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1 Introduction 

1.1 This Proof of Evidence is submitted on behalf of Community Gateway Association (‘the Appellant’) in support of 

an appeal against the decision of Preston City Council (‘the Council’) to refuse an outline planning application for 

up to 45no. dwellings with access (all other matters reserved) at Old Rib Farm, 55 Halfpenny Lane, Longridge, 

Preston PR3 2EA (planning application ref. 06/2019/0050).  

 

Qualifications  

1.2 I am Melody Eloise Horan. I am an Environmental Consultant with over 3 years experience in private practice. I 

am a Senior Air Quality Consultant at Miller Goodall Ltd (MGL) based in Bolton, Great Manchester. MGL is 

appointed to advise on the odour issues in relation to the appeal site. 

1.3 I am familiar with the appeal site and the details of the case, having completed the odour assessment for the 

outline application which is the subject of this appeal.  I have undergone training with Cambridge Environmental 

Research Consultants (CERC) in the use of ADMS and with Silsoe Odours in completing odour assessments, I 

also have experience in completing odour assessments for livestock odour.    

1.4 I understand my duty to the Inquiry and have complied, and will continue to comply, with that duty. I confirm that 

this evidence identifies all facts which I regard as being relevant to the opinion that I have provided, and that the 

Inquiry's attention has been drawn to any matter which would affect the validity of that opinion. I believe that the 

facts stated within this proof are true and that the opinions expressed are correct. 

 

2 Background 

2.1 The outline planning application sought permission for the erection of 45no. dwellings with access (all other 

matters reserved) at Old Rib Farm, Halfpenny Lane, Longridge PR3 2EA. 

2.2 The site is located to the south of Belmont Farm, Halfpenny Lane, Longridge PR3 2EA. Belmont Farm currently 

has one livestock building in which pigs are reared. It is the understanding of the Appellant that the farm currently 

houses between 400 - 500 pigs within their existing building, this building is labelled ‘approved pig building’ on 

the plan in Appendix A.   

2.3 The plan provided in Appendix A also shows three proposed buildings for which Belmont Farm has received 

planning permission under three separate applications.  Implementation of these planning permissions would 

result in the farm having an additional three livestock buildings which are shown on the plan as: 

• Weaner and farrowing approved building (Application Number 06/2018/0336 approved 17/5/2018); 

• Finished & dry sow approved building (Application Number 06/2018/0337 approved 17/5/2018); and 

• Calf/beef rearing building (Application Number 06/2018/0694 approved 4/9/2018). 

2.4 Application Number 06/2018/0694 refers to a calf/beef rearing building. The Design and Access Statement for 

this application, an extract of which is shown in Appendix B, states:  

“The site at present is being used as a pig unit.  We are expanding our farming enterprise to include beef cattle. 

This building will be used during the winter months to house them when the ground is unsuitable for outside 

grazing.” 
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However, when the application for the appeal site was made, the farm stated that the building listed as a ‘calf/beef 

rearing building’ will be used for pigs all year round rather than cattle in the winter.  Miller Goodall Ltd was informed 

by the Council that once all three buildings were erected, they would all house pigs, evidence of this is presented 

in Appendix C, in an email from Franc Genley to Miller Goodall Ltd on the 21st May 20191.   The use of this building 

for pigs was discussed during the August meeting2 , this meeting was between the operators of Belmont Farm, 

the Council, Paul Walton Associates Ltd and Miller Goodall Ltd.  Further evidence is provided in the email dated 

16th September 20203, provided in Appendix D, where Mr Davies of Belmont Farm refers to all four buildings 

being used for pigs.    

2.5 The planning application (ref. 06/2019/0050) was refused for two reasons; reason two specifically mentions odour: 

“The proposed development would fail to provide a good standard of amenity for future occupiers by virtue of the 

significant adverse effect of odour from the nearby pig farm. The proposal would therefore not integrate effectively 

with the neighbouring business contrary to Policy 17 of the Central Lancashire Core Strategy and the aims of 

Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework.” 

2.6 The decision to refuse the application was based on Belmont Farm’s claim that it would eventually house 4200 

indoor pigs and a maximum of 750 outdoor pigs.  In line with Belmont Farm and the Council’s request, this is the 

level of stocking which was used within the odour assessment4 (Report 102706-3 dated 29th January 2020) 

submitted with the planning application.   

2.7 The potential stocking levels and the mix of all pig types within each livestock building of Belmont Farm used in 

Report 102076-34 are now in some dispute.  A review of the odour dispersion model used to inform our 

assessment by Cerc5, shown in Appendix E, raised the issue that the number of pigs proposed by the farm 

seemed unfeasibly high and that housing multiple pig types within the same building is not common practice.  

These points were raised within the August 2020 meeting2 between the operators of Belmont Farm, the Council, 

Paul Walton Associates Ltd and Miller Goodall Ltd.  However, at the time, I was required by the Council to use 

these figures, as Belmont Farm had confirmed the potential stocking levels via email3, shown in Appendix D.   

2.8 The operators of Belmont Farm now state that the maximum number of pigs they could have on the site will be 

less than assessed within Report 102076-34.  The Council’s expert witness, ADAS, estimates that the farm could 

house an approximate maximum of 2,095 indoor pigs and potentially 535 outside finisher pigs6, the email from 

the Council, stating ADAS’s estimates is provided in Appendix F.  Mr Chris Harvey of Harvey Hughes Ltd, 

appointed by the Appellant to provide expert evidence on the potential number of pigs at Belmont Farm, has 

estimated the potential number of indoor and outdoor pigs, as well as the maximum numbers based on RSPCA 

standards.  

 

1 Email from Franc Genley of the Council to Miller Goodall Ltd. 21st May 2019 

2 The meeting took place on 12th August 2019. Attendees consisted of the Council, Belmont Farm, Miller Goodall Ltd. and Paul Walton Associates 
Ltd 

3 Email tread: Email from Miller Goodall Ltd to the Council 5th September 2019; Keith Davies of Belmont Farm to Franc Genley of the Council 16th 
September 2019 

4 Miller Goodall Ltd (2020) Report number: 102076-3. Halfpenny Lane, Longridge Dated: 29th January 2020 

5 Cerc (2021) Technical Note, FM1306: Review of odour modelling, Longridge.  Received: 23rd February 2021 

6 Email from Ben Sandover of the Council to Joshua Hellawell of PWA dated 18th March 2021. 
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2.9 This proof of evidence reviews Report 102076-34, submitted in respect of the planning application, and reports 

on sensitivity tests conducted on the models used.  It also provides evidence of the potential odour impact of the 

current operations at the farm.  It goes on to describe the impact on individual sensitive receptor locations (existing 

and committed consents) if Belmont Farm were to expand in the way in which they initially suggested and the 

impact on these receptors and the appeal site using Mr Chris Harvey’s figures. 

2.10 Although ADAS has provided an estimate for the number of each type of pig across the farm, no figures have 

been provided for the number and type of pigs in each building.  Therefore, I could not model odour emissions 

associated with the number of pigs recommended by ADAS, as the odour emissions associated with each building 

has to be calculated, based on the number and type of pig it houses.  

3 Policy context 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

3.1 The NPPF advises that the planning system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need 

to be pursued in mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains across each of 

the different objectives). One of these is an environmental objective which is described as follows in paragraph 

8:  

“to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective 

use of land, helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, 

and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy.”  

3.2 In paragraph 170 we are advised that:  

“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 

adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development 

should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking 

into account relevant information such as river basin management plans.” 

3.3 Odour is not specifically mentioned within the NPPF; however, odour is an emission to air and thus is caught by 

the paragraph in this instance by virtue of it being air pollution. 

 

Preston Local Plan 2012- 26 (HA2) 

3.4 The Preston Local Plan 2021-26 does not have any policies relating to odour.  There is a Key Core Strategy 

Policy related to air quality; Policy 30: Air Quality. However, this policy focuses on green infrastructure and road 

traffic.  Consequently, it is not applicable to odour.  

4 Odour assessment and modelling 

4.1 Odour concentration is expressed in terms of European Odour Units per metre cubed of air (ouE/m3). An odour 

with an odour concentration of 1 ouE/m3 is defined as the limit of detection in laboratory conditions i.e., is barely 

detectable. The following definitions and descriptions of how an odour might be perceived by a human with an 

average sense of smell are also useful:  

• at 2.0 – 3.0 ouE/m3, a particular odour might be detected against background odours in an open 

environment;  
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• when the concentration reaches around 5.0 ouE/m3, a particular odour will usually be recognisable, if 

known, but would usually be described as faint;  

• at 10.0 ouE/m3, most would describe the intensity of the odour as moderate or strong and if persistent, it 

is likely that the odour would become intrusive.  

