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Executive Summary

Odour evidence produced in relation to land allocations MH2 and MH3 located close to the JG Pears animal
rendering facility has been reviewed as part of the evidence base for the emerging Local Plan. The purpose of
the review is to provide proportionate, strategic-level advice to assist HDC in determining whether MH2 and
MH3 are suitable land allocations in principle.

Based upon the information available to date, it is evident that JG Pears is a source of unpleasant odours, the
smell of which is a meaty biscuit odour (akin to pet food / roasted meat), and the likely key source of this is the
biofilter beds within the facility. Odour during the transportation of raw material could also be significant
(particularly during summer), when both onsite and offsite.

The facility is required to be operated in accordance with its installation permit, which requires there to be no
offensive odour beyond the facility boundary (as perceived by HDC). To date, HDC have considered JG Pears to
operate within the requirements of its permit.

HDC have also investigated the facility on multiple occasions following odour complaints from local residents
living north of the facility. The conclusion of all the investigations has been that JG Pears was operating within
the requirements of its permit, and the complaints have not constituted a breach of the permit. It should be
noted that no investigations have been conducted to the south of the facility (where the allocated land is
situated) due to an absence of complaints from the south.

Following the National Planning Policy Framework, JG Pears should not have unreasonable restrictions placed
on them as a result of development permitted for the site allocations.

The odour evidence produced to date by JG Pears and the Site Promoters provide a good initial indication of
the likely odour effects upon the land allocations. Although it should be noted that further evidence would be
needed to support a robust development proposal.

The findings suggest that there is a low likelihood of odour effects at site allocation MH3. It is recommended
that MH3 would be suitable for development, including for high sensitivity uses such as schools and dwellings.

For MH2, the evidence to date suggests a high risk of adverse odour effects in the northern parcel of land
(north of Leicester Lane), meaning that some of this area may be unsuitable for development for high
sensitivity uses such as schools and dwellings without mitigation being implemented or subject to more robust
odour assessments. In the southern part of MH2 odour is likely to be acceptable and impacts from the animal
rendering plant can be appropriately mitigated to avoid unacceptable impact on the amenity of future
residents. This parcel of MH2 is likely capable for accommodating residential development without being
adversely impacted by odour. The overall extent of developable area within MH2 (including the northern
parcel) may be enlarged through appropriate mitigation measures being secured; this may include (but not
limited to) measures to reduce odour emissions at the JG Pears facility, such as third-party funded upgrades to
the biofilter beds, boilers and stack. The effectiveness of any such mitigation would need to be demonstrated
prior to any development consent.

Beyond the Local Plan, the next step is therefore recommended to involve updated dispersion modelling of
the JG Pears facility, taking account of onsite odour measurements, as well as extended field odour surveys
(sniff-tests), to further understand the spatial extent of adverse odour effects across MH2 in order to provide
sufficiently robust evidence to support a detailed planning stage assessment. It is recommended that the Local
Plan include wording to this effect.
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Glossary

Term | Meaning

ADMLC Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Liaison Committee, a group of representatives of government
departments, utilities and research organisations

Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

EA Environment Agency

FIDOL A series of factors to describe odour characteristics (Frequency, Intensity, Duration, Offensiveness,
and Location).

HDC Harborough District Council

IAQM Institute of Air Quality Management, a professional body for odour practitioners which has
published guidance on assessing odours.

OUg/m3 European Odour Units per cubic meter
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Introduction

Cogan Environmental Consulting Limited has been commissioned to provide odour support to the Harborough
District Council (HDC) regarding strategic land allocations MH2 and MH3, which are located close to an animal

rendering facility operated by JG Pears.

The Site Promoters for the land allocations are Hallam Land and William Davis. Brookbanks produced a
preliminary odour impact assessment in 2025 on behalf of the Site Promoters. Odour modelling has also been
produced on behalf of JG Pears by AEA in 2008 and The Airshed in 2013.

This document provides a high-level review of odour evidence produced by the Site Promoters and JG Pears

to date.

The Land Allocations — Setting the Scene

HDC are currently updating their Local Plan, so that they can plan to 2041 to deliver their key objectives. This
includes meeting growth requirements of Harborough. A Draft Local Plan has been produced?, consulted upon,
undergone Regulation 19 consultation for legal compliance, and is due to be submitted for examination in
Spring 2026.

The strategic land allocations MH2 and MH3 of interest are allocated for development under the new Draft
Local Plan®. The land allocations are known as ‘MH2 East of Market Harborough Road’ and ‘MH3 Land south

of Gallow Field Road’. The allocated land is illustrated in Figure 2.1.

The key odour concern is the existing animal rendering facility operated by JG Pears. The approximate location

of this facility is also illustrated in Figure 2.1 for context.
For MH2, the new Draft Local Plan states:
“Development proposals for this site must meet the following....

j) Noise, odour and lighting impact assessments will be required to address potential impacts arising from the

animal rendering plant located to the north of the site; and

k) Subject to the findings of the above assessments, residential development will be restricted to the southern
parts of the site where impacts from the animal rendering plant can be appropriately mitigated to avoid

unacceptable impact on the amenity of future residents”.
For MH3, the new Draft Local Plan states:

“Development proposals for this site must meet the following....

1HDC (2025). Proposed Submission Draft Harborough Local Plan, March 2025.
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g) Noise, odour and lighting impact assessments will be required to address potential impacts arising from the

animal rendering plant located to the north east of the site,”.

Figure 2.1: Land Allocations and Approximate Location of JG Pears

JG Pears

MH2
J"’
/
7/
/
MH2 B
MH3
s 3 s
Drawing Title: Drawing Ref: | COGAN_P10880_A7_Figure 2.1
Cogan Land Allocations and Approximate Location of JG Pears Author: AC
QA/QC: KC / KC
Figure notes: Drawing obtained from the new Draft Local Plan. Date: 27/03/2026

Relevant Policy Context

Harborough Local Plan 2011 to 2031

Currently, development proposals are subject to review against policies set out within the adopted Harborough

Local Plan 2011 to 20312. This includes Policy GD8 on good design in development, which states:

“1. Development will be permitted where it achieves a high standard of design, including meeting the following

criteria:
...e. being designed to minimise impact on the amenity of existing and future residents by...

ii. not generating a level of activity, noise, vibration, pollution or unpleasant odour emission, which cannot be

mitigated to an appropriate standard and so would have an adverse impact on amenity and living conditions;”.

2HDC (2019). Harborough Local Plan 2011 to 2031, Adopted 30 April 2019.
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It continues to state:

“Impact on neighbouring amenity resulting from new development is an important consideration in
determining planning applications. An impact on amenity through poor design may impact on the quality of
life of neighbouring occupiers, or result in a disconnected development that fails to relate to its context.
Applications that result in unacceptable harm to neighbouring amenity, through an overlooking or overbearing
impact, or resulting in noise, odour or light pollution or disturbance will be resisted unless the harm can be

overcome through suitable planning conditions”.

