields could also give rise to a statutory nuisance: the odour impact should be 

considered in accumulation with odour from the sheds and the poultry ranging area. There is no realistic odour 

assessment with the application.  

 

The MMP does not show any potential sites for field heaps. One factor to be considered is that poultry manure 

cannot be spread where cattle are grazing and field heaps should be kept well away from cattle (because of the 

risk of botulism). 

 

file:///D:/Downloads/IntConsResp%203.pdf
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Photograph 11: photograph from Scar Lane, near to Scar Cottage, over landscape to the side of, and including 

the proposed site.  

 

 

5.2.1 Water Supply  

 

There is no information regarding the water supply to the proposed shed.  A layer’s unit would require 200-300 

litres per day per 1000 birds, 1.75 million litres per year. According to the NI Guidance (Guidance for Operators 

on Preparing an Agricultural Water Audit for IPPC Farming installations.) a connection to mains water could be 

costly and a borehole might affect local water supplies. The applicant would need an abstraction license from 

the EA if a borehole is proposed or if there is already a borehole and they are proposing to draw more water 

from it. 

5.2.2 Flooding Risk 

The proposed development is on the head waters of the River Dore, in an area which is liable to flooding.  ‘The 

Surface Water Management Scheme Report [not commissioned by the Applicants] highlights that the 

attenuation pond will represents up to 123m3 water storage, which would constantly flow out of a pipe into the 
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catchment area of the River Dore. On two days last December the average rainfall for Herefordshire was 

recorded as 80-100mm per day [Met Office data]. This represents up to 300m3 of water which would normally 

fall onto the field site being directed into the attenuation pond, which would have been full from the previous 

days’ rain, and straight into the River Dore system. Additional flooding challenges would arise if the outlet pipe 

or the pond itself gets silted up and overflow. In addition to the impacts on river quality discussed previously, 

this would direct volumes of water away from a field site to an area of human habitation that is already seeing 

significant increased flooding over the past few years [Dorstone Neighbourhood Plan]. 

 

The risk maps provided with the application have been done by shading the applicant’s Land Registry maps and 

do not seem to take into account the topography. The plans show a few fields as high risk, presumably because 

they are the steepest, but it seems implausible that the remainder of the land is lowest risk.  The OS map shows 

that many of the fields or parts of the fields are at least moderate risk of flooding because they slope towards 

watercourses or with slopes between 1 in 14 and 1 in 8. We note that flooding risk doesn’t have to involve the 

whole field but any part of the field. We consider it highly unlikely that there is genuinely this much low risk land 

and if this MMP were followed there would be a significant flooding risk as well as a pollution risk to 

watercourses. 

5.3 Suitability of the site [and shed] for a free-range egg enterprise  

It appears that the, as a consequence of the drainage issues, the site is unsuitable for chicken shed construction. 

DEFRA, Farming Direct and the egg production industry itself are very clear that best practice for a successful 

free range egg enterprise entails having a well-drained, reasonably flat site (Bangor CALU Factsheet 040804). 

There must be sufficient space for the ranging area, and preferably a good layer of established grass (DEFRA 

2000). As DEFRA point out, this is because the soil type and drainage will determine how likely the ground is to 

become fowl sick through build-up of ground-borne parasites, such as worms and coccidial oocysts.  Despite 

this, the Planning Application document acknowledges that the proposed site is far from well-drained. In fact, 

this area is prone to become very water-logged very easily [see photo above).   

 

Moreover, we note that the HCC Environmental Health Internal consultee has identified that the proposed 

development site is on top of disused railway land is potentially contaminated. GVAG endorses the suggestion 

that any future development needs ‘proportional consideration by a suitably competent person as defined in the 

NPPF’ and the requirement that no development shall take place until a range of studies, including risk 

assessments, are undertaken and submitted to the planning authority.   

 

Taken together with the arguments outlined above, we submit that the site is totally unsuitable for the 

proposed development. 

  

  

http://www.calu.bangor.ac.uk/Technical%20leaflets/040804%20CALU%20free%20range%20egg%20production.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69366/pb6490-hens-020130.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69366/pb6490-hens-020130.pdf
file:///D:/Downloads/IntConsResp%202%20(1).pdf
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Additionally, we would argue that the proposed shed is also totally unsuitable for the proposed 

development. 

 

Due to the fact that the proposed shed is positioned so closely to the existing cattle sheds, and the fact that the 

HGV turning circle would be placed on that side of the shed, there is only the possibility of putting popholes on 

the one side of the shed that faces the B4348. This is clearly illustrated on the Proposal Drawings. There are 

drawn 14 popholes of about 0.66m width, all along the one side of the building only, representing 9.2m of 

pophole access for the whole building. Understanding the legal requirements is important as it demonstrates 

that the design of this shed cannot be used as intended by the applicant. 

 

There arise several key issues from these facts, as highlighted in the RSPCA Welfare Standards for Chickens 

[November 2013] 

http://industry.freedomfood.co.uk/media/34115/rspca_welfare_standards_for_chickens___november_2013_w

eb.pdf  

 

Under point R2.3 the report states:  The following minimum pophole numbers must apply 

 

   No. of birds   No. of popholes 

   Up to 600    2 

   More than 600                              1 per 700 birds [minimum of 2] 

 

This means that for a shed of 16,000 chickens there would be a requirement for at least 23 such popholes, and 
NOT the 14 that are proposed.  
 
