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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 
Instructions 

 
1.1  I have been instructed by Preston City Council to comment on: 

i) Evidence provided by Mr Joshua Harry Hellawell of PWA in relation to odour 

dispersion modelling and odour impact assessments. 

ii) Evidence provided by Mr Chris Harvey in his roof prepared on behalf of the 

Appellants in relation to pig floor area requirements or stocking rates at Belmont 

Farm. 

iii)  Evidence provided by Ms Melody Horan of Miller Goodall in her proof of evidence 

concerning dispersion modelling. 

 

1.2   This rebuttal is made in relation to the second reason for refusal of consent, in the 

Council’s decision dated 8 February 2020 as: 

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. 

 
 

1.3 My evidence addresses the following matters under the relevant section headings: 

 

1.          Introduction. .  

2.  Mr Hellawell’s Proof of Evidence 

3. Mr Harvey’s Proof of Evidence in relation to pig numbers. 

4.          Ms Horan’s Proof of Evidence concerning odour modelling 

5. Conclusions and Opinion.  

 

Documents & Guidance Documents 

 

1.4 I have referred primarily to the guidance and documents appended to the proof of 

evidence of  Mr Harvey  
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2.  Mr Hellawells Proof of Evidence 

 

Odour Evidence at August 2019 

2.1 I note that Mr Hellawell sets out some of the history of the application in relation to the 

potential odour impact of the pig farming enterprise and at 2,14 in his proof (CD.FJ1) he 

suggests that it was only when outdoor pigs were considered in 2019 was there shown 

to be an adverse odour impact on the appeal site: 

Following protracted dialogue with the EHO and Belmont Farm to refine the 
assumptions, an updated odour assessment was submitted by the Appellant 
in October 2019. It was clear from the report that the key issue was the 
keeping of pigs outdoors in any considerable numbers…………………. 
 
The case was made on behalf of the Appellant that, as the level of pigs 
indoors was shown not to be an issue which would preclude development of 
the appeal site, there was no need to restrict the existing and future indoor 
pig farming operations. 

 

2.2 I believe that this is an inadvertent misrepresentation of the real situation, and the reality 

was that even before the odour emissions of outdoor pigs were considered there were 

already potentially significant odour constraints on the appeal site as a result of indoor 

pig rearing emissions. 

 

2.3 . It seems evident that prior to the August 2019 Planning Committee meeting both the 

Council and PWA were basing their observations on the potential odour impact of the 

pig farming enterprise at Belmont Farm on the appeal site on an earlier odour impact 

assessment.  The Committee Report (CD.FC1) under the heading “Impact on residential 

amenity” and sub-heading “Noise and odour” sets out:   

The applicant has submitted noise and odour impact assessments, in order to 
demonstrate that there would be no undue impacts from the piggery business upon 
the amenity of future occupiers. The Council’s Environmental Health officers have 
reviewed this information, and agree with the assessment of odour in that the impact 
upon future occupiers is likely to be ‘negligible to slight’, the effect of which can be 
deemed to be insignificant 

 

2.4 It seems that these findings were based on June 2019 odour modelling assessment 

carried out by Miller Goodall, as set out at CD.FB18.   As far as I can see this odour 

assessment was incorrect because it was subject to the same inexplicable north 

westwards “shift“ of odour contours that we later identified in our review (at CD.FF26) of 

the later November 2019 Miller Goodall report (CD.FB16).   

 

2.5 The odour contour maps at Appendices D, E, F and G in CD.FB18 all inexplicably show 

higher levels of odour in areas to the north of the farm than around the pig buildings 
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themselves.  This is illogical as the highest odour concentrations around naturally 

ventilated pig buildings are inevitably in close proximity to the buildings, as can be seen 

in the revised modelling prepared by Miller Goodall in response to the ADAS review, 

that is at CD.FB17 (Appendices C to H) and in the ADAS modelling at (Figures 5 to 10 

in SP3 (CD.FI7).  The “focus” of odour contours around the pig buildings is also shown 

in the modelling that Miller Goodall have carried out for the inquiry evidence.  This can 

be seen in the odour contour maps for (only) indoor pigs in Scenarios 1, 3, 5 and 7 at 

