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1 Introduction 

1.1 Further to Mr Peirson’s Proof of Evidence (PoE) regarding the potential for adverse odour impacts from the 

farming activities at Belmont Farm, I have prepared this brief rebuttal proof to address matters within it.   

1.2 On reading Mr Peirson’s PoE, it was apparent that there were very slight differences in the manner in which my 

odour modelling was completed, for example, differences in emissions from the pigs and slight differences in 

building dimensions. I feel it is appropriate to take account of his modelling assumptions in moving the odour 

modelling issue forwards. In addition, when I wrote my original PoE I was unaware that the uniform distribution of 

pigs across each of the four buildings would be considered.     

2 Rebuttal Evidence 

2.1 To allow our assessments to be comparable, I have modelled four scenarios detailed in section 3 of this Rebuttal, 

utilising the odour emissions used within Mr Peirson’s PoE and the volume source parameters (the pig buildings) 

detailed in Mr Peirson’s Proof of Evidence.  NWP meteorological data for the years 2014 – 2018 inclusive has 

been used within the models in this rebuttal.   

3 Odour modelling scenarios 

3.1 For this rebuttal, I have modelled four scenarios.  Each scenario has considered only indoor pigs.  The number 

of pigs and their distribution in each scenario is set out below: 

• The ADAS stocking regime described in FI7 on PDF page 19 at section 3.2 of Mr Peirson’s PoE.  This 

run enables us to compare the contour results from the ADAS model run (referred to as Model Run 2 

Scenario 1 on PDF page 19 of the FI7) with the ADAS stocking numbers, odour emissions and volume 

source parameters input into the Miller Goodall Ltd model (Scenario 15R) (‘R’ for Rebuttal).  The 

comparison of the 15R contour, shown in Appendix A of this Rebuttal, with the ADAS contour, shown in 

Figure 8, PDF page 39 of the FI7, illustrates that the models are providing fundamentally similar results; 

• Mr Harvey’s estimated maximum number of indoor pigs based on RSPCA standards, when pig types are 

in allocated buildings as described in Table 2 of Mr Harvey’s PoE (Scenario 16R). This can be compared 

directly with scenario 7 in my POE; 

• Mr Harvey’s estimated number of indoor pigs which could be reared in accordance with RSPCA standards 

within the four proposed buildings at Belmont Farm based on finisher pigs being no more than 100 kg in 

weight (1600 pigs in total across the site), when pigs are uniformly distributed within the buildings 

(Scenario 17R); and 

• Mr Harvey’s estimated number of indoor pigs which could be reared in accordance with RSPCA standards 

within the four proposed buildings at Belmont Farm based on finisher pigs being no more than 65 kg in 

weight (1808 pigs in total across the site), when pigs are uniformly distributed within the buildings 

(Scenario 18R). 

3.2 The pig stocking rates per building for the four scenarios used are detailed within Appendix B.  



 

 

4 Odour modelling results 

4.1 Contour plots of the predicted five-year average 98th percentile concentrations for each scenario are shown in 

Appendix A. Contour plot titled ‘ADAS stocking numbers with pigs uniformly distributed across buildings, over 

meteorological years 2014 – 2018’ (Scenario 15R), can be compared with Figure 8, page 39 within FI7 of Mr 

Peirson’s evidence.  It indicates that my model is providing similar contours to his and thus my new models are 

robust. 

4.2 These new models indicate that the approximate percentage of land within the appeal site which is suitable for 

residential use under each scenario.  These are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Approximate percentage of appeal site suitable for residential use 

Scenario 

 

Approximate percentage of appeal site suitable for 

residential use 

15R 18% 

16R 66% 

17R 39% 

18R 29% 

 

 

5 Summary  

5.1 If the four buildings at Belmont Farm are stocked to meet the maximum number of pigs, in accordance with 

RSPCA standards with Mr Harvey’s distribution of pig categories (16R) then approximately 66% of the site is 

deemed suitable for residential use.  The northeast corner of the appeal site which is predicted to experience 

odour concentrations above 3 ouE/m3 is expected to experience significant levels of odour which is therefore 

unsuitable for residential use.  Mr Harvey’s estimate of pig numbers, stated in Table 2.0 of his PoE, which are 

95% of the RSPCA maximum level would provide even more developable land.    
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