4.2 However, it should be noted that within a human population there is considerable variation in the acuity of the 

sense of smell. The FIDOR acronym is a useful reminder of the factors that will determine the degree of odour 

pollution:  

• Frequency of detection;  

• Intensity as perceived;  

• Duration of exposure; 

• Offensiveness; and 

• Receptor sensitivity. 

4.3 The character, or hedonic tone, of an odour is also important; typically, odours are grouped into three categories; 

most offensive, moderately offensive and less offensive.  

4.4 Most offensive odours include:  

• Processes involving decaying animal or fish remains;  

• Processes involving septic effluent or sludge; and 

• Biological landfill odours.  

4.5 Moderately offensive:  

• Intensive livestock rearing;  

• Fat frying (food processing);  

• Sugar beet processing; and 

• Well aerated green waste composting 

4.6 Less offensive:  

• Brewery;  

• Confectionery;  

• Coffee roasting; and 

• Bakery. 

4.7 Therefore, the farm is classified as a moderately offensive odour source due to intensive livestock rearing onsite. 

 

Statutory limits 

4.8 There is no statutory limit in the UK for ambient odour concentrations. However, the Environment Agency (EA) 

has issued guidance, referred to as H47 (FD5) in this Proof of Evidence, on odour which contains indicative 

benchmark levels for use in the assessment of potential impacts from facilities regulated under the Environmental 

Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations (2016). 

 

7 EA (2011) Additional Guidance for H4 Odour Management  
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4.9 The benchmark levels are stated as the 98th percentile (C98) of hourly mean concentrations in European odour 

units (ouE) over a year for odours of different offensiveness. In practice, this is the 175th highest hourly average 

recorded in the year or the level exceeded for 2% of the year (there are 8760 hours in a typical year and 175 is 

2% of 8760). The use of the C98 statistic allows for some consideration of both frequency and intensity of the 

odours.   

4.10 The benchmarks are:  

• 1.5 ouE/m3 for most offensive odours.  

• 3.0 ouE/m3 for moderately offensive odours.  

• 6.0 ouE/m3 for less offensive odours. 

4.11 Any modelled results that suggest exposures above these benchmark levels, after taking uncertainty into account, 

indicates the likelihood of unacceptable odour pollution.  

4.12 The Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) is a professional body that produces national guidance 

documents in relation to air quality and odour. In July 2018, the IAQM published guidelines on the assessment of 

odour within the planning system, including a methodology to assess odour impacts (FD7)8.  This document 

concurs with H4 guidance (FD5) that intensive livestock rearing is classified as moderately offensive and that 

odour modelling should be assessed using the 98th percentiles of 1-hour means.  

4.13 The IAQM guidance (FD7) provides criteria for determining the impact of odour on different types of receptors8.   

4.14 Receptors within the guidance are classified as Low, Medium or High sensitivity.  High sensitivity receptors may 

include residential dwellings, schools and hospitals.  Medium sensitivity receptors may include places of work, 

commercial premises and recreation areas. 

4.15 Table 1, taken from the IAQM guidance (FD7)8, details the impact descriptors to be used for individual receptors 

in relation to odour exposure level for moderately offensive odour sources such as livestock rearing.  

 

8 IAQM (July 2018) Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning 
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Table 1 Odour effects descriptors for impacts predicted by modelling "Moderately Offensive" 

odours 

Odour Exposure Level C98,ouE/m3 

 

Receptor Sensitivity 

Low Medium High 

≥10 Moderate Substantial Substantial 

5-<10 Slight Moderate Moderate 

3-<5 Negligible Slight Moderate 

1.5-<3 Negligible Negligible Slight 

0.5-<1.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

<0.5 Negligible Negligible Negligible 

4.16 Where the effect is greater than “slight”, the effect is likely to be considered significant; therefore, moderate and 

substantial adverse effects are considered significant8.  Having predicted the likely odour effect at individual, 

representative receptors, the next step for most assessments for planning purposes is to estimate the overall 

odour effect on the surrounding area, taking into account the different magnitude of effects at different receptors 

and the number of receptors that experience these different effects.  The overall significance of effects, therefore, 

is determined using professional judgement. 

 

Choice of odour benchmarks for this study 

4.17 Intensive livestock rearing is classified as moderately offensive8. Therefore, for this study, the Environment 

Agency’s7 benchmark for moderately offensive odours, a C98 hourly mean of 3.0 ouE/m3 over a one year period, 

is used to assess the impact of odour emissions from the proposed farm operations across the development site 

and surrounding area. This concurs with the IAQM guidance (FD7), whereby for high sensitivity receptors an 

odour exposure level of more than 3 ouE/m3 is considered to be significant8.   

 

Modelling of Odour 

4.18 The release and movement of odour through the atmosphere can be demonstrated or modelled using computer 

software.  In this case, dispersion modelling was undertaken using ADMS Roads Extra, which is developed by 

Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants (CERC) Ltd. This is a short-range dispersion modelling software 

package that simulates a wide range of buoyant and passive releases to the atmosphere. It is a new generation 

model utilising boundary layer height and Monin-Obukhov length to describe the atmospheric boundary layer and 

a skewed Gaussian concentration distribution to calculate dispersion under convective conditions. 

4.19 The model uses hourly meteorological data to define conditions for plume rise, transport and diffusion. It estimates 

the concentration for each source and receptor combination for each hour of input meteorology and calculates 

user-selected long-term and short-term averages.  
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Modelling within Report 102076-34 

4.20 The methodology used within Report 102076-34 is provided in Appendix H.  

4.21 The EC (2017) BAT Reference Document9 (BREF) was used to obtain the odour emission rate values for pigs.  

4.22 Odour emission rate values for pigs are available in Appendix B of the SCAIL-Agriculture update (2014) report12. 

BREF emission factors were used in Report 102076-34 because the EC (2017) BAT Reference Document is a 

more up to date document.   

4.23 I was informed by Belmont Farm that the livestock buildings will all be naturally ventilated10;11.  In the SCAIL-

Agriculture update (2014) report12, produced in conjunction with the Simple Calculation of Atmospheric Impact 

Limits (SCAIL) screening tool13 which is recognised by the Environment Agency and other regulators, it is 

recommended that naturally ventilated buildings be modelled as volume sources.  Therefore, within this 

assessment, the livestock buildings were modelled as volume sources within the ADMS model.  Emissions from 

outdoor pigs were represented by area sources. 

4.24 Terrain has not been included within the model as the area around Belmont Farm has no significant topography. 

4.25 Computer modelling of dispersion requires hourly sequential meteorological data and to provide robust statistics 

the record should be of a suitable length; preferably three years or longer. As agreed with the Council14, the 

meteorological data used in initial the assessment was taken from Manchester Airport meteorological station over 

the period 1st January 2014 to 31st December 2018 (inclusive). Manchester Airport’s meteorological station is 

located approximately 56 km south-east of Belmont Farm. 

4.26 Wind roses for Manchester Airport meteorological station, which was agreed with the Council to be the most 

representative meteorological station in relation to the study area14, are provided in Appendix H.  Belmont Farm 

is located to the north of the proposed development site.  The wind roses indicated, therefore, that the proposed 

development is not downwind of the farm; however, several existing dwellings are located downwind of the farm. 

Consequently, existing dwellings which are in close proximity and downwind of the farm will be affected more 

severely compared to the proposed development site.   

4.27 All meteorological records used in the assessment were provided by Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Ltd, which 

is an established distributor of data within the UK.  The meteorological inputs, such as surface roughness and 

minimum Monin-Obukhov length are provided within Appendix J. 

 

Modelling within the appeal: Sensitivity tests 

4.28 The methodology used within new and updated models presented in this evidence is provided in Appendix K. 

4.29 To ensure this Proof of Evidence is as robust as possible, various sensitivity tests in relation to the models within 

Report 102076-34 have been completed.  In particular, the following changes have been investigated: 

 

9 EC (2017) JRC Science for Policy Report. Best Available Techniques (BAT) Reference Document for the Intensive Rearing of Poultry or Pigs 

10 Phone call between Melody Horan of Miller Goodall Ltd and Barbara Davies of Belmont Farm 20th May 2019 

11 Email from Melody Horan of Miller Goodall Ltd to Franc Genley and Louise Purdy of the Council on the 20th May 2019, shown in Appendix G 

12 Sniffer (2014) SCAIL-Agriculture update. ER26: Final Report 

13 http://www.scail.ceh.ac.uk/cgi-bin/agriculture/input.pl 

14 Phone call between Miller Goodall Ltd and Chris Hodson of the Council on the 22nd May 2019, followed up with an email from Miller Goodall Ltd to 
the Council on the 22nd May 2019.  Email provided in Appendix I 



PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

OLD RIB PHASE 2, HALFPENNY LANE  

Page 8 of 36   

• Changes to contour height and the temperature of the area sources as recommended by CERC in their 

review of our model5; 

• Use of SCAIL-Agriculture12 odour emissions rather than BREF emissions9.     

