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Dear Ben, 

A REVIEW OF A REVISED ODOUR MODELLING ASSESSEMENT REPORT 102076-3 BY MILLER GOODALL FOR 

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ON LAND OFF HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE  

 

Thank you for your instruction to review the revised odour/air quality modelling report prepared by Miller 

Goodall (MG) to support an application by Community Gateway Housing Association for residential 

development on land off Halfpenny Lane, Longridge.   

 

I understand that the revised modelling report was submitted with modified modelling inputs to address 

points raised in our review of a previous report reference 102076-2 (dated 7 October 2019). 

 

Additional Model Inputs Included the Revised Report 
 
The revised report now provides details of:  
 

1. The surface roughness and Monin-Obukhov lengths used in the dispersion model are now reported in 

Table 7.  The surface roughness length of 0.3m used for the application site by MG is suggested by 

CERC (who developed the ADMS model) for “agricultural areas (max)” and the 0.2m length used by 

MG for the weather station location at Manchester Airport is suggested by CERC for “agricultural areas 

(min)”.  These rural area descriptors seem a little inconsistent with the Monin-Obukhov length of 30m 

used by MG at Manchester Airport (Mixed urban/industrial or Cities and large towns), but it is 

acknowledged that some degree of professional judgement and compromise has to be used in 

selecting these model input values, and they were apparently checked by CERC. 

2. The spacing of the modelled “grid points” within the overall modelling grid area is reported.  The 

selected value of 9.33m is appropriate. 

3. The fact that terrain has not been modelled because the area around Belmont Farm is reported to be 

relatively “flat”. 
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4. The height of the volume emission releases is reported in Table 4 as 4.336m and this seems 

appropriate for the height of the buildings.     

5.  Calms were treated using a standard ADMS modelling calms module, which allocates a wind speed of 

0.75 m/s to those hours in the weather records in which wind speeds are less than 0.75 m/s.  This is a 

fairly widely used approach, although it may underestimate the real odour impacts of true calm, or 

very low wind speed, conditions 

There remains no discussion in the report about if, or how, the effects of buildings have been taken into 

account in the modelling.   

The modelling remains based on the assumption that all four of the consented buildings will house a 

combination of different classes of pigs from sows through to finishing pigs.  This “simplification” of the future 

stocking regime may have less influence on this site than the alternative application to the east of Belmont 

Farm 

 

Revised Findings 

The MG modelled outputs are reported graphically in odour contours maps appended to the report. 

Odour contour maps in Appendices C and F show the odour impacts of pigs housed in the consented buildings, 

without any odour contributions from outdoor pig rearing, for the “worst” year (2018) in the five year 

modelling period and as an average over all five years respectively.  In both cases the odour contours show 

that only a small proportion of the application site has odour impacts or exposures below the 3 ouE/m3 

benchmark which can be used to predict “acceptable“ levels of odour impact.  The small area of “acceptable” 

odour impacts is at the southern extent of the site, which is furthest from Belmont Farm, and it equates to 

approximately one quarter, or slightly less than one quarter, of the total area of the application site.    

From these odour contour maps it can be concluded that odour emissions from the consented pig buildings at 

Belmont Farm would have an unacceptable odour impact across the majority of the application site and over 

the northern part of the site, the odour impacts would be significantly adverse.  It can therefore be concluded 

that planning permission should be refused for the application site as a whole because there would be 

unacceptable levels of pig farm odours on the majority of the application site, and these odours would 

materially impact on the amenity and living conditions of any future residents. 

The odour contours provided by MG in Appendices D, G, E and H provide predictions of odour impact with 

emissions from the consented buildings at Belmont Farm in combination with 400 or 750 outdoor pigs for the 

worst year and average year in the five year modelling period.  These contours maps show that even smaller 

proportions (than one quarter) of the application site would have odour impacts below the 3 ouE/m3 

“acceptable” benchmark.   The maps at Appendices D, E, G and H therefore reinforce the conclusion that the 

majority of the application site would be exposed to odour impacts from the pig rearing activities at Belmont 

Farm which would have a material adverse impact on amenity and living conditions of future residents. 

 Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. The odour emission rates modelled by MG are suitably precautionary. 

2. The odour impact assessment benchmark of 3.0 ouE/m3 used by MG is appropriate. 
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3. The modelling predicts that approximately three quarters of the site to the South of Belmont Farm 

would be exposed to odour impacts in excess of the widely used 3 ouE/m3 benchmark for livestock 

odours, so that as a whole planning permission for the development should be refused because there 

would be materially adverse effects on amenity and living conditions due to pig farm odours.   

4. The modelling suggests that there may be a small southern proportion of the site which could be 

developed on the basis that it is predicted to have odour impacts of less than 3ouE/m3 from the housed 

pigs, but that proportion of the site shrinks to a very small area when the contribution of outdoor pigs 

is also considered.   

5. If the Applicants are minded to re-submit an application for development of the southern extent of 

the current site, then it is recommended that alternative weather files should be explored in any 

subsequent modelling because the Manchester Airport data may have a higher proportion of 

southerly winds than the application site.   

Please contact me if you require clarification or have any queries.  

Yours Sincerely 

 

Steve Peirson,  

Principal Odour Consultant 

 