Ms Horan’s Appendix P (CD.FJ7)  

 

2.6 It seems fairly clear that Mr Hellawell formed his opinion that the “key issue was the 

keeping of pigs outdoors in any considerable numbers” on the basis of what I consider 

to be somewhat misleading odour modelling in the Miller Goodall report of June 2019 

(CD.FB18).  It also seems likely that had the Miller Goodall report of June 2019 more 

appropriately “centred” the odour contours from indoor pig keeping around the pig 

buildings, then both the Council and PWA would have had a better appreciation of the 

potential odour impact of the consented pig buildings at Belmont Farm on the appeal 

site in the run up to the Planning Committee meeting in August 2019. 

 
2.7 In summary, it seems that the odour contours in Appendix G of the Miller Goodall report 

CDFB.18 for 4,000 housed pigs (with 5-year weather) should have been more or less 

the same as the contours in those Appendix F of the revised Miller Goodall report 

CD.FB17 which is for 4,200 housed pigs with a 5 year weather file.  If the odour 

contours in the June 2019 Miller Goodall report had been in the correct location it 

seems fairly clear that the Council Officers would have been justified in making a 

recommendation for refusal in August 2019 in the light of the significant potential odour 

impact constraints on the appeal site.   

 
Pig Numbers and Stocking Rates 
 

2.8 At 5.2 in his proof at CD.FJ4 Mr Hellawell raises some discussion about discrepancies 

in stocking rates. 

 

2.9  I note that Miller Goodall had received a Technical Note from CERC that is appended 

to the Miller Goodall Proof at Appendix E (CD.FJ17) on 23 February 2021.  This review 

raised concerns about the numbers of pigs that had been included in the Miller Goodall 

modelling report of January 2020 (CD.FB17).  However, These concerns were only 

brought to the attention of the Council (and ADAS) by Mr Hellawell of PWA three weeks 

later on 16th March 2021 (SP7 appended to this proof).    
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2.10 It seems that not only were the Appellants tardy in bringing CERC concerns to the 

attention of the Council, but that they also did not attempt to address the matter 

themselves by looking at revised stocking rates, until appointing Chris Harvey in late 

March, as suggested by the letter in Appendix 1 of Mr Harvey’s proof (CD.FJ5).     

 
2.11 In considering this concern about pig numbers, I note that the Council has been 

provided with three odour assessments by Miller Goodall (CD.FB16, CD.FB17 and 

CD.FB18) and in all three of these reports they included reference to floor space 

allowances (in a Table 1 in all three reports).  It would therefore not be unreasonable for 

the Council to assume, as did ADAS when we reviewed the Miller Goodall reports at 

CD.FB16 and CD.FB17 in January 2020, that Miller Goodall had checked the stocking 

levels that they had modelled.  Otherwise there would seem to be little merit in Miller 

Goodall including the stocking rate/floor area data in their reports.  I also note that Miller 

Goodall had discussed stocking levels with Belmont Farm in a meeting in August 2019 

(foot note at page 4 of CD.FB17) and also reported that the modelling inputs had been 

checked with CERC at that time, as set out at 6.3.8 in CD.FB17.   I have not seen the 

commentary provided by CERC at that time. 

 
2.12 I was sent an email from Ben Sandover on 17th March 2021 with a letter attached 

from PWA to Ben Sandover of the Council dated 16th March 2021 (at SP7).  Mr 

Hellawell asked “Accordingly, in advance of the Inquiry we would be grateful if you could 

confirm what if any validation the LPA has sought for the assumed stocking levels of the 

farm upon which it relied to support its decision”.  

 
2.13 In this context I draw attention to the review letter I sent to the Council in January 

2020 (at CD.FE26) where I noted in the final numbered paragraph (6.): 

 
ADAS experience of odour modelling and nuisance cases elsewhere, 
including two specific examples of slightly smaller pig enterprises leads us to 
conclude that there would be a very high risk of adverse odour impacts on 
any proposed residential developments within 200m to 250m from the pig 
buildings at Belmont Farm when all four of the consented buildings Farm are 
built and stocked with 400 finishing pigs per building. This conclusion is 
arrived at even without any consideration of odour contributions from sows 
and weaners housed in the same buildings, and from any outdoor pigs. For 
this reason, and because we have concerns about the relevance and results 
of the MG odour modelling studies we strongly recommend that the 
applications for residential development should not be consented.  

