Central
Bedfordshire

Council

Priory House cen-l-rul

Monks Walk -
Chickeands, Bedfordshire

Shefford SG17 5TQ

TO EACH MEMBER OF THE
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

13 January 2015

Dear Councillor

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - Wednesday 14 January 2015

Further to the Agenda and papers for the above meeting, previously circulated, please find
attached the Late Sheet:-

(i) Late Sheet 3-80
Should you have any queries regarding the above please contact Democratic Services on
Tel: 0300 300 4040.

Yours sincerely

Helen Bell,
Committee Services Officer
email: helen.bell@centralbedfordshire.qgov.uk
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LATE SHEET

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE — 14" JANUARY 2015

Item 6 (Supplement Pages 5-33) — CB/14/03678/VOC — Motorcycle
Track South of, Stanbridge Road, Great Billington

Additional Information
The noise assessment referred to in the Committee report has been appended at
Appendix A.

The applicant has withdrawn the proposed use of the track on any Bank Holidays
from the proposal.

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses

A letter of objection has been received from the occupiers of 4 Station Road,
Stanbridge. The objections are as follows:

“1) The noise level will increase with more bikes and this will continue to disrupt our
peace on a Sunday when we are trying to have some rest, of which we have had to
endure for the past 2 years. We believe that it will not be possible to control the
amount of bikes going in and out of the site.

2) We believe there is not going to be enough space on site for 18 vehicles to park
which transport the bikes, and the first aid vehicle accompanying them, which will
mean they will have to park on a very busy road congesting the surrounding areas.
We are concerned about the training centre vehicles and this will further increase the
traffic surrounding the field.

3) Also have the emergency services been contacted regarding access on site in
order for them to treat any injured riders?

4) Are there facilities at the site that are going to be built such as toilets and
accessibility for the disabled?

5) Another concern is that expanding this track will lead to the devaluing of the
surrounding properties, including my own, and this will mean people will have to seek
compensation from the council.”

An objection has been received via Andrew Selous MP from the occupiers of Mead
House, Great Billington. The objection has been reproduced in full, below:

‘Dear Mr Selous

I am writing to ask for your help to ensure the truth about the noise nuisance of the
motocross track reaches the right people, i.e. those actually making the decision at
the January Planning Meeting.

We received a letter from planning at central beds which just says the application is
‘recommended for approval'lll!
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As over 130 objections were received by the planning officer | can only assume that
this is as a direct result of the noise report requested by the council in November and
presumably paid for by us, the taxpayers of Central Beds. | presume that you are
aware that the address used on the application is not the applicant's home address.
He has the luxury of being able to stay at home in more peaceful Essex when he
feels like it and is NOT a Central Beds. resident.

I live at Mead House, the closest property to the track and am therefore uniquely
placed to comment on the noise report which has been cited as the only
'OBJECTIVE' report carried out.

The report was carried out by a specialist noise company but the results can in no
way be termed objective. The noise report was taken on one day at a TEST EVENT
specially arranged by the applicant for the council.

The applicant spent a considerable time preparing the track the night before the
event which was for specially invited participants. The applicant selected the groups
of bikes which were to use the track at any given time and understandably
completely CHOREOGRAPHED this event.

| stood near the microphone with Mr Stone from the council and there was indeed no
discernible difference in the noise levels we experienced when more, presumably
quieter, bikes were sent out onto the track.

I also pointed out to Mr Stone that the levels of noise were NOT TYPICAL and could
not be termed REPRESENTATIVE of the more disruptive levels we more usually
experience when the track is running.

I would therefore like the point that the only way a noise test can be termed
OBJECTIVE is if the applicant is unaware of it taking place and is done on a more
random basis to allow for changing weather conditions i.e. wind direction and speed
elc.

This noise report can then reasonably be used as a control thus producing a FAIR
TEST!

I would appreciate your also finding out why the council feel the change to winter use
(7 months for the applicants purposes in this instance) is being considered for
approval when this will compound the noise nuisance for those of us who choose to
live a rural lifestyle using our outdoors to the max. The increase in operational hours
is a huge concern in that it encompasses pretty much ALL of our daylight hours every
weekend during the winter.

I do hope you can help us and look forward to receiving your suggestions as to who
to contact and what we (myself and all the other central Bedfordshire residents
affected) can do to ensure this application is not approved on the strength of one
unfair, carefully choreographed, unrepresentative test event!”

A letter has also been received via Andrew Selous MP from an occupier in Station
Road, Stanbridge. The letter has been reproduced in full, below:

“l apologise for writing to you on this issue, but | must add my voice to the others that
| am sure have contacted you regarding the latest planning application from the
motocross facility near Stanbridge.l have been a resident in the central beds area
since 1985, and never felt it necessary to write to my MP before, but the current
situation, and the way CBC have handled this issue is beyond belief.
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I find it incredible that CBC are recommending the latest planning application. We
have seen a huge local response rejecting it, yet CBC apparently have taken little
notice. Do they believe that all these residents from three separate villages and three
parish councils are lying to them?

CBC have commissioned a noise test that as far | can see has been performed
completely to the advantage of an operator. The test omits crucial information such
as the type of bikes and their respective decibel levels, in fact the report seems intent
on misleading the reader by quoting specified sound levels of individual bikes, to give
the impression they were measured when they were not.

This report is not objective, it is in many respects very subjective. There is no
evidence to suggest the sample was representative of the site in use, in fact the
report actually states bikes and riders were specially invited by the operator himself.

The ACU (Auto Cycle Union) are the UK national governing body for motorsport.
Their latest (2014) requirements for Motocross mirror those of the FIM (international
Motorsport body) and provide an up to date method of testing bikes in real world
conditions with bikes under full throttle. Why then has the noise assessment been
performed against a code of practice from 1994, in place of the latest accepted
requirements?