• Use of alternative meteorological data.  The meteorological data used within Report 102076-34 was 

agreed with the Council10.  However, following the submission of Report 102076-34, ADAS completed 

another review15 (FF27), shown in Appendix L, which recommended: “that alternative weather files should 

be explored in any subsequent modelling”.   

4.30 Following the feedback in the ADAS review15 (FF27), I have utilised Numerical Weather Prediction (NWP) 

meteorological data. NWP data is obtained through modelling to produce more representative data compared to 

observed data.  This meteorological data was also provided by Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Ltd, which is 

an established distributor of data within the UK.   

4.31 Details on the advantages of using NWP data over traditional meteorological records is detailed in Appendix M. 

Appendix M also shows the meteorological inputs, such as surface roughness and minimum Monin-Obukhov 

length as well as the wind roses.  As shown in Appendix M, the wind roses for NWP shows strong winds coming 

from both the east and the west. There are no strong winds coming from the farm to the appeal site, i.e., from the 

north to the south. There are stronger winds coming from the south to the north compared to from the north to the 

south. 

4.32 Three sensitivity tests have been completed for this Proof of Evidence; these are detailed in Table 1. The 

sensitivity tests informed the modelling used to assess the odour based on Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated pig 

numbers and types as well as the maximum numbers and type of pigs in line with RSPCA standards.  The 

contours for the three sensitivity tests are provided in Appendix O. 

 

15 ADAS (2020) A REVIEW OF A REVISED ODOUR MODELLING ASSESSEMENT REPORT 102076-3 BY MILLER GOODALL FOR PROPOSED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ON LAND OFF HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE. Received by Miller Goodall Ltd 17th March 2021. 
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Table 2 Sensitivity test inputs 

Sensitivity test 

Contour height Temperature of outdoor pigs Emission data Meteorological data 

1.5 m 

(102076-3) 
0 m 

15OC 

(102076-3) 
Ambient 

BREF 

(102076-3) 
SCAIL 

Manchester 

(102076-3) 
NWP 

ST1  x  x x  x  

ST2  x  x  x x  

ST3 x  NA* x   x 

*only indoor pigs were assessed within ST3 

 



PROOF OF EVIDENCE 

OLD RIB PHASE 2, HALFPENNY LANE  

Page 10 of 36   

4.33 I have made further refinements to the contour plots produced for Report 102076-34.  The contours have been 

split into a finer resolution, showing the odour concentrations in more detail beyond 10 ouE/m3. The previous 

contours had a single colour contour for all concentrations above 10 ouE/m3 but for this update, I have included 

further contours above 10 ouE/m3 to give finer detail to the assessment. These are shown in Appendix N and have 

been used for comparison purposes in sensitivity test (ST) 1 and ST3. 

4.34 The contours produced from ST1, shown in Appendix O, compared to the contours in Appendix N, show that 

there is not a notable difference to the odour levels when a height of 0 m is assessed rather than 1.5 m.  However, 

the maximum odour concentration is higher at 0 m.  The temperature of the outdoor pig area being set to ambient 

compared to 15ᵒC does increase odour emissions associated with this source. 

4.35 For ST2, comparing the contour plots of ST1 with those of ST2, shown in Appendix O, shows that using BREF 

odour emissions9 are worse case in terms of results compared to SCAIL12.  

4.36 For ST3, the contour plots, shown in Appendix O, show that the NWP meteorological data changes how the odour 

emissions disperse compared to Manchester Airport, shown in Appendix N.  The odour is dispersed more evenly 

in all directions.  The highest odour concentration is lower in the NWP contours compared to Manchester.  More 

of the appeal site is exposed to odour emissions >3 ouE/m3, which indicates when a residential area will be 

significantly impacted by odour emissions, when odour is modelled using the NWP meteorological data. However, 

even when the NWP meteorological data is used, the contours, shown in Appendix O, illustrate that at least 19 

existing dwellings will also be significantly impacted by odour associated with the proposed operations at Belmont 

Farm when 4,200 indoor pigs are housed onsite, and at least six of those existing dwellings will be impacted to a 

greater extent, than the appeal site. 

 

Modelling for this Appeal: Appeal modelling scenarios 

4.37 As discussed, the pig numbers provided by Belmont Farm and used within Report 102076-34 are no longer 

deemed feasible6, as shown in Appendix F.  ADAS has calculated an example of the capacity of the existing 

livestock building in addition to the four consented buildings, which would total to 2095 pigs (220 sows, 625 

weaners and 1250 growing and finishing pigs), they also estimate 535 grower/finisher pigs outside during summer 

but lower rates for pigs kept outside all year. 

4.38 The revised numbers of each pig type estimated by ADAS did not provide a breakdown of the number and type 

of pig within each building.  Therefore, I could not model odour emissions associated with the number of pigs 

recommended by ADAS, as the odour emissions associated with each building has to be calculated, based on 

the number and type of pig it houses.  

4.39 Therefore, I have modelled the odour associated with Belmont Farm based on Mr Chris Harvey’s figures, to 

assess the impact of odour from Belmont Farm in relation to the general area as well as the appeal site.  Mr Chris 

Harvey has provided estimated pig numbers and types for each livestock building, based on the layout of Belmont 

Farm, provided in Appendix A, as well as the maximum numbers and types of pigs in accordance with RSPCA 

welfare standards16.  

 

16 RSPCA (2016) RSPCA welfare standards for pigs 
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4.40 The current operations at Belmont Farm have also been modelled and assessed to allow existing operations to 

be compared with the proposed number of pigs assessed within Report 102076-34 and the figures provided by 

Mr Chris Harvey.  The details regarding the scenarios assessed for the Appeal are outlined in Table 3. The 

methodology, including the pig types and numbers for each building used within the appeal modelling scenarios 

is provided in Appendix K. 

4.41 As stated in para. 2.2, it is understood that Belmont Farm currently stocks between 400 – 500 pigs onsite and the 

pigs are housed within the existing livestock building which is labelled ‘approved pig building’ on the plan in 

Appendix A. I do not know the number of each pig type housed within this building. Four pig types will be housed 

within the farm’s proposed operations: sows, farrowers, weaners and finishers3.  As shown in Appendix G, BREF 

odour emissions9 varying for each of these pig types. However, SCAIL12 odour emissions for sows, farrowers and 

finishers are set to 26 per animal (ouE/s1). 

4.42 Therefore, although the sensitivity tests demonstrated that BREF odour emissions9 are the worst case in terms 

of results compared to SCAIL12 odour emissions, SCAIL12 odour emissions have been used to model the potential 

odour emissions for the current operations at Belmont Farm, as SCAIL allows the use of a uniform emission rate 

for different pig types, in addition to the scenarios which were run to compare the proposed operations with the 

current operations at Belmont Farm.   

4.43 The odour emissions predicted for the current operations will be an over-estimate as both BREF9 and SCAIL12 

odour emissions have the odour emission rate much lower for weaners than the other pig types.  It is expected 

that Belmont Farm does house weaners; however, we would not be able to estimate the number of weaners.  

Therefore, to avoid misassumptions and underpredicting, this worse case approach has been taken.  The odour 

calculations and overall emissions for the existing pig building are shown in Appendix K. 