New Harborough Local Plan

Once adopted, development proposals will be subject to review against policies set out within the adopted
version of the Draft Local Plan?. This includes Policy SA03: North of Market Harborough, details of which are
set out in paragraphs 2.4 and 2.5.

The plan also includes Policy DM02: Amenity and Wellbeing, which states:

“1. Development must be designed to protect the wellbeing of occupiers of development and those in existing
development by: a) ensuring that there are no adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring users in terms
of noise, odour, vibration, air and light pollution, loss of privacy and loss of light which cannot be mitigated to

an acceptable level;...”.
Stating the reason as:

“This policy is crucial for ensuring that new developments offer a high-quality environment and do not
negatively impact existing communities. By setting clear requirements for design quality and mitigating
potential nuisances like noise, odour and light pollution, the policy helps create healthy and safer environments

for occupants of new development and their neighbours...”.

Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan

Leicestershire County Council adopted the Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan®in 2019. Although the
JG Pears site was not included within HDC’s Mineral and Waste Safeguarding document?, the site involves
waste processing, and the Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan is therefore considered to provide
useful context. It includes Policy DM2 regarding local environment and community protection, which states

that:

“The Council’s waste strategy is to locate most waste sites near to the largest concentrations of population to
maximise sustainability potential and the principles of proximity and self-sufficiency. It will consequently be
necessary to overcome unacceptable impacts on the local communities affected through appropriate

mitigation measures.

3 Leicestershire County Council (2019). Leicestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan, Up to 2031.
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Proposals which may give rise to pollution and health issues should be submitted with details of these issues,
and where applicable the relevant health and pollution control authorities will be consulted. Likewise, amenity
issues will be addressed in consultation with the local authority environmental health officer (EHO) and other
appropriate advisers. Pollution control authorities such as the Environment Agency and local Environmental
Health authorities are responsible for regulating and controlling polluting processes and not the planning
authority. However, pollution and health issues are a legitimate planning consideration, which can be taken
into account when considering development proposals. As such, proposals should include appropriate
measures to protect against any detrimental impacts on the amenity and health of people and the

environment.

...It is possible for mineral and waste operators to take measures that can lessen the impact on those living
near a mineral/waste site, for example, by using well designed landscaping to create bunds making the most
of natural landscape character, topography and vegetation that may help in visually screening the activities
and reduce noise. There are also various controls that can be used to manage dust, litter and odour impacts.
Wheel washing and sheeting of lorries can prevent debris from being deposited on the road network. Where

adverse effects cannot be adequately controlled or prevented, planning permission will not be granted”.
It continues to state:

“In some circumstances, proposals for new or extended minerals and waste sites close to residential or other
sensitive property may not provide adequate protection to its amenity. In such cases, it may be justified to
consider adequate separation distances. Any such distance should be effective but reasonable, taking into
account:

e the nature of the mineral/waste activity (including its duration);

e the need to avoid undue sterilisation of mineral resources;

e Jlocation and topography;

e the characteristics of the various environmental effects likely to arise; and

e the various amelioration measures that can be applied.

Other land uses apart from residential areas may also be affected by mineral and waste operations such as
hospitals, schools, farms and other places of employment. In such cases, it may also be appropriate to consider

the use of separation distances depending on the sensitivity of the use or facility affected”.

4HDC (2015). Mineral and Waste Safeguarding [ Harborough District], Document S3/2015, SUB4 Harborough Safeguarding 2015.
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Neighbourhood Plans

Land allocation sites MH2 and MH3 both reside within the ward of Logan. There is currently no neighbourhood

plan for this area.

The JG Pears site is located within the parish of Great Bowden. The Great Bowden Neighbourhood Plan®

includes Policy H6: Design Standards, which states:

“Development proposals should demonstrate a high quality of design, layout and use of materials in order to

make a positive contribution to the special character of the parish.

Development proposals should have regard to the Great Bowden Village Design Statement and are encouraged

to have regard to the following design principles to a degree that is proportionate to the development:

e. Proposals should minimise the impact on general amenity and give careful consideration to noise, odour and

light...”

National Planning Policy Framework

The National Planning Policy Framework® sets out sets out planning policy for England. It includes advice on

when odour should be a material consideration. The relevant paragraphs are set out below.

Paragraph 124:

“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and
other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living

conditions...”.

Paragraph 135:

“Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments...f) create places that are safe, inclusive and
accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future

users...”.

Paragraph 187:

“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...”.

5> Great Bowden Parish Council (2020). Great Bowden’s Neighbourhood Plan, Our Neighbourhood, Our Future, 2016 to 2031, Review Version May
2020.
6 MHCLG (2024). National Planning Policy Framework, Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government.
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Paragraph 198:

“Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking
into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the
natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise

from the development...”.

Paragraph 200:

“Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new development can be integrated effectively with
existing businesses and community facilities (such as places of worship, pubs, music venues and sports clubs).
Existing businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of
development permitted after they were established. Where the operation of an existing business or community
facility could have a significant adverse effect on new development (including changes of use) in its vicinity, the
applicant (or ‘agent of change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation before the development has

been completed”.

Paragraph 201:

“The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed development is an acceptable use
of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control
regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. Equally, where a
planning decision has been made on a particular development, the planning issues should not be revisited

through the permitting regimes operated by pollution control authorities”.

Relevant Legislation Context

The Town and Country Planning Act 1990

The Town and Country Planning Act 19907 sets out the regulatory framework for land use planning within
which local authorities need to operate and additionally Planning Policy Statement 23, (PPS23) Planning and
Pollution Control advises local authorities that they should take account of the impacts that a new

development will have on the quality of air, including odour.

Environmental Protection Act 1990

Part Ill of The Environmental Protection Act 1990% sets out what constitutes a statutory nuisance and local

authority duties to investigate complaints and require remedial measures. It states:

“..the following matters constitute “statutory nuisances...

7HMSO (1990). The Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
8 HMSO (1990). Environmental Protection Action 1990.
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(a) smoke emitted from premises so as to be prejudicial to health or a nuisance;
(b) fumes or gases emitted from premises so as to be prejudicial to health or a nuisance;

(c) any dust, steam, smell or other effluvia arising on industrial, trade or business premises and being
prejudicial to health or a nuisance...”.
The Noise and Statutory Nuisance Act 1993

The Noise and Statutory Nuisance Act 1993° amends Part Ill of the Environment Protection Act 1990 but does
not affect the definition of statutory nuisance relating to noise and odour, but allows local authorities to be

able to prevent statutory nuisance occurring via conditions in planning permission.

It should be noted that a Statutory Nuisance is not applicable to the JG Pears facility, instead odour is controlled
by an Environmental Permit and is considered as to whether there is a breach of the permit.
The Environment Act 1995

Schedule 12 of The Environment Act'® sets out Schedule 2A to the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and

regarding odour states the objective of:

“Ensuring that waste is recovered or disposed of without endangering human health and without using

processes or methods which could harm the environment and, in particular, without—
(a) risk to water, air, soil, plants or animals;

(b) causing nuisance through noise or odours...”.