Additionally, as stated under point R2.2  
 
 ‘It is a legal requirement to provide free range birds with 4m of pophole space per 100m2 of the building floor 
space’ The bird area is given as 67 m x 19.5 m = 1306.5 m2, and as the birds need 4m of pophole for every 100 
m2; 1306.5 / 100 = 13.065 x 4 = 52.26 m of pophole space, on a building of 76m length; and not the 9.2m 
pophole space detailed in the Proposal.  
 
The positioning of the building next to the existing cattle sheds does not allow popholes on both sides of the 
building, and therefore the proposed shed is not suitable for the housing of 16,000 chickens. The chickens will 
not leave the shed and it cannot therefore be called Free Range 
 

http://industry.freedomfood.co.uk/media/34115/rspca_welfare_standards_for_chickens___november_2013_web.pdf
http://industry.freedomfood.co.uk/media/34115/rspca_welfare_standards_for_chickens___november_2013_web.pdf
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Additionally, the above document states clearly that ‘the maximum distance travelled by a chicken within a 
building to reach a pophole leading onto the range must not exceed 14m’. HOWEVER, they also state that ‘Based 
upon a combination of practical experience, advice from producers and current practice the maximum distance 
travelled by a chicken to reach a pophole to access the range should not exceed 6m’ [Point R2.2]. As the 
popholes cannot be sited on one side of the shed, and the fact that the shed is 19.5m wide, there is no way that 
one can reach the 14m limit, yet alone the suggested 6m distance. 
 
Therefore, it is not possible to house chickens in a shed of these dimensions, with popholes only on one side. 
The proposed shed is NOT suitable for purpose. 

6. Compliance with Existing Planning Conditions  

 

The current situation on the adjacent site is that several open sided sheds are used for intensive cattle farming, 

and have been for a number of years. The development of this existing site is a relevant factor when considering 

what might occur should planning permission be given for the proposed free-range egg production chicken shed. 

The applicant appears to have little regard for planning conditions, the amenity of neighbours or the 

environment.  There is a history of poor land management leading to localised reduction in landscape quality. In 

addition, there has been failure to comply with previous planning conditions and there are examples of breaches 

of planning controls. Some of these were cited in the objection to P143343/F by GVAG. In relation to the new 

application the following facts underpin the concerns discussed previously. At issue here is the extent to which 

the local community trusts the applicant to comply with any conditions if the application is permitted, and the 

capacity of the planning system to enforce regulations.  

The proposed site for the new development is next to modern farm buildings, albeit of a much more modest 

scale. An adjoining building approved in 2011 (111368/F) may not be in the correct location. There are 

discrepancies in the approved plans. The submitted 2011 1:2500 location plan shows the building sited several 

meters north of the existing boundary hedge. The 2011 1:500 plan shows the edge of the building lining up with 

a large oak but the hedge line itself is not shown. In reality, the building has been built on the hedge line, 

resulting in the loss of a section of hedge the length of the building and beyond. That hedge formed the 

boundary of the dismantled railway. It is unlikely that planning officers would have approved a scheme which 

resulted in this adverse effect, had they realised that this would be the result. The applications for the other 

‘modern’ farm buildings did not consider technical landscape comments. The landscape planting conditions 

attached to the permissions were never carried out by the applicant, nor enforced by the planning department. 
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All of this evidence suggests that simply clustering this site with previously built sheds which are neither 

correctly sited nor screened will not reduce its effect or visual impact. In addition, the removal of the hedge in 

2011 is a breach of planning control that has not been addressed. Should this application be approved, such 

approval would sanction a breach of planning control which is still capable of being enforced. Indeed, it is very 

likely that the position of the proposed building will require the removal of more of this hedge. 

Summary  

  

This part of the upper Golden Valley is not a suitable location for the siting of intensive units.  This is a clear and 

recently expressed view of the majority of the community. In this regard, we refer to the Dorstone 

Neighbourhood Plan [currently subject to Regulation 16 consultation]. In the responses to the community 

questionnaires, 75% of respondents considered that Dorstone Parish was not an appropriate location for 

intensive livestock installations and 70% considered that it was not an appropriate location for farm-scale 

commercial use of polytunnels. Nor does the parish want commercial solar power production. There are 

undoubtedly more appropriate sites in Herefordshire for industrial developments of this nature. 

GVAG has no objection to diversification in farming or any other sector but consider that diversification must be 

appropriate to the context, confer measurable benefits to the environment, economy and community that 

outweigh any harms or losses and align with both the letter and the spirit of national and local planning 

legislation and policy. This application does none of these things.  

In conclusion, GVAG believes that there are significant problems with this proposal.  We believe that any 

benefits to the individuals submitting the application are massively outweighed by the harms that will be 

experienced by the community more broadly within the Dorstone area; on the effect on local tourism and 

leisure businesses; on both the landscape and the built environment, including the negative visual impact and 

negative change in the character of the landscape, and the significant contamination wash off and flooding risk 

potential; along with compromising the road safety through Dorstone and the surrounding area. 

We therefore urge HCC to reject the application. 
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APPENDIX 1: 

Landscape and Visual Impact – public viewpoints 
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The existing open sided cattle sheds 
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