4.44 Due to the short timeframe between receiving the email from the Council which stated that the pig numbers used 

in Report 102076-34 are no longer deemed plausible, it was not plausible to model five nor three years of 

meteorological data for each of the new scenarios.  2018 is the worst-case scenario for Manchester 

meteorological station.  Within ST3, five years of NWP meteorological data was modelled, 2018 was also the 

worst-case scenario for this data set. Therefore, the appeal modelling scenarios have focused on the 2018 

meteorological year to provide a worst-case approach.  
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Table 3 Appeal modelling scenarios 

Scenario Description 

Contour height 
Temperature of 

outdoor pigs 
Emission data Meteorological data 

Data used 

Results 

shown in 

Proof at: 

 

1.5 m 

(102076-3) 
0 m 

15OC 

102076-3 
Ambient 

BREF 

(102076-3) 
SCAIL 

Manchester 

(102076-3) 
NWP 

Viewing impact of revised proposed operations in relation to the study area, including the appeal site 

1 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor pigs 

 x   x  x  
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

2 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x x  x  
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

3 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor pigs 

 x   x  x  
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

4 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x x  x  
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

5 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor pigs 

 x   x   x 
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

6 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x x   x 
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

7 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor pigs 

 x   x   x 
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 
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8 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x x   x 
C98 2018 

results 

Appendix 

P 

Comparing current with proposed operations at Belmont Farm 

9 

Current Operations at Belmont 

Farm – 500 indoor pigs within the 

existing pig building 

 x NA NA  x x  
C98 2018 

results  

Appendix 

P; Table 4; 

Table 5; 

Table 6; 

Table 7; 

Table 8 

10 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – 4200 indoor pigs, pig type 

and number matching 102076-3 

 x NA NA  x x  
C98 2018 

results  
Table 4 

11 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor pigs 

 x NA NA  x x  
C98 2018 

results 
Table 5 

12 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – Mr Harvey’s estimated 

number of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x  x x  
C98 2018 

results 
Table 6 

13 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor pigs 

 x NA NA  x x  
C98 2018 

results 
Table 7 

14 

Proposed Operations at Belmont 

Farm – RSPCA maximum number 

of indoor and outdoor pigs 

 x  x  x x  
C98 2018 

results 
Table 8 
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5 Odour assessment for planning application 06/2019/0050 

5.1 MGL was appointed to complete an odour assessment concerning the planning application on the 21st March 

2019.  On 4th April 2019, I undertook a site visit to the proposed development and observed the farm from outside 

its boundary.  At the time of the visit, the weather was calm.  No outdoor pigs were present; although, the doors 

to the southern elevation of the livestock building were open.  There was no odour present at the proposed 

development; as I moved closer and upwind of the farm, I could detect odour which I considered was coming 

from the pigs housed within Belmont Farm. 

 

Report 102076 (FB16) 

5.2 The odour assessment undertaken by Miller Goodall Ltd (detailed in Report number 10207617 dated 10th June 

2019) modelled odour emissions based on anticipated pig numbers at the farm, if the farm were to expand and 

have a total of four livestock buildings, one of which is existing and the remaining three are approved but not yet 

built, shown in Appendix A, in line with the extant planning approvals outlined in para. 2.3.  

5.3 It considered odour from two scenarios; 2000 indoor pigs and 4000 indoor pigs based on email correspondence 

between the MGL, the Council and the operators of Belmont Farm:   

• An email dated 21st May 20191, shown in Appendix B, from Franc Genley of the Council stated: 

“We have a letter from the farm stating that once all 4 authorised buildings are erected, they will be able 

to house 1,900 pigs at any time indoors. I think this is contingency for up to 2000, depending on births. 

So the eventual number of pigs would appear to be between 2000 and 4000.” 

• A subsequent email dated 28th May 2019 from Barbara Davies of Belmont Farm18, shown in Appendix Q, 

confirmed the number of pigs per building would be 1000, resulting in 4000 pigs on-site when at full 

capacity.   

5.4 Therefore, the initial assessment (FB16; Report 102076 dated 10th June 201917), considered the odour emissions 

from the farm housing 2000 and 4000 indoor pigs, in accordance with the email correspondence. 

 

Report 102076-2 (FB17) 

5.5 Following the submission of the planning application with Report 10207617, the operators of Belmont Farm 

contacted the Council, who then contacted Paul Walton Associates Planning Ltd regarding the odour assessment.  

The operators of Belmont Farm asserted that the assessment was not representative of what was being proposed 

in terms of the expansion of the farm.  

5.6 A meeting was held between the Council’s environmental health representatives, Belmont Farm, myself and Paul 

Walton Associates Planning Limited on the 12th August 20192, at Preston Town Hall.  The purpose of the meeting 

was to agree on the odour sources to be assessed and to discuss the farm in relation to the proposed 

development.  During the meeting the operators of Belmont Farm stated they would have the same mix of pig 

types within each of the buildings (the number for each pig type is provided in para. 5.7), including those approved 

 

17 Miller Goodall Ltd (2019) Report number: 102076. HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE. Dated:10th June 2019 

18 Email Barbara Davies of Belmont Farm to Miller Goodall Ltd. 28th May 2019 
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but not yet built, giving a predicted 4,200 pigs housed within the four livestock buildings, 1050 pigs within each 

building.  This is contrary to the farm’s layout, provided in Appendix A.  During the meeting2, Belmont Farm said 

they would also have outdoor pigs, which realistically would be 400 outdoor finisher pigs but they could fit a 

maximum of 720 outdoor finisher pigs in the western and southern area of Belmont Farm.  All of the outdoor pigs 

would be in either the western or southern area of the farm and then would be moved to the other area when 

required.  

5.7 Following on from the meeting, Mr Kevin Davies on behalf of Belmont Farm confirmed via email3, shown in 

Appendix D, that Belmont Farm proposed that each building house: 

• 50 Sows; 

• 50 Farrowers; 

• 550 Weaners; and 

• 400 Finishers. 

5.8 As shown in Appendix D, Mr Davies also requested that 750 outdoor finisher pigs be considered within the model, 

rather than the 720 agreed in the meeting2. This resulted in two additional scenarios: 400 outdoor finisher pigs, 

which the farm said was a realistic number of outdoor pigs, and 750 outdoor finisher pigs, which the farm said 

was the maximum number of outdoor pigs they could fit on the site3.  Therefore, report 102076-219 was produced 

which assessed the odour based on the information given at the meeting2, which was confirmed via email3.  

 

Report 102076-3 

5.9 Following a review of Report 1027076-219 by ADAS20 (FF26 and FF26a), Report 102076-34 was produced. Report 

102076-34 further considered the odour emissions from the farm with 4200 indoor pigs within the four permitted 

buildings, the numbers for each pig type were as outlined in paragraph 5.7 of this Proof of Evidence, as well as 

the 400 and 750 outdoor finisher pigs.   

5.10 The methodology and modelling parameters used within the 102076-34 models are provided in Appendix G and 

have been discussed in Section 4.  

5.11 The 2018 meteorological year provided the highest results, i.e., the worst-case in terms of results, out of all the 

five meteorological years modelled. Thus, the C98 odour concentrations for 2018 were displayed as contour plots 

within the report to show the worst-case scenario, along with contour plots displaying the average of the C98 odour 

concentrations over the 5 years, 2014 – 2018.  The original contour plots from Report 102076-34 are provided in 

Appendix R.   

5.12 Contours shown in Appendix R, illustrate that an area within the northern section of the appeal site will be exposed 

to odour emissions >10 ouE/m3.  The indicative plan for the development proposes that this section of the 

proposed development would not include residential dwellings but would be used for lower sensitivity purposes.  

However, in this scenario, at least 15 existing residential dwellings along Inglewhite Road and on the corner of 

Halfpenny Lane and Inglewhite Road will be exposed to odour concentrations where the impact would also be 

 

19 Miller Goodall Ltd (2019) Report number: 102076-2. HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE. Dated:7th October 2019 

20 ADAS (2020) DRAFT: A REVIEW OF ODOUR MODELLING ASSESSEMENTS FOR TWO PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ON 
LAND OFF HALFPENNY LANE, LONGRIDGE BY MILLER GOODALL. Received by Miller Goodall on the 8th January 2020.  
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>10 ouE/m3; which is considered to be a substantial impact to medium and high sensitivity receptors, using the 

IAQM criteria (FD7) in Table 1.   

5.13 Report 102076-34 concluded that there is an area within the southern section of the proposed development site 

which would be suitable for residential use.  The suitable area reduces once outdoor pigs are introduced and 

reduces further as more outdoor pigs are added.  However, the contours also show that a large area surrounding 

the farm, which includes existing residential dwellings, would be significantly impacted by the proposed operations 

at the farm that Belmont Farm endorsed in their email of the 16th  September 20193.  Areas with highly sensitive 

receptors, such as residential dwellings are considered to be significantly impacted by odour when the C98 odour 

exposure level is greater than 3 ouE/m3. 

5.14 The contour plots in Report 102076-34 shown in Appendix R indicate that the odour from Belmont Farm is 

predominantly moving from the farm towards the north. The contours do not show the prevailing wind direction, 

to be from the southwest to the northeast which is shown in the wind roses in Appendix J, due to the C98 being 

plotted.  C98 contour plots can reflect the prevailing wind to some extent, but it depends on what conditions cause 

the highest concentrations for any particular situation.  As detailed in para 4.9, the C98 is the level exceeded for 

2% of the year; thus, the contours may not match an expected shape which is based solely on the wind rose.    