The report also quotes the WHO guidelines for community noise to justify the use of
decibel levels, but omits to reference other recommendations from the same WHO
document which state these levels are for continuous sounds, and recommends
maximum sound levels are considered where the sound is not continuous. It also
references the capacity of a noise to induce annoyance. Again this aspect has been
disregarded.

I am employed by the British Standards Institution in Kitemark Certification and
routinely review assessment and test reports from a variety of sources. As a matter
of principle, any tests we commission are from UKAS (www.ukas.com) accredited
laboratories and suppliers as they are the only government recognised organisation
that ensure laboratories are independent, and impartial, and the reports are
objective. Why wouldn't CBC have done this?

Whilst, given the local opposition, | am at a loss to understand why the noise test is
even necessary, | think that it should be repeated before any decision is made, this
time

1) using an accredited supplier

2) permitting representatives from the parish councils to attend
3) to be conducted as far as possible to simulate a typical event
4) to be evaluated objectively against appropriate criteria.

I have now seen CBC report to the planning committee and am incredulous that they
have chosen to include vague comments from the applicants supporters, but have
chosen to ignore factual comments from residents. For example, | discussed the fact
that increased popularity of 4 stroke machines since 1995 are known to cause
problems, as these have a low frequency sound which travels much further (in the



Agenda Item 5a
Page 6

same way as bass sounds from loud car stereos can be heard for a long time after
the car has passed by)

| am also aware of a friend who attends church in Eaton Bray who objected due to
the disturbance to a time of quiet contemplation during Sunday service yet their letter
does not appear to have been included at all.

In addition to those who have objected, | am sure many local people have been
intimidated by some of the comments made by the operator on Facebook etc, and
not put their views across to CBC. In comparison, it seems many of the responses
from the supporters believed the facility was closing, encouraging them to write in.

It seems the report has also been tailored to ensure the applicant is successful.

| can understand that it might appear to be minor problem to some, but to me it has
become a most important issue. | work 5 days and only have weekends. My interests
and hobbies revolve around my home and the noise levels are often intolerable. We
can clearly hear the noise from inside our home.

I won't go on, as | am sure others have similar issues which you will have heard.

| am aware that you are involved in discussions with various parties on the issue, so |
am not expecting a detailed response, but | (along with many others | am sure) am at
my wits end with the situation and feel powerless to influence the outcome.”

Appendix B comprises a statement made by the occupier of Rye Farm, Eaton Bray.

Appendix C comprises a statement submitted by a member of the public entitled
“Motocross History”.

Appendix D comprises a report prepared by Applied Acoustic Design reviewing the
noise assessment referred to in the Committee report. This report was accompanied
by a letter which states the following:

“I attach an report by AAD (one of the UK’s leading motorsport noise specialists)
prepared on behalf of a group of Eaton Bray residents which reviews the LFA Noise
Report submitted by CBC in relation to the above application.

You will see from the review that serious questions are raised over the test
procedures used, proposed mitigation measures and the analysis and interpretation
of results, to the extent that 7 motorbikes (let alone the 18 being proposed) are likely
to exceed the maximum noise limits set by the WHO and other statutory bodies to
avoid noise nuisance at residential dwellings close to the track. On this basis, it is
clearly unsafe to continue using the LFA report as a fundamental justification by
planning officers in recommending approval of the application. It is also
recommended that any noise management plan should include a noise monitoring
point with a pre-set noise limit as detailed in the review report and commonly used at
tracks elsewhere in the country.

| would request that the attached review is included in papers made available to the
Planning Committee as the conclusions of the report will be raised by objectors when
addressing the committee on Wednesday.”



Agenda Item 5a
Page 7

In response to the representations received, the Public Protection Officer has made
the following comments:

“Further to our meeting, please see the additional/amended conditions below.

The noise during motocross shall not exceed the following boundary noise levels at
the locations shown on the attached site plan:

a. 81 dB Laeqb5min at location 1

b. 84 dB Laeqbmin at location 2

These levels closely represent (i.e. slightly above) the measured levels as reported in
the noise assessment.

In addition to this, a further bullet point could be added to the list in the noise
management plan which would read:

iif) A detailed noise monitoring scheme to assess noise levels at the boundary
locations as identified in condition x, including measurement intervals, a monitoring
record sheet and action to be taken should the boundary limits be exceeded.”

Appendix E shows the plan attached to the response from the Public Protection
Officer.

Additional Comments
The report contains three errors which should be corrected. These are as follows:

1) The table on page 7 under the heading “Condition 3” should read as follows:

Proposal Current
Start Finish Total Start Finish Total
1 October 30 April 7 months 1 April 30 September 6 Months

2) The response from Eaton Bray Parish Council, shown on page 11 under the
heading “Comments”, point 2 should read:

“Concerns that the applicant will not adhere to planning conditions, due to
previous history; already has breach of condition notices, operating outside
planning conditions/restrictions.”

3) Under the heading “Neighbours” on page 12, it should be clarified that at the
time of writing the report, the total number of objections received were 93
(including 35 from Stanbridge, 10 from Billington and 31 from Eaton Bray) and
the total number of letters from supporters 123.

Additional/Amended Conditions/Reasons
The following amendments are made to the suggested conditions:
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Condition 8:

The development hereby approved shall not commence until a noise

management plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local

Planning Authority. The development shall be implemented in strict

accordance with the details so approved and shall thereafter be maintained at

all times in accordance with those details. These details shall include:

i) A detailed monitoring methodology for assessing noise levels from
individual motocross bikes in accordance with the Code of Practice on
Noise from Organised Off-road Motor Cycle Sport (1994) and ACU
standards and a procedure for recording bikes using the track and
excluding bikes that do not meet the specified noise limits. This record
shall be kept on site and made available on request to the Local Planning
Authority.

ii) A detailed layout of the track including information on track construction,
jumps, direction of flow and bunds around the track which shall be a
minimum of 2 metres above the height of the highest point of the track level
and the necessary planning permission(s) granted. Once constructed the
configuration of the track and the bund shall be maintained and repaired
such that they remain at the approved heights.

iii) A detailed noise monitoring scheme to assess noise levels at the boundary
locations as identified in condition 13, including measurement intervals, a
monitoring record sheet and action to be taken should the boundary limits
be exceeded.

Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
(Policies BE8 & R16 SBLPR and 43 & 44 DSCB)

Condition 9:

The configuration of the track, including any bunding or noise barriers, as approved
in the noise management plan shall not be altered without the prior approval in
writing from the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
(Policies BE8 & R16 SBLPR and 43 & 44 DSCB)

Condition 11:
No motorcycles or any other motorised vehicle activity associated with the use
hereby permitted shall take place on the bunds.

Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
(Policies BE8 & R16 SBLPR and 43 and 44 DSCB)

Condition 12:
No motorcycles or any other motorised vehicle activity associated with the use
hereby permitted shall take place on the bunds.

Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
(Policies BE8 & R16 SBLPR and 43 and 44 DSCB)

New Condition No. 13 (Existing condition No. 13 becomes condition No. 14)
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The noise during motocross shall not exceed the following boundary noise levels at
the locations shown on the attached site plan:

81dB Laeg5min at Location 1

83dB Laeqg5min at Location 2

Reason: To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
(Policies BE8 & R16 SBLPR and 43 & 44 DSCB)

Additional Note to Applicant:

Please note that in order to comply with condition 8 requiring the provision of
improved bunding or noise mitigation measures that planning permission would likely
be required for additional height of bunding and that this would need to be submitted
to the Planning Authority as a Waste and Minerals Planning Application. The
applicant is advised to contact the Planning Authority accordingly.

Item 7 (Pages 15-24) — CB/14/04070/FULL — The Red Lion, 1 Station
Road, Potton, Sandy

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
None

Additional Comments

Section 4 ‘Other Matters’ of the officer’s report, sets out that a nomination request
has been received by Central Bedfordshire Council to list the Red Lion as an asset of
Community Value. The report states that this nomination request was received from
the Potton Town Council. This is incorrect. The nomination was received from East
Bedfordshire Campaign for Real Ale.

The listing process has now been completed by Central Bedfordshire Council, with
the following decision made;

In the opinion of Central Bedfordshire Council, our reasonable consideration of
Section 88 of the Localism Act 2011 is that the building or other land has in the
recent past been used to further the social wellbeing or social interests of the local
community. Furthermore, until permission has been granted for a change of use, it is
realistic to think that there can continue to be use of the building which will further the
social wellbeing or social interests of the local community.

If permission is granted by Planning Committee on 14 January 2015 the property will
be de-listed at the point action is taken to change its use - as residential dwellings
cannot be listed under the Act.

The listing of the building as an Asset of Community Value is a material
consideration, however for the reasons set out in the main report, it is not considered
that this material consideration outweighs the planning policy support for the
proposal.

Additional/Amended Conditions/Reasons
None
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Item 8 (Page 25-32) — CB/14/04511/FULL — River House, 6 Firs Path,
Leighton Buzzard, LU7 3JG

Additional Consultation/Publicity Responses
The response from Leighton-Linslade Town Council has been received and the Town
Council have no objections to the scheme.

A document has been submitted by the applicant in support of the application; this
document is appended.

Additional Comments

In response to the document submitted by the applicant, it should be noted that each
application must be determined on its own merits. A substantial number of the
examples submitted by the applicant were in place prior to the introduction of the
Area of Special character and policy BE6 in the 2004 South Bedfordshire Local Plan
Review, including the extensions and construction of the garage at The Firs, Firs
Path, the extension at Silver Birch, Plantation Road, the extension at 42 Redwood
Glade and the extension at 12 Heath Park Drive.

Other examples, namely 180 Heath Road and 255 Heath Road were for first floor
front extensions rather than side extensions and therefore did not include a loss of
spacing between properties and thus are not directly relevant to the consideration of
this application.

Insufficient information has been provided in regards to the example at Knolls Wood
and the other example from Redwood Glade to identify the relevant applications.

The most applicable example provided is the side extension at 4 Firs Path, which
was approved in 2007. However, this extension is of a different design in that is
extremely subservient to the subject dwelling, being well set back from the front
building line, which significantly reduces the impact of the extension on the sense of
spaciousness within Firs Path. In contrast, the proposed extension under
consideration would be forward of the main building line of the subject dwelling,
exacerbating the loss of spacing. Furthermore, the extension at No. 4 has a very
different relationship with the immediately adjoining neighbour at No. 5, which is set
some 15 - 20m behind the rear building line of No. 4. This again reduces the impact
of the extension at No. 4, however, this relationship does not exist in the current
situation, where the neighbouring property at No. 7 is in line with the subject dwelling.
Officers therefore consider that the recommendation for refusal to this application is
not inconsistent with other decisions made within the vicinity.

Additional/Amended Reasons
None

Item 9 (Page 33-40) — CB/14/04656/FULL — 2 Lakefield Avenue,
Toddington, Dunstable, LU5 6DB

Consultation/Publicity Responses
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No objection from Toddington Parish Council

No objection has been raised by the Highways Officer subject to the following
condition:

‘No development shall take place until details of a scheme showing the
provision of a minimum of two off-street parking spaces to serve the extended
dwelling have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning
Authority. The details to be approved shall include the proposed materials for
construction and arrangements shall be made for surface water from the site
to be intercepted and disposed of separately so that it does not discharge into
the highway. The approved scheme shall be implemented and made available
for use before the development hereby permitted is occupied and that area
shall not be used for any other purpose.

Reason: To enable vehicles to draw off and park clear of the highway to
minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the adjoining
highway’.

One objection has been received from the occupiers of no. 1 Lakefield Avenue which
is as following:

“l would like to object to the front extension on the above property. The
proposed flat roof is not in keeping with my property or any other in the
vicinity.

| cannot see any method of tying the proposed roof to my existing roof line that
will keep the front of my property looking as designed.