 
2.14 I explained that this conclusion was based on experience of odour dispersion studies, 

including examples of two other pig units.  These examples involved pig buildings at 

Kirby Bellars in Leicestershire where two straw bedded buildings of more or less the 

same size as the four consented buildings at Belmont Farm were each holding 550 

finishing pigs. Stocking rates are generally lower in straw bedded buildings than in fully 
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slatted houses such as those at Belmont Farm.  On that basis I was content that 400 

finishing pigs per building was not an unreasonable stocking level, and the calculations 

in my main proof at 6.29 in CD.FI16)  show that to be the case with a potential finishing 

pig capacity of around 620 pigs for each of the consented buildings. 

 

2.15  I alluded to the possibility that the buildings could be used to house larger numbers 

of finishing pigs and that such a scenario would result in higher odour emissions than 

those modelled by Miller Goodall in my letter of January 2020 in the third paragraph of 

page 5 in CD.FF26. 

 
In the absence of any controls on stocking regimes in the consented pig 
buildings at Belmont Farm it may be possible that in future the buildings could 
be used to house higher numbers of finishing pigs, which would have even 
higher odour emissions than the 1,600 finishing pig places considered by MG 

 

2.16 I also note that at Mr Hellawell suggests in his proof (CD.FJ1) at 5.2 that ADAS had 

already determined an alternative stocking level for modelling  

“It also became clear that ADAS, acting for the LPA were intending on 

providing evidence to the Inquiry on farm stocking levels and indeed had 

already provided alternative stocking levels which were set out in the LPA’s 

response.” 

 

2.17 In fact the reality is that we had only started to compile an odour emissions inventory 

on 15th March and I asked Mrs Davies (of Belmont Farm) on 15th March to clarify sow 

numbers, as shown in my exhibit SP1. Prior to this we had assumed that Miller Goodall 

had validated the stocking levels used in their modelling as they had set out the floor 

area requirements for the pigs.  On receipt of the PWA letter of 16th March (SP7) I 

carried out some calculations to re-evaluate stocking levels in the evening of 17th March 

and on the morning of 18th March.  I sent the results of my somewhat hurried calculation 

to Ben Sandover on 18th March and they were evidently forwarded directly to Mr 

Hellawell as can be seen in Appendix H of Mr Hellawell’s proof (CD.FJ2).  

    

2.18 In the event when I re-checked these calculations I reduced the total number of sows 

across the four consented buildings from the 220 set out in Mr Hellawell’s Appendix H to 

4 x 45 = 180 sows.    

 
2.19 In any event is seems that PWA decided that they would appoint another expert to 

look at stocking rates, and that was, Mr Harvey, who apparently ignored our calculations 

and set about calculating some much lower stocking rates.  It seems that Mr Harvey 

was appointed approximately 3 weeks after Miller Goodall first received a “heads up” 

about pig numbers from CERC on 23 February 2021.   
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3. Proof of Mr Chris Harvey 

 

RSPCA Welfare Standard   

3.1 Mr Harvey has apparently based his calculations of stocking rates and the pig “holding” 

capacity of the consented buildings at Belmont Farm on the basis of the Operators (Mr 

and Mrs Davies) adopting, or being obliged to comply with the “high welfare” RSPCA 

standards of pig production.   I believe that there are a number of significant flaws in the 

logic that Mr Harvey has used in his assumptions and calculations, and I therefore have 

concluded that his evidence is of very limited weight in relation to this appeal.   I have 

addressed these matters below. 

 

3.2 I note is that there is no evidence to suggest that Mr Harvey has discussed the 

feasibility of his approach of effectively compelling Mr and Mrs Davies to adopt the 

RSPCA standards with Mr and Mrs Davies.  He has not, as far as I am aware, 

ascertained their willingness to accept the constraints that he is apparently suggesting 

should be imposed on their business and husbandry by the RSPCA standards.  This is 

at odds with his assertion at 4.1 in his CD.FJ4 proof “Having said this it is the choice of 

the business operator on which system they operate”. 