Key Odour Requirements

The checklist below sets out the key requirements stated in the policies above with regards to odour for the
land allocations. Any development proposal put forward for these land allocations should be considered with

regard to these requirements.

e Odour impact assessments will be required to address potential impacts arising from the animal

rendering plant located to the north of the sites (as required by the new Draft Local Plan);

e Development must be designed to protect the wellbeing of occupiers of development (as required in

Policy SA03 of the new draft local plan);

e Applications that result in unacceptable harm due to odour pollution or disturbance will be resisted
unless the harm can be overcome through suitable planning conditions (as required by Policy GD8 of the

adopted Local Plan);

9 HMSO (1993). Noise and Statutory Nuisance Act 1993.
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e Existing businesses and facilities (such as JG Pears) should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on
them as a result of development permitted after they were established. Where the operation of an
existing business or community facility could have a significant adverse effect on new development
(including changes of use) in its vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent of change’) should be required to

provide suitable mitigation before the development has been completed (as required by the NPPF); and

e Subject to the findings of the odour assessment for land allocation MH2, future residential development
may be constrained to areas where odour impacts from the animal rendering plant, operating in full

compliance with its Permit, can be avoided.

It is also important to note that planning issues should not be revisited through the permitting regimes
operated by pollution control authorities and planning decisions should assume that permitting regimes
operate effectively (as stated in Paragraph 201 of the NPPF). Should HDC at any time identify that the JG Pears
facility is not operating in accordance with its Permit, then appropriate remedial measures would be
undertaken by JG Pears in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Permit administered by
HDC under the Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999.

Odour Briefing

What is odour

The sense of smell, or olfaction, is the sense through which odours (smells) are perceived. Odours are
chemicals in air which may be gases or particles. Humans have a sensitive sense of smell and can detect odour

even when chemicals are present in very low amounts.

10 HMSO (1995). The Environment Act 1995.
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Smell and emotion
are stored together
as memories,
influencing your
perception

Smells can be
remembered for
one year with a
precision of 65%

How is it smelled

When breathed in through the nose, the odours contact cilla on the inner surface of the nose cavity, which

transmit signals to the olfactory bulb and onto the brain.
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Where does odour come from

The key odour source in question in relation to the land is JG Pears’ animal rendering facility, located to the
north of the land allocations. For context, the area also includes other sources of odour, such as agricultural

activities, wastewater treatment, and fast-food restaurants.
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The location of the JG Pears in relation to the land allocations is shown in Figure 2.1, and an aerial view of the

facility including its site boundary is shown in Figure 6.1.

Butchery waste is transported to the facility, unloaded, processed, and used to produce pet food ingredients.
During the processing, odorous air is extracted, reduced and released via two routes. Firstly, the main process
odours are incinerated in the steam boilers before being discharged to the atmosphere via a brick built stack.
Secondly, less intensive odours from the process are extracted and filtered through two woodchip biofilter
beds before being released to the atmosphere. Residual liquids generated in the process are also odorous and

undergo treatment via anoxic and aerobic tanks which limit odour from liquids.

All aspects of the process have the potential to be odorous, however the facility is designed to minimise odour
release, such as keeping building entrances closed whenever possible, buildings having negative air pressure

systems, and processes predominantly being enclosed.

Animal rendering facilities smell because of the decomposition of organic waste materials delivered and
heating of the materials as part of the rendering process. This typically releases volatile organic compounds,
hydrogen sulphide, ammonia, mercaptans, and amines. The mixed overall smell of these is a meaty biscuit
odour, which is considered unpleasant. Raw material delivered to animal rendering facilities also smells,

particularly when warm (such as during summer or from slaughterhouses).

While short infrequent exposure to this may not be considered highly offensive, more frequent exposure or
longer durations could be highly offensive, cause disamenity, and become an annoyance leading to nuisance
complaints. While JG Pears has received complaints from a residential property to the north of the facility,

these have been determined by HDC to not be a breach of JG Pears’ permit.

Although JG Pears is understood to remain operationally the same throughout the year, the emission rates of
odour will vary with season with higher odour emission rates in summer when the weather is warmer. This is
likely true for both the odours from the raw materials being delivered and those released from the biofilter
beds. The frequency of deliveries is also linked to the red meat market, meaning processing peaks at Christmas
and Easter. Odours from the stack, anoxic tank and aerobic tank are unlikely to be materially affected by

seasonal changes.
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Figure 6.1: JG Pears Site Boundary
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Drawing Ref:

) Drawing Title:
‘/Coganlii:. JG Pears Site Boundary Author: AC
QA/QC: KC / KC
Figure notes: Image obtained from JG Pears Installation Permit. Date: 27/03/2026

How does odour travel

The odorous gases and matter rise from the facility into the air (these are emissions) and then dilute with
distance away from the odour source. The distance and direction to which the odour travels depends largely
on weather conditions, mainly wind speed and wind direction. As wind speeds typically increase with height,

emissions generally get dispersed and diluted quicker when released at height (such as from a stack).

In Harborough, the wind most often blows from the southwest towards to the northeast (see Figure 6.2). Thus,
most of the time, odour from JG Pears would be blown away from the land allocations. When not blowing
away, winds come from all other directions but most frequently blow from the northeast towards the

southwest, hence towards MH3.

At other times, the wind may blow in other directions, including blowing odour from JG Pears towards the land
allocations. In addition, during calm conditions (little to no wind) odours would poorly disperse in all directions,
this includes from JG Pears towards the land allocations. JG Pears have also stated there may be a risk of

temperature inversions during spring and autumn months, which could restrict vertical dispersion leading to

6.13

higher odour concentrations, however it is unclear whether this occurs and whether the associated odour

effects are materially different from typical conditions elsewhere.