The existing wall at the front of Number 2 also protrudes the front of my
property (approx 100mm by eye) but the drawings show this as a flat line in
keeping with my property line. The plans seem to show this wall staying.
A note for the rear extension and other works would be sound insulation
between the properties. | would like the design to maximize any sound
insulation available between the bedrooms, bathrooms and joining walls”.
Additional Comments
None

Additional/Amended Reasons

None
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Introduction

LF Acoustics Limited have been appointed by Central Bedfordshire Council to undertake an
assessment of the noise levels associated with the use of the emstlng motocross track located on
Iand off Billington Road, Stanbrrdge Lelghton Buzzard

: Plannlng consent for the operatlon of the track was granted in 1995 (Apphcatlon Ref
‘ -SB/95/00176/FULL) The appllcatlon was subject to condrtnons whlch Ilrmted the operatlon of
. the 5|te to : : -

»  between 1St Apnl and 30" September in any calendar year;

_‘ B * to operate the track only between the hours of 1O 00 12:30 and 14:30 = 17:00 hours o
Mondays_ to Saturdays and between 10.00 14:00 on Sundays and BankHo!ldays, and

T e E restrlct|on of no more than 7 blkes on the track at any one trme

Mr Brooks a new’ operator took over control of the track approxrmately 3 years ago and has .
" renovated the track and Iayout such that it is now one of the most demanding in the country. -
Following a number of recent complalnts he is seeking. to vary ‘the conditions of the current’
B planning consent.to operate during:the winter months, with varlatlons to the number of
operatlng dates times and number of blkes allowabie on the track ‘ o

B The foIIowmg section of thss report descrlbes the rele\nnt gwdance W|th|n the UK with regards .
_ planning and the operatlon of motocross facilities. Section 3 describes-the current and-propos ed
-~operating regime for the track. Section 4 presents the resuits of & noise monitoring exercise .
" carried outto: evaluate the current and proposed noise levels associated W|th the bikes, with the
"levels asséssed within. Sectron 5. Section 6 prowdes recommendations for additional noise’
, mitigation and control measures which should be |mplemented should the varratlon in cond|t|ons
" be permltted Fmally, Sectlon 7 prowdes a brlef summary ofthe assessment

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx 1 December 2014
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Applicable Guidelines
Noise Units

Decibels (dB) '

“Noise can be considered as ‘unwanted sound‘; Sound in air can be considered as the'p'ropagation
-.of energy through the air in'the form of oscillatory changes in pressure. The size of the pressure

changes in acoustic waves is quantlﬁed on a'logarithmic decibel (dB) scale firstly because the
range of audible sound pressures is very great, and secondly becaure the !oudness funct|on of

) the human auditory system is apprommately Iogarlthmlc

) ~The dynamlc range of the audltory system is generally taken to be 0dB to 140 dB Generally, the.b' '

2.2,

addition of noise from two. sources producing the same sound pressure level, will lead to an
increase in sound pressure. level of 3 dB. A 3 dB noise charige is generally considered to be just .

.'not:ceable a5 dBchangei is generally consrdered to be clearly discernible anda 10dB change.is

generally accepted as Ieadlng to the subjectlve rmpresslon of a doubllng or halvmg of Ioudness B

A- Werghtmg

The bandedth of the freduency re'sponse of the ear isusually tak'en to be from about 18’ Hz to' .

18,000 Hz: The auditory system is not equally sensrtive throughout this frequency range: Thisis. -
taken into account when making: acoustic measurements by the use of A- we|ghtlng, afilter circuit ~ -
- which has a frequency response Sifmilar to the human audltory system AII the measurement

. results referred toin thls report are A- we|ghted : o

Umts Used to Descrrbe Trme Varymg Norse Sources (LAcq, ond LAgg)

Instantaneous A- welghted sound pressure level is. not generally considered as an adequate. A
mdrcator of subjectlve response to norse bemuse [evels of norse usually vary wrth time. '

For.many types of noise’ the Equwalent Contrnuous A- Werghted Sound Pressure Level (LAeqT) is |

* used as the b'lsrs of determining communlty response. The LAEqT is defined as the A-weighted

sound pressure level of the steady sound which contains. the same acoustrc energy as the noise '

' vbemg assessed over a specrfrc tlme perrod T.

 The l_Ago is the noise level e‘(ceeded for 90% of the measurement penod It is generally used to

quantify the background noise level, the underlylng Ievel of noise that is present even dunng thejj -

.\qtueter parts of measurement perlod

Natlonal Plannlng POllCV Framework

The National Planning POllC\/ Framework (NPPF) was publ:shed in lVIa rch2012{1]. The Framework

seeks to simplify the plannmg system and has replaced a number of national pol|C|es 1ncludrng
“the former noise gurdance contamed in Planmng Polrcy Guidance Note PPG 24,

_ The aim of the Framework is to move the decrsron makrng process to a local level and to promote
. new development with. the presumptlon in favour of sustalnable development

© Local plannlng authormes are requ:red to dcvelop Iocal polraes and regards n0|se plannlng
: polrcres and decrslons should aim to: :

o Avoid noise from giving rise to SIgnlflcant adverse |mpacts on health and quallty of life from
new development : :

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx : 2 ) December 2014
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o Mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on heath and quality of life
armng from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions;

o Recogmse that development will often create some noise.

2.2.1. Reference is made within the NPPF to the Noise P0|IC\/ Statement for Engiand [2] (NPSE), which
sets out the long. term. vision of the Government noise policy. Further information has been \
provided on the assessment of noise withih recent Planning Practice Guidance, published in -
March 2014 and available on the Government planning web site: Whilst this.guidance does not"

" provide any objective criteria upon which to base:noise. assessments the guidance provides a

. description of the relevant Effects Levels xdentlfled W|th|n the NPPF and’ NPSE and this is
. reproduced inTable 2.1 :

Perception .