5.15 As previously discussed in para. 4.33, I have made further refinements to the contour plots produced for Report 

102076-34, shown in Appendix N.  As can be seen within the original 102076-34 contours, Appendix R,  and the 

refined contours 102076-34, Appendix N, at least eight existing residential dwellings located along Inglewhite 

Road are expected to be exposed to higher concentrations than the proposed development site and at least 21 

existing residential dwellings will be exposed to concentrations similar or worse to those at the proposed 

development site. 

 

6 Odour assessment for the revised proposed operations at 

Belmont Farm  

6.1 From the Council’s correspondence, shown in Appendix F, it would seem that the number and ratio of pig types 

within each building in the 102076-34 model are no longer deemed accurate6.  Therefore, as discussed in Section 

4 of this Proof of Evidence, I have utilised the figures provided by Mr Chris Harvey, shown in Appendix K, to 

assess the potential odour emissions from the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, were they to house pigs 

within the livestock buildings shown in Appendix A, one of which is existing and the remaining three have been 

approved by the Council but are not yet built.  

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 1 - 8  

6.2 Scenarios 1 – 8 assess the C98 odour emissions associated with Belmont Farm based on the number and type 

of pig estimated by Mr Chris Harvey as well as the maximum number of pigs in accordance with RSPCA 

standards, which were also provided by Mr Chris Harvey.  As outlined in Table 3: scenarios 1 – 8 all utilise BREF 

odour emissions9, this was achievable as Mr Chris Harvey has been building specific in providing pig numbers 

for the various pig types; the area sources, of outdoor pigs, have a temperature set to ambient; and the contour 
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height is set to 0.  The sensitivity tests have shown that these modelling inputs will provide a more conservative 

assessment compared to the alternative options, outlined in Section 4.  

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 1  

6.3 Scenario 1 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the number of estimated indoor pigs by Mr Chris Harvey were modelled using Manchester 

meteorological data.  

6.4 The contour plot shows that the majority of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3). There is a 

section of the northern area of the appeal site which will experience odour above 3 ouE/m3; however, the applicant 

for this appeal is planning on excluding residential dwellings within a segment of the northern area, as shown in 

the appeal site’s indicative layout, shown in Appendix S. 

6.5 There are at least 15 existing residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour 

associated with Belmont Farm in this scenario, as well as three committed residential dwellings. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 2  

6.6 Scenario 2 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the number of estimated indoor and outdoor pigs by Mr Chris Harvey were modelled, using 

Manchester meteorological data.  

6.7 The contour plot shows that over half of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3). There is a 

section of the northern area of the appeal site which will experience odour above 3 ouE/m3. 

6.8 There are at least 17 existing residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour 

associated with Belmont Farm in this scenario, as well as four committed residential dwellings. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 3  

6.9 Scenario 3 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the maximum number of indoor pigs, based on RSPCA standards, were modelled, using 

Manchester meteorological data.  

6.10 The contour plot shows that the majority of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3). There is a 

section of the northern area of the appeal site which will experience odour above 3 ouE/m3; however, the Applicant 

for this appeal is planning on excluding residential dwellings within a segment of the northern area, as shown in 

the appeal site’s indicative layout, shown in Appendix S. 

6.11 There are at least 16 existing residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour 

associated with Belmont Farm in this scenario, as well as three committed residential dwellings. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 4  

6.12 Scenario 4 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs, based on RSPCA standards, were modelled, 

using Manchester meteorological data.  

6.13 The contour plot shows that over half of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3). The northern 

area of the appeal site will experience odour above 3 ouE/m3.  There are at least 17 existing residential dwellings 
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that are expected to experience significant levels of odour associated with the farm in this scenario, as well as 

three committed residential dwellings. Odour from the proposed operations at Belmont Farm within scenario 4 

are expected to have a substantial effect on at least six existing residential dwellings.  

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 5  

6.14 Scenario 5 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the number of estimated indoor pigs by Mr Chris Harvey were modelled, using NWP meteorological 

data.  

6.15 The contour plot shows that over half of the proposed development is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3).  

However, the area most severely impacted by odour at Belmont Farm if the northeast area of the appeal site.  

The change in the affected area is due to the alternative meteorological data being used.  The NWP 

meteorological data has been modelled to be representative of the study area. There are at least five existing 

residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour associated with Belmont Farm in 

this scenario. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 6  

6.16 Scenario 6 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the number of estimated indoor and outdoor pigs by Mr Chris Harvey were modelled, using NWP 

meteorological data.  

6.17 The contour plot shows that the minority of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3).  The area 

most severely impacted by odour at Belmont Farm is the northeast area of the appeal site. There are at least six 

existing residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour associated with the farm 

in this scenario. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 7  

6.18 Scenario 7 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the maximum number of indoor pigs, based on RSPCA standards, were modelled, using NWP 

meteorological data.  

6.19 The contour shows that over half of the proposed development is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3).  The 

area most severely impacted by odour at Belmont Farm if the northeast area of the appeal site.  The NWP 

meteorological data has been modelled to be representative of the study area. There are at least six existing 

residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour associated with the farm in this 

scenario. 

 

Appeal modelling scenarios: Scenario 8  

6.20 Scenario 8 contour plot, shown in Appendix P, displays the predicted 2018 C98 odour emissions across the study 

area when the maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs, based on RSPCA standards, were modelled, 

using NWP meteorological data.  

6.21 The contour plot shows that a minority of the appeal site is suitable for residential use (<3 ouE/m3).  The area 

most severely impacted by odour at Belmont Farm is the northeast area of the appeal site. There are at least nine 
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existing residential dwellings that are expected to experience significant levels of odour associated with the farm 

in this scenario.  

 

7 Odour assessment for the current operations at Belmont 

Farm  

7.1 If the current operations at Belmont Farm were considered, without any growth, a simple IAQM odour screening 

assessment8 (FD7), shown in Appendix T, predicts that the likely magnitude of odour effect at the proposed 

development site would be slight, which is considered insignificant8.  Consequently, under the farm’s current 

operations the proposed development site is considered suitable for residential use.  The methodology and 

assessment of the simple odour screening assessment are shown in Appendix T. 

7.2 The current operations at Belmont Farm have also been modelled and contour plots have been produced, shown 

in Appendix P, Scenario 9.  

7.3 The contour plot, shown in Appendix P, Scenario 9, illustrates that the appeal site is not significantly impacted by 

odour associated with the current operations at the farm.  There is a small area in the northern section of the 

appeal site which will experience odour above 3 ouE/m3; however, as shown in Appendix S, the Applicant does 

not plan on building residential dwellings on this area.  

7.4 The current operations at Belmont Farm are expected to significantly impact at least 15 existing residential 

dwellings. However, the modelling of the current operations at the farm does provide an over-estimate as outlined 

in para. 4.43 as weaners are likely present.   

 

8 Comparing current operations at Belmont Farm with 

proposed  

8.1 This Proof of Evidence examines the impact of odour from the farm on existing dwellings in more depth than 

Report 102076-34. In progressing to appeal, the opportunity has been taken to produce a more granular analysis 

to seek to address the Reason for Refusal. 

8.2 Predicted odour concentrations based on the current operations at the farm have been compared with the 

proposed operations at the farm for identified discrete receptor points.  

8.3 Three receptor types have been assessed, the location of the receptor points is shown in Appendix AE: 

• high sensitivity existing receptors (HSER); 

• high sensitivity committed receptors (HSCR); and 

• medium sensitivity existing receptors (MSER). 