Figure 6.2: Measured Wind Directions (Blowing From) and Speeds 2020-2024

Church Lawford Meteorological Station
(31 km southwest of facility)

RAF Wittering Meteorological Station
(33 km northeast of facility)

—

Z
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) Drawing Title: Drawing Ref: COGAN_P10880_A7_Figure 6.2
"/Cogan‘;i;:;‘r:'::r l’,l',"""/‘ Measured Wind Directions (Blowing From) and Speeds 2020- Author: AC
s Qa/Qc: KC / KC
Figure notes: Meteorological data produced by Cogan Environmental Consulting Limited. Date: 27/03/2026

The wind is also influenced by other local factors, such as terrain and obstacles (such as vegetation and
buildings). The terrain of the local area is illustrated in Figure 6.3, which shows the land allocations are both
uphill from the JG Pears facility. In terms of existing obstacles, the boundary between MH2 and JG Pears is
lined with trees and bushes which may act to partially shield MH2 from odour under certain climatic
conditions. However, it should be noted that this vegetation did not appear to provide any odour shielding
effect during a site visit on the 25" November 2025 (see paragraph 7.25) when the wind was blowing from the

northwest (i.e. from JG Pears towards MH2).
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Figure 6.3: Terrain Variation (View Looking West)

1 JG Pears
[ Land Allocations

Drawing Title: Drawing Ref: COGAN_P10880_A7_Figure 6.2
“'Coganl‘a’:;‘i:’:::‘s{;""‘ | | Measured Wind Directions (Blowing From) and Speeds 2020- Author: AC
B QA/QC: KC / KC
Figure notes: Uses Environment Agency National LIDAR Programme 1 m resolution DTM. Date: 27/03/2026

It should also be noted that the wind conditions and odour emissions may both change to some extent in the
future due to effects associated with climate change. It is expected that this would be proportionately
considered within development applications, particularly with regard to continued effectiveness of any
mitigation measures proposed. For example, climate change is likely to lead to warmer temperatures which
could lead to stronger odours from the raw material, while at the same time members of the public are more

likely to open windows and spend increased time outside (increasing the likelihood of exposure).

How are odour impacts assessed

Odour impacts will only occur where there is odour exposure, i.e. where there is an odour emission source, a
pathway for odour to travel through the air, and the presence of sensitive receptors (people) to detect the

odour.

Source
(STW Odour)

Pathway

(Travel through Air)

Receptor

(Human)
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Odour assessments should take account of the FIDOL factors. These are the Frequency, Intensity, Duration,

Offensiveness and Location of each source. The FIDOL factors provide a characterisation of the odour sources.

There are multiple tools that can be used to assess odour impacts, and it is good practice to use multiple tools
in an assessment. For a facility such as this, odour is usually assessed through the analysis of complaints, field
odour surveys (‘sniff-tests’), and dispersion modelling. This is sometimes supplemented by odour

concentration monitoring.

The overall effects should be considered for both individual tools and taking account of multiple tools, forming
an overall judgement based on professional experience. The overall significance is a binary judgement: either
it is ‘significant’ or it is ‘not significant’. Concluding that an effect is significant should not mean, of itself, that
a development proposal is unacceptable and the planning application should be refused; rather, it should mean
that careful consideration needs to be given to the consequences, scope for securing further mitigation, and

the balance with any wider environmental, social and economic benefits that the proposal would bring.

What is an odour unit

An odour unit (OU) is a numerical value that measures the strength of an odour. A single odour unit represents

the strength needed to make the odour detectable by humans (based on a panel of average people).

In the UK, odours are typically presented as European Odour Units per cubic meter (OUg/m3). This defines a

concentration of odour, i.e. the amount within a standard volume of air.

For odour dispersion modelling, the assessment involves calculating the 98t percentile of 1-hour mean odour
concentrations. This means calculating odour concentrations for every hour of a year, ranking them from
lowest to highest concentration, removing the highest 2% of concentrations, and then taking the maximum of
the remaining 98% of values as the result. This is the statistical metric selected for use in UK odour assessments;
it is not, in itself, a statement about adverse response or acceptability. It should be noted that these are in
relation to 1-hour mean odour concentrations, within which odour concentrations may vary, such that shorter-

term exposure can be higher or lower than the 1-hour average.

Testing standards

In the UK, there are no statutory standards covering the release or subsequent impacts of odours, nor any

formal assessment criteria for quantifying odours. In the absence of formal criteria, assessments should follow
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good practice guidance. Relevant guidance is available from (but is not limited to) IAQM*!, ADMLC??, EA*4,
and Defra®>. In general, it is good practice to review all relevant guidance, consider case law, and use

professional judgement.

There are varied odour exposure level criterions set out in guidance for odour producing facilities, ranging
between 1.5 to 5 OUg/m3. Lower values (e.g. 1.5 OUg/m?3) represent lower odour concentrations and if used as
a criterion will provide a more stringent threshold to meet. Higher values (e.g. 5 OUg/m3) represent higher
odour concentrations and if used as a criterion will provide a less stringent threshold to meet, enabling
exposure to higher odour levels to be experienced. Stricter criteria has previously been deemed more
appropriate where there is a history of odour complaints. The same is true for case law, where the criterion
varies between the same range and is applied appropriately to the setting, depending on the scale of the

facility, locality of exposure and history of complaints.

As there have been odour complaints within the vicinity of JG Pears, it is considered that a 5 OUg/m? is not

sufficiently stringent to minimise unmitigated risk upon future users of the land.

There is not currently any explicit odour exposure level criterion published for animal rendering. At worst, both
EA and IAQM guidance describe processes involved decaying animal remains as having most offensive odours,
for which they suggest an odour exposure level criterion of 1.5 OUg/m?3. JG Pears also consider that an odour
exposure level criterion of 1.5 OUg/m? is appropriate for raw material and raw cooking odours, while 3 OUg/m?3
could be used for treated (altered) odours which no longer smell of rendering (such as boiler emissions). It is
unclear whether these criterion are intended to represent amenity criteria, target levels or significance
thresholds. The distinction is important, as exposure above a criterion may be acceptable with planning

balance and may not preclude development.

Taking a conservative approach, it is recommended that an unmitigated odour exposure level criterion of 1.5
OUe/m3as a target level is considered appropriate for the high sensitivity receptors (i.e. residential properties
and schools) within the land allocations. Exceedance of this threshold would indicate a potentially significant
impact requiring mitigation. This is in relation to locations with a high sensitivity to odour exposure, such as
residential properties and schools, where people would expect enjoyment of a high level of amenity. If such
locations of high sensitivity are exposed to odour concentrations exceeding this criterion without any
mitigation, then disamenity would be expected. Where this occurs, mitigation would be required. Mitigation
may take the form of measures within the allocated land or third-party funded improvements to the JG Pears

facility.

Other types of locations, such as playing fields and cemetery use, may be allowed to experience a lower level

of amenity, as would be expected in such as location. This means that a higher odour exposure level criterion,

1 1AQM (2018). Guidance on the assessment of odour for planning.

12 ADMLC, A Review of Approaches to Dispersion Modelling of Odour Emissions and Intercomparison of Models and Odour Nuisance Assessment
Criteria, ADMLC/2021/4.

13 EA (2011) Additional guidance for H4 Odour Management, How to comply with your environmental permit.

14 EA (2007). Review of odour character and thresholds, Science Report: SC030170/SR2.
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such as 3 OUg/m?, would be appropriate for such a location. Note, as stated in paragraph 6.21, the criterion is
in terms of the 98" percentile, so members of the public using the playing fields and cemetery would be

allowed to experience strong odours 2% of the time.