' Increasing Effoct Level

Actign

Mot noticeable

Exainples of Qutcomes

‘No Effect -~

No Observed Effect

"(NOEL)

No specific measures

‘required

-not intrusive,

i .| Noise can be heard, but does not cause any change in
'Noticeable and .

behavuour or attitude. Can. slightiy affect the-acoustic .
character.of the area but not such that there isa .
percewed change in the qu‘lllty of Ilfe

‘:Ne_Obs'ervedvAdverse
Effect

No specific measures | © .

required

) LOWest'Obaerved '

Adverse Effect Level

- (LOAEL)

- {intrusive

" | Moticeable and -
*|'some of the time because.of the noise. Potential for-
same.reported sleep disturbande. /-‘(ffects the acoustic
‘character of the area such that' there i is.a percelved

E N0| e can be heard and causes small chahgeéhin
- | behaviour and/or attitude, e.g. turning. up. volume of. -

television; speaklng maore Ioudly, where ‘there is no
alternative ventilation, havmg to close windows for

change in the qmllty of life.”

| Observed Adverse -
Effect

- | Mitigate and reduce,
;| to a minimum o

.| Significant Observed .

Adverse Effect Level
(SOAEL) .-

disruptive

- | Noticeable dnd-

The noise causes a material change in behaviour

‘1 and/or attltude ‘e’g.;avoiding certain activities durlng |-
|-periods of intrusion; where there is no a[ternatlve :

ventilation, havmg to keep windows. closed most of
the time becausé of the neise. Potential for sleep ~
disturbance resulting in difficulty in getting to sleep,
premature awakening and dlfflcul'ty in getting back to
sleep. Quality of |ife diminished due-to change in
acoustlc character of the. area

Significant Observed - J‘Aveid' -

Adverse Effect

B Nc_)tici:able and

very disruptive

Extensive and regular changes in behaviour and/or an |-

inability to mitigate effect of noise teading to

.|-psychological stress or physuo!oglcal effects, e.g.

regular sleep deprivation/awakening; loss of appetite,
5|gn|f1cant medically defmable harm e.g. audltory
and non- audltory

Unacceptable Adverse
Effect

Prevent -

Table 271 Significance Criteria

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx 3
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The .NPPF advises that development should seek to ensure that noise from proposed
developments does not give rise to significant impacts, i.e. a level identified as a Significant

ltem 5a
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Observed Adverse Effect (SOAEL), which is at a level where the noise would cause a matenal ‘

’ change in behwmur

Code of Practlce on Nou.e frorn Orga msed Off—Road Motor Cycle Sport

CounC|I together W|th representatlves ofthe sports governlng bod:es [3]

Speuﬂc gUIdance on noise from ‘organised off-road motor cychng was deveioped by the NO|se o

The gurdance recommends a .range of measures almed at reducmg noise and potential .

d|sturbance as;oc;ated with motocross activities, with particular attention to prowdrng noise

o l‘EdUCtIOﬂ at source and- restrlctmg the operatlng times fOI‘ COU rses.

The main gmdance gaven is to reduce noise at source by imposing maximum noise Ilmlts for the

bikes in use. It recommends that random checks be carried out on bikes’ before an event to.
© ensure that they are below the specn‘led I|m|t5 :

- The naise Iimits speqiﬂed'in Table 2.1 below are t;he maximum levels meavstl_red at 0.5m from the
 tailpipe of a bike, atan angle of 45° to the tailpipe and at’least 0.2m above ground level.’ _

o T'lbie 2.1 Nlammum Permltted Jound Pre,J sure LeV(.L, m the Code ot Prartu.e o

‘ Br!tish Standard BS. 8233

noisesources, such as those assomated with road traffic:

o 35 dB LAeq T W|th|n living rooms and bedrooms used for restlng purposes

. nfi 50 dB LAcq T W|thm gardens is consrdered to be a desrrab!e Ie\/el W|th an upper gwdellne

value of 55 dB LAeq T.

General Standards of Daytlme N0|se

' .‘ The World Health Orgamsatron Gmdelmes [5] adwse that

CEwent’ .- RE o _I\lié_rchin'eﬂv B _ ~ "~ Mlean Piston Spe—ed' o I\Ilaxirnurn Sou'nd"l.euelj )
Motocross | - 25teoke”. o [0 13mfs 7 100ds(A) T -
N ‘ LiStroke‘ R R T /s TR R '_100 ds(A) .

Bntlsh St‘mdard BS 8233 [4] provndes design-aims- for new, propertles With regards re5|dent|al '
premlses the guidance advises the followmg daytime- deslgn alms assocnted with anonymous

@ few people are seriously annoyed by daytrme activities with LAeq Ievels below 55 dB(A) and

' o . few people are moderately annoyed by actlwtleJ W|th LAeq leve!s below 50 dB(A)

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx 4 - December 2014
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Current and Proposed Operating Proposals
Current Consent

As |nd|cated prewously, planning consent was granted in 1995 to enable the track to operate up '
to 7 days per week between 1 Apnl - 30" September inany calendar year,

~Further restrictions have been |mposed on operatmg hours and number of b!kes as follows

L o to operate the track only between the hours of 10:00 — 12: 30 and 14:30 — 17: 00 hours™

Mondays to Saturdays and between 10:00 - 14: 00 on Sundays and Bank Hohdays and

_ o a restrlctr_o_n of no more t_ha‘n'7 blkes__on the track at any_one time.