 
3.3 At 5.1 and 5.2 in his proof Mr Harvey expresses an opinion that if the Davies are to 

market higher numbers of pigs than was envisaged in 2014, then they will have to move 

away from local markets and move towards selling pigs into more “mainstream” 

markets.  He uses this argument to suggest that in future Belmont Farm will have to 

comply with the “Red Tractor” assurance scheme standards.  It is of note that Mr Harvey 

provides no evidence, for example from any local market research study or any other 

data or databases, to suggest that the local market for pigs and/or the specialist niche 

markets that Mr and Mrs Davies supply are already, or will in future be, saturated.    

 
3.4 Mr Harvey inexplicably and in my opinion unjustifiably suggests at 5.3 that “In addition 

to these standards farmers must comply with the RSPCA standards”.  I am unable to 

see any reason why any producer is compelled to comply with the RSPCA standards.   

In my opinion producers are effectively “compelled” to comply with the Defra Farm 

Animal Welfare Codes, but I am not aware of any legal reasons why compliance with 

the RSPCA welfare standards, is mandatory for any, or for all, pig producers.  I am also 

unable to see any reference to the RSPCA welfare standards in the Red Tractor 

standards, let alone any obligation to comply with the RSPCA standards in order to 

ensure compliance with the Red Tractor scheme.   

 
3.5 As far as I can see adoption of, and compliance with, the RSPCA welfare standard is 

not mandatory as Mr Harvey suggests, and therefore it seems he was not justified in 
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basing his evidence on potential pig stocking rates and pig numbers on the assumption 

that Belmont Farm is, or will be compelled to, comply with RSPCA standards.. 

 
3.6 Furthermore, and of critical importance, as far as I can see the consented Belmont Farm 

buildings are in any case not eligible for adoption of the RSPCA standards because 

they have fully slatted or perforated floors for rearing weaners, and finishing pigs.  

These floors would NOT be able to comply with section 4.1 of the RSPCA standard 

(Page 8 of Mr Harvey’s Appendix 3 at CDFJ5) which says that pigs must be kept on, or 

have access to, a lying area that is either solid (i.e. not perforated or slatted) , or 

bedded.  Section 5.1 of the RSPCA standard sets out minimum lying areas for each 

class of pigs which equate to approximately two thirds of the area of each pen, so that 

fully slatted floors simply would not comply.  Fully slatted floors are also not compatible 

with the use of bedding. 

 
3.7 I conclude that the basis of Mr Harvey’s stocking rate calculations is undermined both 

because there is no obligation for Belmont Farm to comply with the RSPCA standard 

and because in any case the design of the consented buildings, with fully perforated 

floors is not eligible for “adoption” of the RSPCA standards.      

 
Stocking Rate Calculations  
 

3.8   Turning to Mr Harvey’s calculations I am concerned that his evidence is flawed for two 

fundamental reasons. The first is that he has underestimated the floor area available in 

each building and the second, and more fundamental, flaw in his reasoning is that he 

has apparently used minimum floor area requirements specified by the RSPCA for pigs 

housed in straw bedded pens rather than pens with slatted or un-bedded floors.    

 

3.9 The first point is that Mr Harvey has assumed that at least two of the pig buildings have, 

or will have 3m wide central passes.  This is set out in his table under paragraph 3.5 

where he has apparently subtracted a 3m wide central passage from the centre of the 

first three buildings so that the pen areas are reduced to 350m2.  Whilst Mr Harvey may 

have estimated that there is a 3m centre passages in each of the buildings from 

drawings that he has exhibited at his Appendix 2 (in CD.FJ5), the reality is that such 

large/wide passages are neither necessary nor justified in fully slatted buildings.  I am 

unable to recall seeing any central passages of more than 0.9 to1.2m width in all of the 

many slatted floor pig buildings I have been in.  There is no requirement for tractor or 

vehicular access and farmers simply could not justify such wide passages in this type of 

building.  The central passage in the building that is currently in use at Belmont Farm is 

1.1m wide as shown in Photograph 1 in SP6.  
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3.10 Subtracting a central passageway of 1.2m  from buildings that are 15m wide by 30m 

long would leave a useable floor space of 414m2, not the 360m2 assumed by Mr 

Harvey.   There will be a small proportion of floor space lost to pen divisions, and on 

that basis I think it is reasonable to assume that around 10% of the floor area is lost so 

that the useable space is just over 400m2 per building. 