8.4 All of the high sensitivity receptors (HSER and HSCR) are residential dwellings. 

8.5 Three MSER were identified. One was the outside seating area of The Alston Pub & Dining (MSER1) and the 

other two are playing fields, one of which belongs to Barnacre Road Primary School (MSER2), the other to St 

Wilfrid's Primary School (MSER3). 
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Current operations compared to indoor pigs used within 102076-3 modelling (4,200 indoor pigs) 

8.6 Table 4 shows the modelled differences between the current operations and 4,200 proposed indoor pigs at 

Belmont Farm for the identified receptors.  Only the proposed operations for indoor pigs have been compared 

with the current operations at the farm.  Housing outdoor pigs will exacerbate the odour concentrations 

experienced at the receptor locations.  
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Table 4 Predicted odour concentrations from current (500 indoor pigs) and proposed (4,200 indoor pigs) farm operations 

Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high sensitivity 

receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

(4,200 indoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(4,200 indoor pigs) 

HSER1 359599.41 438058.75 13.21 44.10 Substantial Substantial 

HSER2 359580.19 438073.91 13.12 44.03 Substantial Substantial 

HSER3 359566.16 438078.38 12.41 44.79 Substantial Substantial 

HSER4 359552.41 438085.81 12.47 44.92 Substantial Substantial 

HSER5 359492.84 438119.06 8.29 32.25 Moderate Substantial 

HSER6 359463.62 438102.34 8.02 32.54 Moderate Substantial 

HSER7 359668.50 438076.12 5.43 25.62 Moderate Substantial 

HSER8 359702.22 438052.31 4.33 21.05 Moderate Substantial 

HSER9 359725.06 438039.09 4.33 18.79 Moderate Substantial 

HSER10 359747.22 438024.53 4.37 20.04 Moderate Substantial 

HSER11 359780.62 438008.34 4.30 17.87 Moderate Substantial 

HSER12 359800.44 437964.66 4.09 18.67 Moderate Substantial 

HSER13 359782.25 437939.88 4.56 23.70 Moderate Substantial 

HSER14 359784.91 437883.97 4.00 22.52 Moderate Substantial 

HSER15 359776.97 437844.28 3.29 19.15 Moderate Substantial 

HSER16 359599.97 437797.31 1.54 11.03 Slight Substantial 
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Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high sensitivity 

receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

(4,200 indoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(4,200 indoor pigs) 

HSER17 359614.97 437777.47 1.12 8.25 Negligible Moderate 

HSER18 359627.16 437750.50 0.86 5.86 Negligible Moderate 

HSER19 359632.44 437725.62 0.67 4.37 Negligible Moderate 

HSER20 359629.28 437690.69 0.47 3.07 Negligible Moderate 

HSER21 359666.31 437665.81 0.43 2.71 Negligible Slight 

HSCR1 359866.28 437920.09 2.60 12.53 Slight Substantial 

HSCR2 359830.91 437859 2.72 14.09 Slight Substantial 

HSCR3 359805.19 437816.41 2.42 13.33 Slight Substantial 

HSCR4 359769.84 437758.53 1.49 9.08 Negligible Moderate 

HSCR5 359735.28 437687.81 0.69 3.97 Negligible Moderate 

HSCR6 359730.44 437672.53 0.59 3.46 Negligible Moderate 

MSER1 359955 437953 1.67 7.87 Negligible Moderate 

MSER2 359948 437820 1.47 7.40 Negligible Moderate 

MSER3 359943 437568 0.44 2.28 Negligible Negligible 
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8.7 Table 4 shows an increase in odour at all identified receptor locations in the proposed operations compared to 

the current operations. 

8.8 Table 4 shows that at least fifteen existing dwellings are expected to be significantly impacted by the current 

operations at Belmont Farm i.e., suffer a moderate or substantial effect from odour from the farm’s current 

operations.  As shown in Appendix P, Scenario 9, these dwellings are located along Inglewhite Road and on the 

corner of Inglewhite Road and Halfpenny Lane.  Six identified existing residential dwellings are not significantly 

impacted by the current operations at the farm, as the odour effect of the farm is described as ‘slight’ or ‘negligible’ 

(HSER16-HSER21). 

8.9 The proposed expansion of Belmont Farm is likely to cause a nuisance to existing residents as under the proposed 

operations of 4,200 indoor pigs, figures which Belmont Farm provided2;3 for Report 102076-34, 20 out of the 21 

identified existing residential dwellings (HSER1- HSER20) will be significantly impacted by odour at the farm (a 

moderate or substantial effect)  and 17 of these 21 receptors will experience a substantial impact (HSER1- 

HSER16).  11 of the existing dwellings (HSER5- HSER15) which experience a moderate impact from the odour 

associated with the farm’s current operations are expected to experience a substantial impact under the farm’s 

proposed operations.   

8.10 None of the identified committed residential dwellings are expected to be significantly impacted by the current 

operations at the Belmont Farm.  However, odour concentrations from the proposed operations at the farm are 

expected to result in a significant impact to all the committed residential dwellings. 

8.11 There are no identified medium sensitivity existing receptors that are expected to be significantly impacted by the 

farm’s current operations.  Two of the medium sensitivity existing receptors (MSER1- MSER2) will be significantly 

impacted by the proposed operations at Belmont Farm.    

8.12 The proposed operations from scenario 10 is expected to result in highly sensitive and medium sensitivity 

receptors being subjected to significant odour levels when they have likely been experiencing 

insignificant odour levels associated with the current operations at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council 

are likely to receive justifiable complaints regarding odour from the proposed operations from existing 

residents and users of The Alston Pub & Dining (MSER1) and the playing fields at Barnacre Road Primary 

School (MSER2). 

Current operations compared to the proposed operations based on Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig 

numbers 

8.13 Table 5 shows the differences between the current operations and the proposed operations based on Mr Chris 

Harvey’s estimated indoor pig numbers at Belmont Farm for the identified receptors.   
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Table 5 Predicted odour concentrations from current (500 indoor pigs) and proposed (Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig numbers) farm 

operations 

Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high sensitivity 

receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

HSER1 359599.41 438058.75 13.21 12.03 Substantial Substantial 

HSER2 359580.19 438073.91 13.12 11.77 Substantial Substantial 

HSER3 359566.16 438078.38 12.41 12.00 Substantial Substantial 

HSER4 359552.41 438085.81 12.47 11.84 Substantial Substantial 

HSER5 359492.84 438119.06 8.29 8.23 Moderate Moderate 

HSER6 359463.62 438102.34 8.02 8.36 Moderate Moderate 

HSER7 359668.50 438076.12 5.43 6.57 Moderate Moderate 

HSER8 359702.22 438052.31 4.33 5.21 Moderate Moderate 

HSER9 359725.06 438039.09 4.33 4.94 Moderate Moderate 

HSER10 359747.22 438024.53 4.37 4.89 Moderate Moderate 

HSER11 359780.62 438008.34 4.30 4.55 Moderate Moderate 

HSER12 359800.44 437964.66 4.09 4.68 Moderate Moderate 

HSER13 359782.25 437939.88 4.56 5.77 Moderate Moderate 

HSER14 359784.91 437883.97 4.00 5.49 Moderate Moderate 

HSER15 359776.97 437844.28 3.29 4.75 Moderate Moderate 
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Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high sensitivity 

receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

HSER16 359599.97 437797.31 1.54 2.61 Slight Slight 

HSER17 359614.97 437777.47 1.12 2.06 Negligible Slight 

HSER18 359627.16 437750.50 0.86 1.43 Negligible Negligible 

HSER19 359632.44 437725.62 0.67 1.05 Negligible Negligible 

HSER20 359629.28 437690.69 0.47 0.74 Negligible Negligible 

HSER21 359666.31 437665.81 0.43 0.67 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR1 359866.28 437920.09 2.60 3.24 Slight Moderate 

HSCR2 359830.91 437859 2.72 3.45 Slight Moderate 

HSCR3 359805.19 437816.41 2.42 3.35 Slight Moderate 

HSCR4 359769.84 437758.53 1.49 2.29 Negligible Slight 

HSCR5 359735.28 437687.81 0.69 0.98 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR6 359730.44 437672.53 0.59 0.85 Negligible Negligible 

MSER1 359955 437953 1.67 1.96 Negligible Negligible 

MSER2 359948 437820 1.47 1.86 Negligible Negligible 

MSER3 359943 437568 0.44 0.58 Negligible Negligible 
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8.14 Table 5 shows that HSER1 - HSER5 are predicted to have a slight reduction in odour emissions in the proposed 

operations scenario compared to the current, despite the increase in overall livestock.  This is likely because it 

has been assumed that 500 pigs are currently being housed in the existing livestock building, these pigs have 

been classified as either sows, farrowers or finishers.  As discussed in para. 4.43,  it is likely that a proportion of 

the 500 pigs currently at the farm are weaners and those weaners will be housed within the one existing building. 

Weaners have lower odour emissions compared to other pig types12;9.  Therefore, the current odour emissions 

associated with Belmont Farm are an over-estimate.  Comparatively, Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig 

numbers in the existing livestock building is 226 finishers.  Receptors HSER1 - HSER5, shown in Appendix U, 

are in close proximity to the existing livestock building, shown in Appendix A, and are in line with the direction of 

odour travelling from Belmont Farm, shown in Appendix P, Scenario 9. 