: The current planning consent therefore enables the tr’ack to o'perate for up to 183 days per year
. over a 6 month period, equating to a raximum of 6405 on track blke hours on the ba5|s of a
'ma>umum of 7 bikes on track at any one t|me

As mentioned earlier, Mr Brooks took dver the operation of the track approximately 3yearsago. . o
During this time, he has improved the standaid of the track consrderably, by altermg the Iayout' .
Candi |mprovmg the overall surface of the track

' _AThe new Iayout of the track has sought to ensure that the main Jumps are Iocated furthest from.
- the surrounding properties,. with the section of track runnmg closest to the nearest property"- o
o runnmg pwrallel to the exrstlng bundlng to reduce n0|se » : . .

: . Bu ndmg was constructed around the track by the Iand owner who prewousiy operated the. track i

3.2

Over tlme the overall height:of the bund has reduced-as it has slumped and there are presently__ '

a number ofg-xps within itand where it was. never fully completed In add:tlon, the lmprovements

‘tothe track have effectively raised. the helght by appro‘emately lmetre compared tothe original = - N
" '3track “The: effect of the bund slumpmg and the | mcrease in track height has effectively reduced BT
~ the overall mitigation height by appromm’rtely 2'metres. In.fact, at present, the tops of the twoi- )
- main Jumps are above the height of the bund thus negatlng any effect in reducmg noise levels.

Proposed Operatung Reglme e

_ ?‘Followmg a number of complamts relatmg to the summer operatlon of the S|te Mr Brooks has o
- ‘considered optlons forthe future vrablllty of the facrltty S T e

-He IS seekmg consent to vary the operatmg condrtrons to move the operatlng penod from the o I
summer months to the winter months, wh|ch he’ con5|ders would be Iess Ilkely to be potent|aIIyA '

disturbing to the surrounding re5|dents

He.has therefore submitted a planning application {Application Ref. CB/14/03678/VOC) to vary- .
Conditions 3 — 5 of the current consent for the' motocross track to the following penods

B Operate between 1*‘t October to 30"‘ Apr|l in-any calendar year,

o o., Operate the ‘track on-these’ days between 10:00 — 13 00 and 13: 30 - 16 00 on’ Frldays

Saturdays and- Sundays only, and between 10:00 - 14: OO hours on Bank Hohdays and -

_ o . Toi |ncrease the maxrmum number of b|l<es on track from 7 to 18.

The propoSed operating days see a reduction fror‘n ‘the 183 days presently permitted to a .
maximum of 90 days per calendar year, albeit over a7 month _period, rather than the & month.
period presently permitted. ' .
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With regards operational hours, Mr Brooks consiclers that an earlier finish on Fridays and
Saturdays would provide a benefit to the residents, utilising a shorter lunch period to provide a
broadly equivalent operating period each day. On Sundays, whilst longer hours are proposed
than at present, he considers that this is offset by the winter operating and the fact that the trwck
could not operate for 4 days during the week

. lt is understood that’ the increase in the number of bikes is belng sought to ensure that the
operatlon of the track can remain fmancrally viable, with the reduced operatlng perlod ’

The changes to the operatlng hours would equate to an overal! increase in the potentnl b:ke .
track hours over the year up to 8910 hours, However, it should be noted that it is unlikely that
the track would operate every weekend, as there would be a number of times where it would -
need to be closed for inclement weather and'in addition, it is highly unlikely that the track would
. be operatronal at Christmas. Qn this basis, we. would not anticipate that the overall bike track :
- hours would dlffer slgmflcantly to those present permltted : »

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx 6 December 2014
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Noise Monitoring

Introduction

In order to evaluate the noise levels associated with the bikes usmg the track an event was;

_ organlsed for 29th November 2014 during the track s closed period.

'Followmg recent heavy rains, it is understood that. a Iarge amount of new track base had to be‘.

laid to ensure that the track was dry and surtable for use..

© Mr Brooks arrange for between 30 50 rlders to- attend the meeting. The rlders were spllt into
groups’ of either 7 or 18 riders upon arrival, to enable a comparison of the current and proposed
_numbers of riders on track to be made. The groups were sent out onto the track dlternatively

- “throughout the test, with each ground running for between 10— 20 minutes. It is understood . . -

.. that due to the. dlffrculty of the track; it is physically difficult for the riders to remain-on track for
-longer periods and this’ was observed throughout the day, as rlders would tend to leave the track-

. after5-10 mlnutes

_ 'The track in its current conﬁguration is approximately 1 mile long with riders taking around 1%
~_minutes to complete a cwcmt It was observed with the smaller groups, that they would tend to
© stick together around the track givingrise to perlods of hrgher and then lower noise Ievels Wrth L

a Iarger number on track they tended to spread out Ieadmg to a more contlnuous n0|se _ o

In orcler to establish’ the n0|se Ievels '1ssocr1ted with the use of the tracl(, n0|se measurements T

- were carried at two posltlons adjacentto.the track W|th further measurements: taken at-the

'close st property, Mead House to the west and at Rye Farm in Eaton Bray to the south

'Weather COndItIOI'lS throughout the monrtormg perlod were fme and dry, with, easterly wmds L

7 _ generally very Ilght {(<1'm/s), mcreasmg to around 2 m/s fora short perrod around mldday

4.2.

B The measurements were all taken usmg four Rion NL 52 Class 1 Sound Level I\/Ieters whlch were B
‘calibrated before and after the exercise using a Rion NC-74 Class 1 Acoustic Calibrator; with each
- meter rcadlng 94.0 dB 6n each occasion. At each position, the microphones were set at a height
- of between 1.2 - 1.3 metres above the ground and at a freef‘eld position (| e away from a
: bwldlng facade) : -

'The meters were conflgured to record the noise Ievels over 1 second perlods throughout the
- -survey;. Wthh enabled individual events to be identified durlng the analysis: Each meter was - -
additionally, fitted: with, a waveform recordlng carc! w:th the audlo captured alongsrde the; S
* . méasured level clata - : :

ldentiﬁcation of Potentially'Affected Naise Sen_sitr"ve Receptors

. There are'relatively few dwellings within close proximity to the track.