How accurate

Assessments always involve a range of uncertainties, such as assessors perceptions of odours, model input
assumptions and the model’s treatment of presenting real world conditions. Although there is uncertainty
inherently associated with odour modelling, when coming to a conclusion on odour impact, a practitioner
needs to give the right amount of weight to the results provided by each tool according to how well-suited it

is to the study scenario in question. This should include:
e describing the assumptions, limitations and uncertainties of the assessment tools;
e explaining how these may impact on the conclusions; and
e justifying their conclusions in light of any assumptions, limitations or uncertainty.
Subjectivity

Odour is a highly subjective topic, with one person’s perception of smell being different from another.

Guidance!?®3 states that odour should be assessed with reference to an average person’s perception.

Review of Odour Evidence

A high-level review of odour evidence produced by JG Pears and the Site Promoters to date has been carried
out. The review has considered the appropriateness of assessments undertaken, whether they have been

undertaken accurately, and whether the conclusions are sound.

JG Pears Odour Evidence
Installation Permit

The JG Pears facility is permitted by HDC to operate under Installation Permit PPC/A2/08/1%. The process
operated is defined in Section 6.8A(2) of Schedule 1 of the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and
Wales) Regulations 2000 (as amended). The A2 Permit was issued in 2003 and subsequently varied in 2014.

The permitted activities include raw material deliveries and off-loading, process steam generation from the
site boilers (which treat high intensity odours from the cooking process), treatment of process effluent and
wash water within the effluent treatment plant, treatment of concentrated odours and odorous air through

the biological filter bed, storage of finished products (meal and fat (tallow)) prior to despatch off-site,

15 Defra (2008). Sector guidance Note IPPC SG 8, Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC), Secretary of State’s Guidance for the A2
Rendering Sector.

16 HDC (2014). Pollution Prevention & Control Act 1999, The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010, INSTALLATION PERMIT,
REF — PPC/A2/08/1, Permit to carry out a Rendering process, J G Pears (Newark) Ltd, Gallow Hill Works, Market Harborough, Leicestershire, LE 16 7SL.
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production, disposal and recycling of general waste. The plant can process at maximum capacity 250,000

tonnes of raw materials per annum.

The rendering process is operated within the main process building which is fully enclosed to prevent the
egress of odorous air into the surrounding area. The building operates under negative pressure, and the

contaminated air is treated through two biological filter beds prior to release to atmosphere.

All vehicles arriving on site are fully sheeted in order to minimise the escape of odours during delivery and
arrival on site. The vehicles, depending on content, tip materials from the outside the building through a
shutter door into a ground hopper located inside the reception building and once tipping is completed the

shutter doors are closed. There is a risk of fugitive odours escaping through open doors during unloading.

The permit sets out conditions which the facility must operate in accordance with. In terms of odour, the key

conditions include:

“All emissions to air (including fugitive emissions) from the plant shall be free from offensive odour (as perceived
by the local authority inspector) outside the site boundary...[It shall not be a breach of this condition in any
particular case if the Operator can show that all reasonable steps have been taken and exercised all due
diligence ie that BAT was fully implemented and all other conditions within the permit were observed. The
Operator shall be aware of the guidance in BAT 34 of the Secretary of States Guidance and the reference to the

number of occurrences in a 12-month period.]”

“A daily assessment shall be made for odour emissions from the installation while it is operating normally. The
assessment shall be made at a point on the process boundary where such an emission is most likely to be
detected (i.e. downwind), taking into account the wind direction, wind speed, source of odour, nearest
neighbour, etc. The assessment must be made by a responsible person who has been instructed to carry out
these duties and the monitoring undertaken according to the odour assessment procedures as agreed with the
local enforcing authority. A record of all olfactory assessments shall be kept and made available to the
inspecting officer. The records shall include a subjective assessment of the nature and severity of any odour

detected”

“In the event of any offensive odour being detected the operator shall immediately take remedial action to
prevent any further release of offensive odour as soon as is reasonably practicable. All details of the cause of
the odour and the remedial action taken to remedy the odour shall be recorded in the logbook. The regulating

authority shall be notified of any such occurrence as soon as practicable”.

Thus, the facility is required to be operated in accordance with its installation permit, which requires there to
be no offensive odour beyond the facility boundary (as perceived by HDC). HDC undertake regular inspections

in line with the environmental permit and have stated that at present the site is rated as ‘high risk’ and as such

17 AEA (2008). Odour assessment — Gallow Hill site, Market Harborough, Reference number AEA/ED45674/R1/Issue 1.
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they conduct a minimum of three site inspections per annum, at different times of year, including summer.

HDC have considered JG Pears to operate within the requirements of its permit.

HDC have also investigated the facility on multiple occasions following odour complaints from local residents
living north of the facility. The conclusion of all the investigations has been that JG Pears was operating within
the requirements of its permit, and the complaints have not constituted a breach of the permit. It should be
noted that no investigations have been conducted to the south of the facility (where the allocated land is

situated) due to an absence of complaints from the south.

Odour Assessment

AEA Group (now part of Ricardo Energy & Environment) produced an odour assessment'’ of the JG Pears
facility in 2008, to establish a baseline measurement of the odour impact around the facility. This involved
taking samples of air from the facility (including the biofilter bed, anoxic tanks and aeration tank) to determine
the speciation of compounds, odour concentration and enable odour emissions to be estimated, and
dispersion modelling of odour impacts across the surrounding land. The samples and associated modelling was
based upon odour emissions when the facility was operating at near maximum production rate. The modelling
was therefore based upon the average measured biofilter odour rate of 3,963 OUg/m3, equating to an odour
emission rate of 87,186 OUe/s. The modelling also included an odour emission rate of 1,900 OUg/s for the
aeration tank and 1,700 OU¢/s for the anoxic tank (albeit minor odour sources compared to the biofilter).
Ricardo Energy & Environment and JG Pears have confirmed that at the time of the modelling emissions from

non-condensable gases were included in the biofilter emissions.

The dispersion model applied in the assessment was the ADMS dispersion model published by Cambridge
Environmental Research Consultants Ltd. This model was appropriate for use at the time, and remains an
accepted approach by regulators to date. Ricardo Energy & Environment have stated that the modelling was
produced assuming a flat terrain, as the key focus was the residential properties to the north, however terrain

effects would be important when modelling for receptors to the south.

The predicted odour concentrations (98™ percentiles) are shown in Figure 7.1, with yellow lines representing
an odour concentration of 1.5 OUg/m?, light orange lines representing an odour concentration of 3 OUg/m3,

dark orange lines representing an odour concentration of 6 OUg/m?3, and red lines representing 10 OUg/m3.

The results demonstrated that odour impacts would occur well beyond the facility site boundary, and identified
the biofilter to be the dominant source of emissions and that to achieve compliance odour from the biofilter
would need to be reduced significantly. The report concluded that efforts should be made to reduce the loading
on the biofilter. Note, the loading on the biofilters is dependent upon the quality of the raw material and

temperature. Ricardo Energy & Environment and JG Pears have also stated that the non-condensable gases’
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emissions are now released via a stack (rather than via the biofilter), meaning the dispersion plume may be

different and the biofilter emission lower.