 
3.11 Notwithstanding the fact that the fully slatted buildings consented at Belmont Farm 

are not suitable for adoption of the RSPCA standards, the second, and I believe more 

fundamental flaw in Mr Harvey’s calculations relates to stocking rate or floor area 

requirements for weaner and finishing pigs.   For weaner pigs he has stated a floor area 

requirement of 0.45m2 per pig in the table at section 9.0 of his report (CD.FJ4), and 

similarly for finisher pigs a floor space requirement 1.54 m2 per pig for finisher pigs.   It 

appears that these space allocations come from the centre column of a table at E5.2.1 

in the RSPCA standards document (Mr Harvey’s Appendix 3 at CDFJ5) relating to pigs 

housed in deep straw yards.  This data is simply not applicable to buildings with fully 

slatted floors where it is not practicable to use straw bedding.   

 
3.12 It is also worth pointing out that if fully slatted buildings were stocked at the very low 

rates advocated by Mr Harvey, then it is unlikely that the pigs would be able to generate 

sufficient heat to maintain comfortable temperatures in cold winter weather.   This is 

another reasons why 3m wide passages would be impracticable in fully slatted 

buildings.  From my experience of environmental control in pig buildings I suspect that 

the very low pig stocking rates advocated by Mr Harvey could well lead to behavioural, 

welfare and health problems in the pigs.  The low stocking rates advocated by Mr 

Harvey would also prejudice the return on capital invested in the buildings by more or 

less halving pig throughput compared to normal commercial stocking levels.  

 
3.13 More appropriate space allowances for pens without straw bedding are provided in 

the RSPCA document at E5.1 (CD.FJ5 Appendix 3), where it can be seen that a more 

relevant floor space allowance for, say, a 90kg finishing pigs in un-bedded pens is 

0.71m2 per pig at the top end of the normal weight range or pigs.  This is approximately 

50% of the wholly inappropriate allowance of 1.45 m2 used by Mr Harvey. Similarly the 

weaner floor space allowance in the RSPCA guidance for un-bedded pens of 0.30m2 is 

only 67% of the inappropriate straw yard figure used by Mr Harvey. 

 
3.14 A simple example of the misleading calculation that Mr Harvey has presented can be 

taken from his table at “9.0 Indoor Stocking densities”.  For building 022 he has 

calculated, using the inappropriate RSPCA floor space allowance of 1.54 m2/pig for 

finishing pig in straw yards, that the building could accommodate 238 pigs on a floor 

area of 366m2.   Had Mr Harvey more appropriately used the Red Tractor allowance of 
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0.65m2 per pig for finishers on slatted floors, then the same floor area of 366 m2 would 

accommodate more than twice as many finishers at 563 pigs.  If he had taken a more 

realistic view of the available floor area at, say, 414 m2 as discussed at 3.10 above he 

would have arrived at a stocking capacity of 636 pigs. 

 
3.15 There are no obvious reasons why Mr Harvey could not have based his estimates or 

projections of the pig numbers that can be housed in the consented buildings at 

Belmont Farm based on stocking rates set out in the Red Tractor standard (at page 7 in 

Mr Harvey appendix 4) in CD.FJ5, the Defra welfare code (at CD.FD21) or the EC 

Directive standard included in Table 1 of the Miller Goodall reports at CD.FB16, 

CD.,FB17 and CD.FB18.  I have summarised the stocking rates data from these 

sources in the Table appended to this report in SP5.  This table shows that there is 

consistency in these floor space requirements for the normal weight range of weaner, 

growing and finishing pigs.  The Defra/Red Tractor stocking rates were used to calculate 

the pig numbers in the ADAS modelling scenario at SP3 in CD.FI7.   