Mead House is the closest property, located to the west of the track, approximately 400 metres

’from the. closest pomt on the track Thls property is along Stanbrldge Road adjacent to Nlead_
'Open Farm :

»Dwellmgs in Eaton Bray to the south are Iocated beyond 900 metres to the. south of the track
_W|th the cIosest dwelllngs along The Rye : .
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To the north, the dwellings are all beyond the AS505, with the closest properties at
Stanbridgeford, approximately 1.1km to the east of the track.

The properties are shown on Figure 1.
4.3, On site Noise Monito'ring

“In order to evaluate,the noise Icvela associated with the brkes on track, noise measurementS‘
were taken at two posntlons on the bounda ry of the track

v P05|t|on 1 —on the south eastern boundary adjacent to the bookmg in cabln on top of the
bund at a'distance of 10 metres from the track and :

o PoSition_Z " on the south.’western boundar\/ on top of the bund 10m from the track. - -
" The monitbring-positionsuare indicated on Figure 2.

- “The measurements on track were all attended which enabled the number of bikes to be counted -
- within each group and to evaluate. bL!bjECtIVCN dlffelences betwcen the groups

: 'The results of the momtonng at these 1ocat|ons have been analy_,od using the Rlon AS 60 Data =
. Ma nagement Software and-have been summarised into 1 mmute perlods for reportlng purposes .
. The resu!ts are prowded graphically within Appendlx A

_ LAQq noiJe' Ievels ass ociated ‘with e’lch group of bik'es h'nve been evaluated from the results. Given
* that the bikes took longer than 1 minute to complete a circuit, with blkes from each group
tendlng to leave-the circuit after5 =10 minttes, it has been cons;dered appropnate to evaluate -
o the noise- Ievels over the first: five. mtnute perlod whrldt ‘each group was on tlack The results
obtalned are presented in.-Table, 4 1 ’

_Time Period - -'N'umber_of Bike;: on"T'rack‘ ST Mr'-zwu'rr_fd Lacg,s minite [cIB] -
- Pos ;tlonl - o : Position2
110511307 L S1e S csa |
11:20-11:25 0 O Ui R -+ IR S Es
wsloude . | 70 . .. ws. . 783
Rty T T e T e " 76,7
R N e A B 7 O B W

12:01-12:06 [ 6 _ 7S : 75.0
12:12-12:17 . 7 S 675 _ N ZE
12:32-1237 R Lo7as ‘ 763
12:40 - 12:45 - <771 I 803
.12:50-1,2:_5‘5 ] C omBs .| - '."_16.6 :
13:38-1343 - 2 O - X F N 0 X
: _13:5_0213.:55 o IS N /70 ' S 794

Table 4.1 Summary Results of On-Site Noise Monitoring .
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Considering the smaller numbers of bikes initially, the results indicate a large variation in noise
levels, which were principally attributable to the mix of ranges of abilities of the riders using the
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track, with the most experienced making the most use out of their bike and thus generating -

higher noise levels.

It was only possible to get large numbers of riders onto track on t_hre.e occasions during the test, .

as the riders would tend to take a break after one or two'rides for rest or bike maintenance. It is

measurements, this took around 40 minutes to complete and is understood at trmes could take
up to 1 hour to complete IR -

which would.be ariticipated; however, the ma;umum n0|5e Ievels were not dISSlml|al‘ to those

generated by 7 experienced r|der:~,

Ndise Measurements at Mead Hous'e .

“also understood that the less experienced riders tend to use the track less later in'each session, -
s the track quality degrades after around 30 minutes. Thé lunchtime break perlod is primarily”
" there to enable the track to be re-graded for. the afternoon session, -and during the

' With larger numbers of riders.on track, the noise Ie\iels tended to i‘n.crease by around 3 dB(A),

i .The measurements taken at Mead House were prmupally made unattended W|th a perlod of

attendance after 14: OO hours where the overall audlbmty of the blkes was estabhshed

The moter was posmoned at the front gate to the property, approxrmately 30 metres from the

property, which is appro;«mately 400 metres from the closest corner. of the track: There was a

As with the on track monltorlng, the results obtamed at this locatlon have been summansed into

"~ 1 minute penods and are prebented graphlcally in Appendlx B

) Ambrent Norse,_Enwronmen‘t '

Thé noise lévels obtained during the periods when' there were no,bikes on track were as follows.

** “Time Period - R o " Measured Non,e Lew_ls [dB]
R e e T e
09:40 - 09:45 494 (R 1 - 46.3 '
09:45 - 09:50 - 3 - 521 | eas . 460
09:50 - 09:55 | 517 Loeso 449
13:05 - 13:10 S s 2 S a5

1320-131s . [0 488 o s3] ase
13:15-1320 532 . | 626 - o ara
13:20-1325 | s30T e3s. .. 460
1325-1330 . .- | . - 508 C ele. | a3
13:30-13:35 50.1 66 - - | - 44

Table 4.2 Ambient Moise Levels Monitored at Mead House

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx q December 2014

_good: line of sight over onto the track from the monltormg posmon ' The monltorlng posmon |s-i
i -mdrcated on Frgure 1. ' : ‘ : ‘

'Nou,e monltormg was: carrled out at thls locatlon between 09 40 14 00 hours whlch enabled ‘
j the noise levels to be established when the majority of the. bikes were -on track as |dent|f|ed in
o able 4 1 and assoaated with the general noise enwronment
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The general ambient noise environment at this location was attributable to vehicles travelling
along the A505 to the north, which was audible throughout, regular vehicle movements along.
Stanbridge Road, aircraft movements overhead, flying into Luton Airport and occasional light
aircraft. There were also chickens within the farm yard cluckmg at tlmes which influenced the
measured noise Ievcld

Noise from Motocross Tmck'

In order to assess the noise levels as..ouated with the operatlon of the motocross track, the Lacq
‘noise levels have been evaluated over the same periods as those measured on track The. results- '
ofth|5 wnaiysus are provided |n Table-4.3. :

“ Time Period Mumber of Bikes Measured . o o : Comments
' on‘Trackl -l |._A|}q,_5rninuh3 s l I
N [as] . _
11:05 - 11:10 o 16 .| 533 - | Roadtraffic / Birdsong / Bikes just audible
o _. - . - . — Birds Clucking in yard. Bikes moro audible at tlmes
11:20-11:25 |- S15- 0 | 572 ~with occasional bike clearly audlble(max upto - v -
C : | 64 dB(A)) - :

e o S oo Birds Cluckmg in yard alrcraft overhead. Bikes more . | .
11:31-11:36 |- 7 56.9 " audible at times, with cccasmnal bike clearly audible’
' - N - | (max up to 64 dB(A)) .