8.15 Furthermore, Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig numbers are for a total of 916 indoor pigs but 380 of those 

pigs are weaners.  Therefore, 536 pigs are classified as sows, farrowers or finishers within the proposed 

operations scenario. Although there are more pigs onsite, the pigs are also distributed within the four livestock 

buildings in the proposed operations scenario. 

8.16 Table 5 shows that for the existing residential receptors, the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, based on Mr 

Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig numbers, alters the odour effect descriptor for one receptor point, HSER17, 

which alters from negligible to slight. Thus, HSER17 is still expected to be exposed to insignificant levels of odour 

under the proposed operations.  

8.17 In terms of the committed residential receptors three identified receptors, which were experiencing ‘slight’ effects 

of odour (which is considered insignificant) for the current operations scenario are expected to be exposed to 

moderate odour effects with the proposed operations in place. Moderate odour effects are considered to be 

significant.  

8.18 The identified existing receptors of medium sensitivity are expected to experience negligible levels of odour in 

both the current and proposed operations at Belmont Farm.  

8.19 The proposed operations from scenario 11 is expected to result in the future residents of the assessed 

committed development being subjected to significant odour levels from Belmont Farm.  These identified 

receptors are not expected to experience significant odour levels associated with the current operations 

at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council are likely to receive justifiable complaints regarding odour from 

the proposed operations from residents. 

 

Current operations compared to the proposed operations based on Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor and 

outdoor pig numbers 

8.20 Table 6 shows the differences between the current operations and the proposed operations based on Mr Chris 

Harvey’s estimated indoor and outdoor pig numbers at Belmont Farm for the identified receptors.   
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Table 6 Predicted odour concentrations from current (500 indoor pigs) and proposed (Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor and outdoor pig 

numbers) farm operations 

Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor and outdoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed 

operations (indoor 

and outdoor pigs) 

HSER1 359599.41 438058.75 13.21 14.48 Substantial Substantial 

HSER2 359580.19 438073.91 13.12 14.61 Substantial Substantial 

HSER3 359566.16 438078.38 12.41 14.24 Substantial Substantial 

HSER4 359552.41 438085.81 12.47 14.02 Substantial Substantial 

HSER5 359492.84 438119.06 8.29 10.19 Moderate Substantial 

HSER6 359463.62 438102.34 8.02 10.22 Moderate Substantial 

HSER7 359668.50 438076.12 5.43 7.97 Moderate Moderate 

HSER8 359702.22 438052.31 4.33 7.31 Moderate Moderate 

HSER9 359725.06 438039.09 4.33 6.42 Moderate Moderate 

HSER10 359747.22 438024.53 4.37 6.54 Moderate Moderate 

HSER11 359780.62 438008.34 4.30 5.67 Moderate Moderate 

HSER12 359800.44 437964.66 4.09 6.51 Moderate Moderate 

HSER13 359782.25 437939.88 4.56 7.85 Moderate Moderate 

HSER14 359784.91 437883.97 4.00 8.31 Moderate Moderate 

HSER15 359776.97 437844.28 3.29 7.61 Moderate Moderate 
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Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor and outdoor pigs) 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed 

operations (indoor 

and outdoor pigs) 

HSER16 359599.97 437797.31 1.54 10.70 Slight Substantial 

HSER17 359614.97 437777.47 1.12 5.27 Negligible Moderate 

HSER18 359627.16 437750.50 0.86 3.03 Negligible Moderate 

HSER19 359632.44 437725.62 0.67 2.02 Negligible Slight 

HSER20 359629.28 437690.69 0.47 1.35 Negligible Negligible 

HSER21 359666.31 437665.81 0.43 1.15 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR1 359866.28 437920.09 2.60 4.97 Slight Moderate 

HSCR2 359830.91 437859 2.72 5.32 Slight Moderate 

HSCR3 359805.19 437816.41 2.42 5.82 Slight Moderate 

HSCR4 359769.84 437758.53 1.49 4.37 Negligible Moderate 

HSCR5 359735.28 437687.81 0.69 1.70 Negligible Slight 

HSCR6 359730.44 437672.53 0.59 1.42 Negligible Negligible 

MSER1 359955 437953 1.67 2.80 Negligible Negligible 

MSER2 359948 437820 1.47 2.49 Negligible Negligible 

MSER3 359943 437568 0.44 0.84 Negligible Negligible 
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8.21 Table 6 shows an increase in odour at all identified receptor locations in the proposed operations compared to 

the current operations.  

8.22 Table 6 shows that for the existing residential receptors, the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, based on Mr 

Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor and outdoor pig numbers, alters the odour effect descriptor at six receptor points. 

Five of which are not expected to experience significant odour levels from the current operations at Belmont Farm 

but are expected to experience significant odour levels from the proposed operations (HSER5-6, HSER16-18). 

Furthermore, three of the receptors are expected to be exposed to substantial odour levels (HSER5-6, HSER16).  

8.23 The identified committed residential receptors are not expected to experience significant odour concentrations in 

the current operations scenario. However, in the proposed scenario four of the six receptors experience significant 

odour concentrations.  

8.24 The identified existing receptors of medium sensitivity are expected to experience negligible levels of odour in 

both the current and proposed operations at Belmont Farm.  

8.25 The proposed operations from scenario 12 is expected to result in highly sensitive receptors being 

subjected to significant odour levels when they have likely been experiencing insignificant odour levels 

associated with the current operations at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council are likely to receive 

justifiable complaints regarding odour from the proposed operations from existing residents.  

 

Current operations compared to the proposed operations based on the maximum number of indoor pigs in 

accordance with RSPCA standards 

8.26 Table 7 shows the differences between the current operations and the proposed operations based on the 

maximum number of indoor pigs in accordance with RSPCA standards. The pig number and type were provided 

by Mr Chris Harvey.   
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Table 7 Predicted odour concentrations from current (500 indoor pigs) and proposed (maximum number of indoor pigs in accordance with 

RSPCA standards) farm operations 

Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current 

operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

HSER1 359599.41 438058.75 13.21 12.69 Substantial Substantial 

HSER2 359580.19 438073.91 13.12 12.42 Substantial Substantial 

HSER3 359566.16 438078.38 12.41 12.66 Substantial Substantial 

HSER4 359552.41 438085.81 12.47 12.50 Substantial Substantial 

HSER5 359492.84 438119.06 8.29 8.69 Moderate Moderate 

HSER6 359463.62 438102.34 8.02 8.82 Moderate Moderate 

HSER7 359668.50 438076.12 5.43 6.94 Moderate Moderate 

HSER8 359702.22 438052.31 4.33 5.51 Moderate Moderate 

HSER9 359725.06 438039.09 4.33 5.21 Moderate Moderate 

HSER10 359747.22 438024.53 4.37 5.17 Moderate Moderate 

HSER11 359780.62 438008.34 4.30 4.80 Moderate Moderate 

HSER12 359800.44 437964.66 4.09 4.94 Moderate Moderate 

HSER13 359782.25 437939.88 4.56 6.09 Moderate Moderate 

HSER14 359784.91 437883.97 4.00 5.79 Moderate Moderate 

HSER15 359776.97 437844.28 3.29 5.02 Moderate Moderate 
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Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current 

operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

HSER16 359599.97 437797.31 1.54 2.76 Slight Slight 

HSER17 359614.97 437777.47 1.12 2.17 Negligible Slight 

HSER18 359627.16 437750.50 0.86 1.51 Negligible Slight 

HSER19 359632.44 437725.62 0.67 1.10 Negligible Negligible 

HSER20 359629.28 437690.69 0.47 0.78 Negligible Negligible 

HSER21 359666.31 437665.81 0.43 0.71 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR1 359866.28 437920.09 2.60 3.42 Slight Moderate 

HSCR2 359830.91 437859 2.72 3.64 Slight Moderate 

HSCR3 359805.19 437816.41 2.42 3.54 Slight Moderate 

HSCR4 359769.84 437758.53 1.49 2.41 Negligible Slight 

HSCR5 359735.28 437687.81 0.69 1.03 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR6 359730.44 437672.53 0.59 0.90 Negligible Negligible 

MSER1 359955 437953 1.67 2.07 Negligible Negligible 

MSER2 359948 437820 1.47 1.97 Negligible Negligible 

MSER3 359943 437568 0.44 0.61 Negligible Negligible 
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8.27 Table 7 shows that HSER1 an HSER2 are predicted to have a slight reduction in odour emissions in the proposed 

operations scenario compared to the current, despite the increase in overall livestock.  The reasoning for the 

slight reduction in odour emissions at some of the receptors, including HSER1 and HSER2, has been discussed 

in para. 8.14 and 8.15.   