 
3.16 I note that at 12.2 in his statement Mr Harvey questions why Mr and Mrs Davies have 

not submitted details of their animal movement records to demonstrate the level of pigs 

at Belmont Farm.  I have to say that I am not really in agreement with this suggestion of 

submission: a) because of the confidential nature of the business information that is set 

out in such records and b) because of the fact that any submitted information would be 

at some risk of being published, for example on the Council’s planning website.  

Although it is anecdotal evidence, I was told by Mr and Mrs Davies when I visited the 

farm on 20 March 2021 that they had taken physical copies of such records to a 

meeting with the Council and Miller Goodall in 2019 and had offered to disclose those 

records at the meeting.  Mrs Davies says that this offer was declined.    

 
Outdoor Pigs 
 

3.17 It is not clear why Mr Harvey suggests at 6.1 in his proof that there is limited guidance 

on stocking rates for outdoor pigs when there are in fact standards set out in the 

RSPCA welfare standards document at his Appendix 3 (CD.FJ5).  Whilst the RSPCA 

standard document may not be appropriate for Belmont Farm as a whole for the 

reasons set above, it does at least provide a starting point.  Furthermore, because Mr 

Harvey has exhibited the RSPCA standard, it is unclear why he has not referred to it.  

The relevant guidance is at E9,32, where it can be seen that, for example, an 80 to 95 

kg finishing pig would require a total area “outdoors” of 1.67m2, although the reality is 

that typically outdoor pigs have both a covered area and a sheltered runs, such as 

shown in the photos from other farms at SP6. 

  



APPLICATION REF: 06/2019/0050 

LAND NORTH OF OLD RIB FARM, 55 HALFPENNY LANE  – APPLICATION FOR OUTLINE 

PLANNING PERMISSION FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 

REBUTTAL ODOUR STATEMENT BY STEVE PEIRSON, RSK ADAS 

 

11 

 

3.18 Mr Harvey has used a calculation based on relative weights of sows and finishing 

pigs to suggest that 2 ha of land could only accommodate around 165 finishing pigs.   

However, applying the RSPCA standard of 1.67m2/pig and assuming that only a fraction 

of the land is occupied by pigs (shelters and runs) at any one time would suggest that 

the actual capacity of the land is well in excess of 165 finishing pigs.    

 
3.19 As an example, even if outdoor pig “pens” were to only occupy, for example, one third 

of the 2 Ha that Mr Harvey says is available, then the land would have a capacity of 

(20,000 m2 ÷ 3) ÷ 1.67 m2/pig = 3,992 pigs.  This is well in excess of the 400 and 750 

outdoor pigs which have been used by Miller Goodall in their modelling following 

consultations about Belmont Farm, and it is also well in excess of the 165 pigs 

estimated by Mr Harvey. 

 
3.20 Mr Harvey could have also considered the stocking rates advocated by the RSPCA 

for what might be termed “higher welfare” pigs reared on a free range system with 

space requirements from 12m2 to 40m2 for “growing” pigs as set out at E9.3.3 in the 

RSPCA standard.  An area of 2 Ha, would therefore have total capacity of between 300 

and 1,666 pigs, These levels of pig “capacity” are again well in excess of the 165 pigs 

calculated by Mr Harvey and are also not at all inconsistent with the 400 and 750 pigs 

modelled by Miller Goodall.  

 
3.21 I should point out that the 2 Ha (20,000 m2) area of land available for outdoor pigs 

estimated by Mr Harvey is well in excess of the areas assumed by Miller Goodall in their 

assessments.  For example at 6.3.11 in CD.FB17, Miller Goodall assumed that outdoor 

pigs might be stocked over a southern section of land with an area 1,666 m2 and 

another area to the west 5,303 m2 giving an overall total of only 6,969 m2 which is only 

slightly more than one third of the area estimated by Mr Harvey.  

 
3.22 Therefore using similar calculations, on the basis of only 6,969 m2 of land available 

for outdoor pigs, and assuming that only one third of that area is actually stocked with 

pigs at any one time at a land area of 1.67 m2/pig the capacity of the land would be 

1,390 pigs.  This is again well in excess of the 165 pig capacity estimated by Mr Harvey 

and also well excess of the 400 and 750 pigs modelled by Miller Goodall. 