Figure 7.1: JG Pears Predicted Odour Concentrations (98 Percentiles of 1-hour Means) — 2008 Modelling
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Approved Planning Application 13/01337/FUL

In 2013, permission was granted (13/01337/FUL) for the ‘Erection of a reception/thermal oxidiser building,
replacement effluent treatment plant, trailer park, workshop and security lodge building and creation of new

access’ at the JG Pears facility. This application included an odour impact assessment®® which involved

18 The Airshed (2013). Air Quality and Odour Impact Assessment for Proposed Process Upgrade at: J.G. Pears (Newark) Ltd Market Harborough.

dispersion modelling of odours from the facility upon the surrounding land. The dispersion model applied in
the assessment was the ADMS dispersion model published by Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants
Ltd.

The report acknowledges that:

“There are major uncertainties in estimating these sources of odour and any such estimate would be, at best,

indicative of potential impacts”
and states:

“The historic performance of the bio-filter is variable with inlet conditions ranging from 16,000 - 35,000 OU¢/m?
and odour abatement efficiencies of 89 — 97%. In estimating bio-filter odour, a residual odour concentration of
1,400 OUg/m> has been assumed, based on the improved performance observed following repair and

maintenance work on the bio-filter”.

The predicted odour concentrations are shown in Figure 7.2, with a white line representing an odour
concentration of 1.5 OUg/m3, dark green area representing odour concentrations of 3-6 OUg/m?3, brown area

representing odour concentrations of 6-10 OUg/m?3, and red area representing >10 OUg/m?3.

The results demonstrated that odour impacts would occur well beyond the facility site boundary, but roughly
half the distance compared to the 2008 modelling. This is because the proposed plant included thermal
oxidation which would burn a larger volume of odorous air from the building as well as some of the higher
intensity odours from other parts of the process, leading to reduced load on the biofilters. Furthermore, the
proposed thermal oxidisers would include a new stack that would likely result in improved dispersion of odour,

leading to reduced odour at ground level, due to the height and new location.
The assessment also stated that:

“the local authority has conducted a detailed assessment of odour complaints at the works to determine if
there have been any breaches of the Environmental Permit. This concluded that offensive odour was observed
on one occasion in the course of 34 planned site visits, and that generally speaking the evidence suggested that
the odour emanating from the site is of short duration and unlikely to cause a significant impact on the local

community”.

From liaison of Cogan Environmental Consulting Limited with HDC, it is understood that the offensiveness,
frequency and duration of odours have previously been perceived based upon smells at the facility,
Harborough Road and complainant properties. This has not included any locations to the south of the facility

where the land allocations are situated.
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Figure 7.2: JG Pears Predicted Odour Concentrations (98" Percentiles of 1-hour Means) — 2013 Modelling
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Correspondence

JG Pears have corresponded with HDC regarding the land allocations. This included email correspondence on
the 15 July 2025, where they provided the contour shown in Figure 7.1 and set out details of their operations.

This included the following extracts:

e “These bi-products are initially unloaded into the process via an open door on the rear open yard, in
addition large bulk carriers loaded with animal bi-product await in the yard for offloading. In

consequence fugitive emissions are an inevitable from this operation”;

e  “The odour abatement system utilised on site (biofilters) does still have some residual (albeit altered)

odour after treatment”;

e “The site is also visited by a large number of raw materials deliveries by HGV, these are obviously
concentred in the vicinity of the site as the vehicles arrive from a number of directions. The transport of

ABP, particularly in summer can be odorous”; and

7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

e “All animal byproduct rendering plants release some residual odour (be this from raw material handling,
processing, residual odour from abatement or from the transport of raw materials). Any intensification
of residential development close to these sites will lead to an increase of complaints and impact on the

viability of these essential sites for the agri-food industry”.
Site Visit
On the 25" November 2025 a site visit to JG Pears was undertaken by Dr Austin Cogan (Cogan Environmental

Consulting Limited), Robin Marston (HDC) and lan Bartlett (HDC). This included a tour of the facility and a

discussion of the technical details about odour. The facility appeared clean and in good operating condition.

In relation to the consented Planning Application (13/01337/FUL), the effluent treatment plant has been
replaced due to the former aeration tank being damaged by a tree. The new aeration tank should lead to
reduced odour release compared to the former tank (albeit only minor odours would be released in any case).

The other consented works have not yet been implemented.

JG Pears stated that they have been conducting measurements of odour from the biofilters annually, typically
during the month of June. Since these are recorded in summer, likely being worst-case for odour, annual
conditions are likely to be lower, which should be taken into account when interpreting annual odour exposure.
This originally involved an extensive monitoring approach of sheeting the entire biofilters to collect air samples,
and in more recent years has involved a more streamlined approach of monitoring a smaller more manageable
area of the biofilter with three areas measured of each biofilter bed. JG Pears have subsequently provided the
measurements, which cover 2008, 2022, 2023, 2024 and 2025. A summary of the biofilter measurements is
given in Table 7.1. It should be noted that the biofilter emissions relate to both the concentration and volume
flow rate. HDC have stated that there was an issue with the biofilters in 2023 and the measurements for 2023
are therefore not representative of typical conditions at the facility (hence represent an abnormal condition).
Although not presented here, JG Pears have also undertaken odour measurements of the boiler outlet. Ricardo
Energy & Environment and JG Pears have stated that the non-condensable gases’ emissions were previously
released via the biofilter and hence the 2008 measured odour concentration from the biofilter included non-
condensable gases’ odorous emissions. More recent measurements do not include these non-condensable
gases’ emissions (now released via stack instead) and hence the biofilter emissions are in part lower due to

this change implemented by JG Pears.

Table 7.1: JG Pears Biofilter Odour Measurements

Biofilter Bed

Mean Measured Odour Concentration (OUg/m3)

Biofilter Bed 1 (northern bed) 3963 1791 5850 2655 2123

Biofilter Bed 2 (southern bed) 1191 571 1545 474

While these measurements do not convey all the emissions from the facility, given the importance of the

biofilters they provide useful context for the facility. These odour measurements are useful in understanding
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the potential odour risks upon the land allocations, as they provide important evidence available of the amount
of odour released from the facility. Importantly, the measurements demonstrate the odour concentrations
coming from the biofilters are in all years likely lower than those assumed in the 2008 odour modelling (3963
OUe/m3). In the absence of volume flow rates, it is not explicitly possible to compare emission rates between
the years. However, the 2022 and 2025 measurements likely have similar odour concentrations as those used
in the 2013 odour modelling (1400 OUg/m3), while the measurement for 2024 is likely above that used in the
2013 modelling but below that used in the 2008 modelling. Taking a conservative approach, 2013 modelling

likely understates odour effects in the local area, while the 2008 modelling likely overstates the odour effects.