8.28 Within this scenario, there are a total of 966 indoor pigs and 400 of them are weaners.  Weaners have much lower 

odour emissions compared to other pig types12.  Therefore, 566 pigs are classified as sows, farrowers or finishers 

within the proposed operations scenario. Although there are more pigs onsite, the pigs are distributed within the 

four livestock buildings in the proposed operations scenario, compared to the 500 pigs in the current scenario 

which are classified as either sows, farrowers or finishers and are all located within the one existing livestock 

building.  Receptors HSER1 and HSER2, shown in Appendix U, are in close proximity to the existing livestock 

building, shown in Appendix A, and are in line with the direction of odour travelling from Belmont Farm, shown in 

Appendix P, Scenario 9. 

8.29 Table 7 shows that for the existing residential receptors, the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, based on the 

maximum number of indoor pigs in accordance with RSPCA standards, alters the odour effect descriptor for two 

receptor points, HSER17 and HSER18, both of which alters from negligible to slight. Thus, HSER17 and HSER18 

are still expected to be exposed to insignificant levels of odour under the proposed operations. 

8.30 In terms of the committed residential receptors three identified receptors, which were experiencing ‘slight’ effects 

of odour (which is considered insignificant) for the current operations scenario are expected to be exposed to 

moderate odour effects with the proposed operations in place. Moderate odour effects are considered to be 

significant.  

8.31 The identified existing receptors of medium sensitivity are expected to experience negligible levels of odour in 

both the current and proposed operations at Belmont Farm.  

8.32 The proposed operations from scenario 13 is expected to result in the future residents of the assessed 

committed development being subjected to significant odour levels from Belmont Farm.  These identified 

receptors are not expected to experience significant odour levels associated with the current operations 

at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council are likely to receive justifiable complaints regarding odour from 

the proposed operations from residents. 

 

Current operations compared to the proposed operations based on the maximum number of indoor and outdoor 

pigs in accordance with RSPCA standards 

8.33 Table 8 shows the differences between the current operations and the proposed operations based on the 

maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs in accordance with RSPCA standards. The pig numbers and types 

were provided by Mr Chris Harvey.   
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Table 8 Predicted odour concentrations from current (500 indoor pigs) and proposed (maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs in 

accordance with RSPCA standards) farm operations 

Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current 

operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

HSER1 359599.41 438058.75 13.21 15.09 Substantial Substantial 

HSER2 359580.19 438073.91 13.12 15.31 Substantial Substantial 

HSER3 359566.16 438078.38 12.41 14.92 Substantial Substantial 

HSER4 359552.41 438085.81 12.47 14.68 Substantial Substantial 

HSER5 359492.84 438119.06 8.29 10.65 Moderate Substantial 

HSER6 359463.62 438102.34 8.02 10.69 Moderate Substantial 

HSER7 359668.50 438076.12 5.43 8.35 Moderate Moderate 

HSER8 359702.22 438052.31 4.33 7.60 Moderate Moderate 

HSER9 359725.06 438039.09 4.33 6.77 Moderate Moderate 

HSER10 359747.22 438024.53 4.37 6.86 Moderate Moderate 

HSER11 359780.62 438008.34 4.30 5.95 Moderate Moderate 

HSER12 359800.44 437964.66 4.09 6.78 Moderate Moderate 

HSER13 359782.25 437939.88 4.56 8.18 Moderate Moderate 

HSER14 359784.91 437883.97 4.00 8.53 Moderate Moderate 

HSER15 359776.97 437844.28 3.29 8.02 Moderate Moderate 
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Receptor 
X (m) 

easting 

Y(m) 

northing 

C98 hourly mean odour concentration over 

meteorological year 2018 (ouE/m3) 

Odour effect descriptor for the high 

sensitivity receptors 

Current operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations 

(indoor pigs) 

Current 

operations 

(500 indoor pigs) 

Proposed operations  

HSER16 359599.97 437797.31 1.54 10.96 Slight Substantial 

HSER17 359614.97 437777.47 1.12 5.43 Negligible Moderate 

HSER18 359627.16 437750.50 0.86 3.11 Negligible Moderate 

HSER19 359632.44 437725.62 0.67 2.08 Negligible Slight 

HSER20 359629.28 437690.69 0.47 1.40 Negligible Negligible 

HSER21 359666.31 437665.81 0.43 1.21 Negligible Negligible 

HSCR1 359866.28 437920.09 2.60 5.18 Slight Moderate 

HSCR2 359830.91 437859 2.72 5.38 Slight Moderate 

HSCR3 359805.19 437816.41 2.42 6.12 Slight Moderate 

HSCR4 359769.84 437758.53 1.49 4.51 Negligible Moderate 

HSCR5 359735.28 437687.81 0.69 1.76 Negligible Slight 

HSCR6 359730.44 437672.53 0.59 1.46 Negligible Negligible 

MSER1 359955 437953 1.67 2.94 Negligible Negligible 

MSER2 359948 437820 1.47 2.59 Negligible Negligible 

MSER3 359943 437568 0.44 0.86 Negligible Negligible 
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8.34 Table 8 shows an increase in odour at all identified receptor locations in the proposed operations compared to 

the current operations.  

8.35 Table 8 shows for the existing residential receptors, the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, based on the 

maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs in accordance with RSPCA standards, alters the odour effect 

descriptor at six receptor points.  Five of which are not expected to experience significant odour levels from the 

current operations at Belmont Farm but are expected to experience significant odour levels from the proposed 

operations. Furthermore, three of the receptors are expected to be exposed to substantial odour levels. 

8.36  The identified committed residential receptors are not expected to experience significant odour concentrations in 

the current operations scenario. However, in the proposed scenario four of the six receptors experience significant 

odour concentrations.  

8.37 The identified existing receptors of medium sensitivity are expected to experience negligible levels of odour in 

both the current and proposed operations at Belmont Farm.  

8.38 The proposed operations from scenario 14 is expected to result in highly sensitive receptors being 

subjected to significant odour levels when they have likely been experiencing insignificant odour levels 

associated with the current operations at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council are likely to receive 

justifiable complaints regarding odour from the proposed operations from existing residents.  

 

9 Summary of Impacts and Conclusion 

9.1 This Proof of Evidence focuses on the odour assessment completed within Report 102067-34 and completing 

sensitivity tests for the odour modelling.  The impact of the proposed operations, assessed within Report 102067-

34, in relation to sensitive receptors within the study area was also examined. In my opinion, based on the 

modelling results, if the farm were to expand to house 4,200 indoor pigs, as they originally proposed3, it would be 

expected to have a significant impact on 20 out of the 21 identified existing residential dwellings and 17 of these 

21 receptors will experience a substantial impact. The level of odour would be exacerbated further with the 

introduction of outdoor pigs at the farm, especially if the farm were to keep the number of outdoor pigs assessed 

within Report 102067-34, as Belmont Farm stated that they could keep a maximum of 750 outdoor finisher pigs 

onsite.   

9.2 When considering the proposed operations of 4200 pigs inside the livestock buildings, there are existing 

residential properties that will experience higher odour levels than the occupants of the appeal site.  This is the 

case when the Manchester meteorological data is used and when the NWP meteorological data is used.   

9.3 Therefore, if the proposed operations at Belmont Farm, based upon pig numbers provided by Belmont Farm3, 

took place the Council are likely to receive justifiable complaints regarding odour from the proposed operations 

from existing residents, regardless of potential dwellings within the appeal site.   

9.4 However, during this appeal, it has come to light that the farm is unlikely to house this number of pigs6. 

9.5 This Proof of Evidence has assessed the odour emissions associated with the proposed operations of having four 

livestock buildings that will house pigs using data provided by agricultural expert, Mr Chris Harvey. Four scenarios 

have been assessed, Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor pig numbers, Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor and 

outdoor pig numbers as well as the maximum number of indoor pigs based on RSPCA standards and the 

maximum number of indoor and outdoor pigs based on RSPCA standards. 
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9.6 The proposed operations from scenario both of Mr Chris Harvey’s estimated indoor and outdoor pig numbers is 

expected to result in the future residents of the assessed committed development being subjected to significant 

odour levels from Belmont Farm.  These identified receptors are not expected to experience significant odour 

levels associated with the current operations at Belmont Farm.  Therefore, the Council are likely to receive 

justifiable complaints regarding odour from the proposed operations from residents.   

9.7 The findings from the modelling based on Mr Chris Harvey’s figures is that keeping outdoor pigs at the farm is 

likely to also result in the Council receiving justifiable complaints regarding dour from the proposed operations 

from existing residents, regardless of potential dwellings within the appeal site.    



 

 

 