 
3.23 In my opinion Mr Harvey has not provided any compelling evidence to show why the 

Operators could not stock with 400 or 750 outdoor pigs at Belmont Farm and still 

comply with the RSPCA welfare standards for outdoor reared pigs. 

 
3.24 The fact that the RSPCA are content to provide welfare standards for finishing pigs in 

outdoor rearing systems demonstrates that there are no fundamental reasons why pigs 

ac not be reared and finished in “outdoor” systems. 
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4 Proof of Evidence of Melody Horan 

 

4.1 I note that Ms Horan raises (at 2.7 in her proof at CD.FJ6) a point about the “unusual” 

mixed housing system employed at Belmont Farm, with different classes of pigs (sows, 

weaner and finishing pigs) all housed in the same building, rather than each building 

being dedicated to one, or at most two different classes of pigs, as was suggested in the 

planning application drawings.  This is a practice which I also questioned when I 

reviewed the Miller Goodall reports in January 2020 as can be seen on the first page of 

the ADAS letter at CD.FE26, and it was also a point raised in the CERC Technical Note 

review that Ms Horan included at her appendix E (at CD.FJ7). 

 

4.2 Having visited Belmont Farm I can confirm that the system of mixed stocking described 

to, and modelled by, Miller Goodall in 2019 is being used successfully at Belmont Farm, 

with the existing building subdivided into “zones” for the different types of pigs.  Mrs and 

Mrs Davies explained that this stocking regime has been pioneered in Ireland by 

Finrone Systems Ltd and that it has been adopted in a new facility at Glynllifon College 

in Wales.  On the evidence I saw on the farm, I am quite content that ADAS has 

represented realistic potential future stocking regimesfor Belmont Farm with each 

building housing a mixture of stock, indeed as Miller Goodall modelled in 2019 and 2020 

(CD.FB16-18).  I should also add that I was very impressed by the appearance and 

“condition” of the pigs in the building at Belmont Farm despite my earlier scepticism.   

 
4.3  I note that Ms Horan has unfortunately now abandoned the concept of mixed stocking 

for the future modelling scenarios that have been carried for the Inquiry, and instead 

based her modelling on stocking level information provided by Mr Harvey. 

 
4.4 Ms Horan has presented a mass of modelling scenarios and results which on first 

reading appear quite difficult to understand.  I have therefore tried to apply some 

relatively simple analysis to the results she has presented.  I have concentrated on the 

odour contour maps presented by Ms Horan in her Appendix P as they seem to me to 

be the most relevant to the Inquiry, and of thos I have focused on the modelling using 

NWP weather data as that is agreed to be most appropriate (e.g. at 4.13 of CD.FJ6) 

 
4.5 From my reading of Ms Horan’s proof of evidence in relation to the modelling specifically 

carried out for the Inquiry, the potential future modelled scenarios, with all four 

consented building completed and stocked with pigs, are based one or the other of two 

stocking regimes defined by Mr Harvey.  My understanding is that these stocking 

regimes are: 
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a) Mr Harvey’s “realistic” stocking rate which is effectively based on 95% of the 

maximum pig numbers calculated by Mr Harvey using the RSPCA standards 

criterion for deep straw pens, not slatted floor.. Over the four buildings this 

amounts to total of 199 sows, 380 weaners and 337 finishing pigs.  As far as I 

can see this stocking regime has been used for Scenarios 1, 2, 5 and 6 

 

b) The maximum number of pigs that could be housed in the buildings using the 

RSPCA standards as calculated incorrectly by Mr Harvey for deep straw bedded 

pens (rather than for slatted floors). Taking all four buildings together this 

amounts to totals of 210 sows, 400 weaners and 355 finishing pigs. As far as I 

can see this stocking regime has been used for Scenarios 3, 4, 7 and 8 

 
4.6 At this stage I reiterate that I do not believe that these stocking rates are at all realistic 

or appropriate, but even with that caveat I do note that even with these very low 

numbers of pigs, and when site specific NWP weather data is used in the modelling, the 

odour contour maps for Scenarios 3, 6, 7 and 8 in Ms Horan’s Appendix P at CD.FJ7 all 

show that a material proportion of the appeal site would be exposed to unacceptable 

levels of odour using a 3.0 ouE/m3 benchmark.   
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5 Conclusions 