During the site visit, a walkover of the northern parcel of land allocation MH2 was conducted with permission
from the landowner. This involved walking from Leicester Lane northwards across the farmland paths to the
northern boundary and along west, past JG Pears, towards Harborough Road, and back. During the walkover,
Robin Marston (HDC) and lan Bartlett (HDC) conducted informal ad-hoc sniff-tests. The wind felt to be blowing
relatively strongly from the northwest towards the southeast'®, directly blowing potential odours from the JG
Pears facility towards land allocation MH2. Odour from JG Pears was detectable at Leicester Lane and across
much of the farmland and at times of strong intensity. The odour was of meaty biscuit smell, that matches that
identified at JG Pears during the site visit. When close to the northern boundary, just south of the JG Pears
facility, the odour was detectable downwind of the biofilters but not of majority of the facility, indicating the

odour was predominantly originating from the biofilters (rather than from the stack or buildings).

Site Promoter Odour Evidence

t% of odours from JG

Brookbanks, on behalf of the Site Promoters, have undertaken an initial odour assessmen
Pears upon the local area, including the land allocations. The Brookbanks odour assessment includes a review
of local meteorology, field odour surveys (‘sniff-tests’) and a qualitative interpretation of these as development

zones.

Five site visits were undertaken between 2" June and 24%™ July 2025, representing summertime conditions
(likely worst-case season for odour from JG Pears). During each visit the prevailing meteorological conditions
were recorded. Sniff-tests were undertaken at various locations across the northern parcel of site allocation
MH2, focusing upon locations near to the JG Pears facility. The visits included times when the wind was blowing
from JG Pears towards MH2.

The assessment identified that the JG Pears facility does release odorous emissions which could be detected
in the northern parcel of site allocation MH2 close to the facility. Strong odours were detected up to 460 m
away from the facility; however, odour may have been detected further away had the surveys included sniff-

tests further south.

9 This has subsequently been confirmed using data from Weather Underground. Available at:
https://www.wunderground.com/history/daily/gh/leicester/EGBG/date/2025-11-25
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Based upon the distances over which adverse effects were determined to occur, a series of development zones
were interpreted. These are described in Table 7.2 and their spatial extents shown in Figure 7.3. However,
based upon the variability of sniff-test results, these buffers are considered highly uncertain. The premise of
such buffers is beneficial, and the split of different land use is considered appropriate, however the spatial
extents of the buffers would benefit from more evidence. The assessment states that “it is probable that odours
will occasionally be detected beyond 500 m, however based on the monitoring undertaken to date, the odours
are likely to be weak and sufficiently infrequent to avoid causing annoyance”; it is difficult to evidence this
conclusion given the variability in sniff-test results and that substantial odour effects were detected at a
distance of 460 m, and could have occurred beyond this distance but was not tested under such conditions.
This is of particular concern, since strong odours were detected at Leicester Lane, approximately 830 m from
JG Pears, when HDC visited the MH2 on the 25™ November 2025 (see paragraph 7.21).

Correspondence was carried out with the Site Promoters and Brookbanks on the 7" November 2025 and the
Site Promoters indicated this assessment is seen as an initial step, and that they are keen to engage and

understand what further evidence would be required to provide robust evidence for a planning application.

Table 7.2: Development Zones

Distance from JG Pears Possible Land-uses

Receptor Sensitivity

Red 0-220m Human exposure should be avoided. BNG

Orange 220-350m Low to medium Commercial or industrial units with suitable odour
mitigation, informal open space/ dog walking
areas, sports pitches (and associated buildings),
allotments

Yellow 350-500 m High (short-term exposure only) School playing fields/ pitches, cemetery,
showground

Green >500m High Residential dwellings and school buildings

20 Brookbanks (2025). Market Harborough North Odour Assessment, Document Ref 11379 AQO1 Rv1.
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Figure 7.3: Spatial Extents of Development Zones
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Drawing a Conclusion

Based upon the information available to date, it is evident that JG Pears is a source of unpleasant odours, the
smell of which is a meaty biscuit odour (akin to pet food / roasted meat), and the likely key source of this is the

biofilter beds within the facility.

The facility is required to be operated in accordance with its installation permit, which requires there to be no
offensive odour beyond the facility boundary (as perceived by HDC). To date, HDC have considered JG Pears to

operate within the requirements of its permit.

HDC have also investigated the facility on multiple occasions following odour complaints from local residents
living north of the facility. These complaints were located within the 3 OUg/m? buffer. The conclusion of all the
investigations has been that JG Pears was operating within the requirements of its permit, and the complaints
have not constituted a breach of the permit. It should be noted that no investigations have been conducted to

the south of the facility (where the allocated land is situated) due to an absence of complaints from the south.
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As per the NPPF, JG Pears should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development

permitted for the site allocations, nor be subject to ‘agent of change’.

The odour evidence produced to date by JG Pears and the Site Promoters provide a good initial indication of
the likely odour effects upon the land allocations. Although it should be noted that further evidence would be

needed to support a robust development proposal.

The findings suggest that there is a low likelihood of odour effects at site allocation MH3. It is recommended
that MH3 would be suitable for development, including for high sensitivity uses such as schools and dwellings.

This does not preclude that it may, at times, be subjected to odour under certain wind and weather conditions.

For MH2, the evidence to date suggests a high risk of adverse odour effects in the northern parcel of land
(north of Leicester Lane), meaning that some of this area may be unsuitable for development for high
sensitivity uses such as schools and dwellings without mitigation or subject to more robust odour assessments.
In the southern part of MH2 (below Leicester Lane) odour is likely to be acceptable and impacts from the
animal rendering plant can be appropriately mitigated to avoid unacceptable impact on the amenity of future
residents. This parcel of MH2 is likely capable for accommodating high sensitivity uses envisaged by the

emerging Local Plan.

It should also be noted that where odour effects are considered significant, it does not mean that a
development proposal would be unacceptable, or a planning application refused; rather it means that careful
consideration should be given to further mitigation and the balance with any wider environmental, social and
economic benefits that a proposal would bring. The overall extent of developable area within MH2 (including
the northern parcel) may be enlarged through appropriate mitigation measures being secured, which is
expected to include (but not limited to) reductions of odour emissions at the JG Pears facility, such as an agreed
provision of funds to upgrade the biofilter beds to enclosed beds with lower odour emissions, increase stack
height, and/or install additional thermal oxidiser capacity. The effectiveness of any such mitigation would need

to be demonstrated prior to any development consent.