 

5.1 The inconsistencies which have been discovered between the pig numbers provided by 

Belmont Farm to Miller Goodall and the pig number “capacity” of the buildings based on 

“standard” floor area requirements are not in my opinion of any significance in relation to 

the overall findings that odour emissions from the consented buildings would have a 

significant adverse impact over a large proportion of the appeal site.  As well as the 

Miller Goodall modelling in CD.FD17, I primarily base this conclusion on modelling that 

ADAS has carried out with more realistic pig numbers, and also on my previous 

experience of odour assessments for pig units of similar scale elsewhere. 

 

5.2 The calculations of pig numbers that were carried out by Chris Harvey for the Appellants 

are based on flawed assumptions that Belmont Farm is, or would be obliged to comply 

with RSPCA welfare standards AND the incorrect assumption that pigs housed on 

slatted flooring systems have the same floor space requirements as pigs housed in 

straw yards.  This incorrect reasoning has led Mr Harvey to significantly underestimate 

the capacity of pens housing finishing pigs by approximately a factor of two.  Similarly 

he has also significantly underestimated the capacity of pens housing weaner pigs. 

 
 

5.3 Odour modelling specifically carried out by Ms Horan of Miller Goodall for the Inquiry 

has been based on Mr Harvey’s flawed projections of pig numbers that can be bred and 

reared at Belmont Farm.  As a consequence, the modelling does not represent realistic 

representations of future levels of odour emissions from Belmont Farm and consequent 

odour impacts on the appeal site, and therefore in my opinion is of very limited 

assistance to the Inspector.   

 

 
Stephen Peirson,   
 
 
Dated      1 April 2021 
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SP5 - Comparison of Pig Stocking Rates from Standards and Guidance 

Pig Weight 
Range (kg) 

Red Tractor 
(m2/pig) 

Defra Welfare 
Code (m2/pig) 

EU Directive 
2008/120/EC2 

(m2/pig) 

 

RSPCA Indoor Unspecified 
Floor3 

 RSPCA Indoor Straw yards4 

Weight  (kg) Total Area (m2)  
Pig Weight 
Range (kg) 

Cleaned out 
<Monthly (m2/pig) 

Cleaned out  
>Monthly (m2/pig) 

<10 0.15 0.15 0.15 10 0.15     

10.1 - 20 0.20 0.20 0.20 20 0.225     

20.1 - 30 0.30 0.30 0.30 30 0.30  <35 0.45 0.50 

    40 0.40     

30.1 - 50 0.40 0.40 0.40 50 0.47  36 -50 1.17 1.3 

    60 0.55     

50.1 - 85 0.55 0.55 0.55 70 0.61  51 - 75 1.35 1.5 

    80 0.675     

85.1 - 110 0.65 0.65 0.65 90 0.715  76 -95 1.50 1.67 

    100 0.75     

>110 1.0 1.0 1.0 110 0.80  95 - 110 1.54 1.72 

Breeding Gilts 1.64 1.64  to 1.801 1.64  to 1.801  2.55   2.55 2.55 

Breeding Sows 2.25 2.25 to 2.4751 2.25 to 2.4751  3.55   3.55 3.55 

Farrowing Pens      >5.06   >5.06 >5.06 

Notes 
1. Depending on Group size         

2. As reported by Miller Goodall (CD.FD17)        

3. RSPCA Table at  E5.1    (CD.FJ5, Appendix 3)   

4. RSPCA Table E5.2.1   

5. RSPCA E5.2.2    

6. RSPCA  E6.10
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SP 6  Photographs 
 

 

Photo 1;  Centre passageway width in existing building at Belmont Farm 
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Photo 2 Example of outdoor rearing arcs and runs (Not at Belmont Farm)    

 

 
 

Photo 3 Further example of outdoor rearing arc and run (Not at Belmont Farm)    
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SP7  
Letter from PWA to Preston Council re: Stocking Rates  

 
(16 March 2021)
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