There may also be secondary issues that should be considered, namely potential plume visibility from the stack
and impacts of air pollutants from combustion from the boilers. In particular, should a thermal oxidiser be
installed at the facility to treat process vapour (as consented under 13/01337/FUL) then it is likely that a
significant plume would frequently be visible. It is also worth noting that covered biofilters may have visible
plumes. Regarding combustion products, the current stack height was determined based upon impacts at the
nearest sensitive receptors, rather than uninhabited agricultural land; there is therefore a potential air quality

risk for MH2 and MH3 that should be considered within a detailed planning stage assessment.
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9 Next Steps

9.1 Suggested next steps for determining the appropriate form of development to support a detailed planning

stage assessment and any mitigation are set out below:

e Mapping of receptor points (representing locations of odour exposure) in the local area, focusing on

locations to the south of JG Pears.

e Up to date dispersion modelling of odour emissions of the JG Pears facility, utilising the latest modelling

techniques and JG Pears odour measurements.

e Continued odour field surveys (sniff-tests?!) within site allocation MH2 during northerly wind conditions,

with extended survey locations throughout the full extent of MH2.

e Consider odour field surveys (sniff-tests?!) within site allocation MH3 during northeasterly wind

conditions.

e Production of a plan of the strategic land marking up the odour buffer zones of 1.5 OUg/m3, 1.5-3
OUg/m?3, and 3-5 OUg/m3, and >5 OUg/m?, to help inform mitigation measure principles, based upon up

to date dispersion modelling.
e Consideration of secondary issues, namely plume visibility and combustion products.

e Consideration of biofilter, stack, and/or thermal oxidiser upgrade for JG Pears and dispersion modelling

to determine the spatial effectiveness of this for developable land.

e Consideration of mitigation measures that may be incorporated within MH2 to minimise odour
exposure, such as vegetation barriers for odour shielding effects, and how the effectiveness of these will

be evidenced.

21 Sniff-tests should be carried out in accordance with good practice guidance and standards.
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10 Technical Appendix

Annex 1: Professional Competence

Dr Austin Cogan

MPhys (Hons) PhD CEnv MIAQM MIEnvSc ASAg

Director & Practice Manager

07881824629
austin@cogan-ec.com

Austin is Director and Practice Manager at Cogan Environmental Consulting Limited. He is a Chartered Environmentalist with over 17
years’ experience in environmental sciences, covering indoor and outdoor air quality, odour, dust, bioaerosols, greenhouse gases
and climate change. He is a former committee member of The Council of Property Search Organisations and has developed a number
of guidance documents in the industry, including on indoor and outdoor air quality and most recently on odour.

Last year, he was a reviewer of the International Handbook on the Assessment of Odour Exposure by using Dispersion Modelling.
This year, he is currently co-chair of the Institute of Air Quality Management’s odour working group, developing updated odour
guidance for planning in the UK.

Throughout his career, he has been involved in over 1,000 projects across the UK and abroad, focusing on supporting planning
applications and environmental permit applications. His expertise covers a diverse range of sectors, including residential, student,
commercial, retail, leisure, community, education, healthcare, distribution, and hospitality developments, industrial, waste,
agricultural, power generation, and utility projects, and defence, aviation, and infrastructure schemes. These have included technical
reviews for both indoor and outdoor air quality assessments, and climate change assessments for aviation, as well as the provision
of expert witness services for air quality and odour.

He has a long history of supporting local authorities with local air quality concerns, including Clean Air Zones, Local Plans, Air Quality
Management Areas, Air Quality Action Plans, and feasibility studies involving microsimulation modelling. Austin has also been
involved in multiple projects for JNCC, EA, GLA, National Highways and NGOs, undertaking research and development activities. He
is an experienced business manager, having managed multiple high-profile projects as well as operating multiple environmental
businesses, where he previously led the development of licensed meteorological data which is widely used by the industry.

He has also supported the public sector with odour concerns, including on behalf of local authorities, parish councils, and regulatory
bodies. This has involved field odour surveys, facility visits, dispersion modelling, odour strategies, technical reviews, and expert
advice. His experience for the public sector covers sewage treatment works, quarries, landfill sites, energy from waste facilities,
tarmacking plant, manufacturing facilities, waste management sites, and vehicle repair shops.

Austin is also an international expert in the field of climate change, having monitored greenhouse gases globally. He pioneered
research in satellite observations and instrument design at the UK’s Space Research Centre, where he was involved in software and
algorithm development, instrumentation design, data analysis and collaboration with many internation bodies, including NASA,
JAXA, CNES and ESA. He has produced numerous scientific papers and presented at conferences both nationally and internationally.
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Consulting

(Cogan

Environmental

Providing bespoke client focussed support

Cogan Environmental Consulting Limited is an independent environmental consultancy providing customer focused expert help to developers, planners, architects, industrial operators,
farmers, public bodies, NGOs, lawyers and other businesses. Having supported over a thousand projects throughout our team’s careers, we are well placed to provide experienced air quality,

Our company is a family business, putting value in reputation and legacy and fostering strong long-term relationships with clients. Our culture of integrity and accountability enables trust. As a

odour and climate support for a diverse range of sectors.

small business we gain a deeper understanding of client’s specific context, enabling highly tailored and client-focused services, with flexible and adaptive solutions. With direct access to

experienced consultants, clients are provided with high levels of care, pride, and dedication, as well as faster decision making and project timescales. With our niche expertise, clients benefit

from our deep understanding and are provided with relevant and practical advice.

AIR QUALITY

Air Quality Assessments for Planning and EIAs
Feasibility Risk Assessments
Air Quality Neutral Assessments
Air Quality Positive Statements
Air Quality Monitoring Surveys
Planning Condition Support
Ventilation Strategies
Emission Mitigation Statements
Damage Cost Assessments
Air Quality Dust Management Plans (AQDMP)
Dust Monitoring
Expert Witness Services
Technical Review Services
LAQM Technical Support and Clean Air Zones
Air Emissions Risk Assessments (Environmental Permitting)
Infrastructure Assessments
Indoor Air Quality Support (BREEAM, HQM, WELL, DREAM)
COSHH Surveys (Air, Fumes, Dust, Bioaerosols)

ODOUR

Odour Assessments for Planning
Nuisance Complaint Support
Commercial Kitchen Risk Assessments
Environmental Permitting Support
Odour Management and Control
Public Sector Services
Expert Witness Services
Technical Review Services
Qualitative Desktop Assessments
Field Odour Surveys (‘Sniff-Tests’)
Odour Dispersion Modelling
Odour Monitoring / Sampling
Kitchen Risk Assessments
Council, Regulator and Consultee Liaison
Odour Abatement Advice
Odour Management Plans

Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMP)
Environmental Permitting Applications and Management
Meteorological Monitoring Surveys and Data Provision

CLIMATE

Greenhouse Gas Calculations and Assessments for Planning
Greenhouse Gas ES Chapters
Greenhouse Gas Monitoring Surveys
H1 Calculations for Environmental Permitting
UK ETS Advice
Resilience and Adaptation ES Chapters
Embodied Carbon Emission Assessments
Climate Management Plans
Expert Witness Services
Technical Review Services
Net Zero Carbon Assessments for Planning
Net Zero Plans for Planning
Business Carbon Footprints
Business Net Zero Assessments
Business Net Zero Plans
Business Climate Risk Assessments
Business Climate Adaptation Plans

GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL ‘

Urban and Rural Support throughout the UK and Internationally

07881824629
www.cogan-ec.com

austin@cogan-ec.com