11:43- 11:48 o 8. ‘ - ,50.1 Road‘Trafflcr Main soprce / Bikes just audible

1 aus2i1us7 | 7 0 | - 514- | Road Traffic Main source / Bikes just audible

Road Traffic Main source/ nght airéraft overhead /

'112201'12:06 L -. o '?472"-- Bikes just audible * -
'12:12-.-‘12.:17 . 7. - 568 L ‘Hens clucking during measurement mnln SOUFCE/BIktS |
ST T . K aud;ble . .

s S T T Hens clucking during measurement main sourcé / Bikes -
12:32-12337. | ) ’ T . 4.2 audible(Cockeﬁllcallingexcluded from rﬁeasurement)
12:40 - 12:45 9 . ' ‘54,9 Ro_a'd -Trafﬁc'szii‘n source / Bikes just audible
12:50 - 12:55 e 8 Wb 544 ‘Roa.'d"Twrafﬁé Main source/,Bikesjuﬁt audible

A "Road Traffic Main source / Bikes just audible / Aircraft
013:38:1343 | .- .7 . - 506 . | atend of monitoring period excluded from | - .
Lo R P o o e 7| measurement {max 60 dB(A)) LY

©13:50-13;55 | - 18 496 - | Road Traffic Mainsource / Bikes just audible, -

Table 4.3 Summary Results of Moise: Levels at Mead House During Activity on Motocrass Track

Observations made whilst at the property and from an analysb of the audlo recordi ings mdlcwted
that the bikes using the track were generally just audible, with the more expenenced riders, who
tended to get more air over the jumps more. audlble

N0|se from the blkes became maudlble whenever a veh:cle pﬂssed along Stanbrldge Road or
there was an a|rcraft overhead.
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As the Laeq noise levels measured were principally associated with other noise sources, principally
road traffic, the results indicate that there was little variation in the noise levels at the property
with either 7 or up to 18 bikes using the track. It is noted that the [owest noise level measured
was obtained during the period when the maximum number of bikes were on the track, with the -
highest Ievels obtained from either 7 or 15 bikes on track.

.45, "'\|0|se Measurements at Rye Farm

‘The meter at this Iocatlon was’ p05|t|oned ‘within the garden areato the 5|de of the property at a ]
"position where there was a line of sight toward the track. The measurements at thIS property
- were all made unattended, although there was a period of attendance whilst the blkes were 5t||| '
_running prior to the eqmpment bemg retrleved during the afternoon -

o Noue Ievels monltored throughout the day at this Iocatlon were prlnc:pally |nﬂuenced by distant-
,road traffic, blrdsong and the perlodlc aircraft flymg overhead : :

-The summary results obtalned from . these measurements are presented graphlcally |n-."
AppendGC

' Ambrent LAeq nOIse lévels me‘usured at thrs Ioc-mon were prmcrpally attrlbutable to blrdsong,-
wrth Ievels r’anglng from 47 - 50 dB LALq during the survey perlod

- Background noise Ievels Wthh were pnnupally attrlbutable to drstant road traf‘flc were typlcally
in the range of 37 39 dB LAgo L '

) rAn 1n’11ysrs of the aud:o flles and clurmg the perlod of attendance |nd|cated that the bike using - 4
.. the track’ were notaudible at thls position, |nd|cat|ng that the Ievels of noise assocmted WIth thelr Co
e use were: at Ieast 10 dB(A) below the. norse levels measured ' : : L

. : The results of the survey at this Iocatlon would |nd|cate that nor:,e from the operatlon of the
" motocrOSs track were acceptable : : :
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Assessment

The results of the noise measurements taken at Mead I-Iouse and Rye Farm on 29" November
2014 indicated acceptable noise levels associated with the operation of the motocross track.

Whilst the bikes were audible at Mead House, the level of noise assaciated With their use was
very low, with the bikes becoming m'ludible as either a vehlcle passed along Stanbrldge Road or
an alrcraft flew overhead.

During the'meas:urements, winds were light althoughiin a 's!ight positive direction towards Mead

House. With a slightly stronger wind, 'givenithe distances between the property and the track, it

is likely that noise levels could increase margrnally, but would reduce when winds were blowmg .
- in a direction away from the house. : : '

Slmllarly, at Rye Farm itis consldered that the use of the blkes could be audlble when the wmds
were from a-north westerly direction.-However, it is also likely that the n0|se assoaated with
distant road traffic usmg the A505 would alsoi increase on these occasions.’

: The results of the monrtormg |nd1cated that there was little varlatlon in the noise levels at the .
'dwelllng,,, when 18 bikes were using the track, compared. to the presently permltted 7. As
* discussed earller with a larger number of bikes on track, the noise generated tends to.-be more
continuous, as the bikes spread around the course, whereas with a Jmaller number of blkes the . ‘
; rrders tend to bunch up creatmg perlochc hlghs and lows in the n0|se ’ : '

- Based upon the measured noise level 1IIowmg 18 blkes to use. the track would make no
srgmﬂcant |ncrease in noise. Ievel_, at the surroundmg propertres : :

-_Con5|derat|0n has been glven to the changes in operatlng days and tlmes dunng the year The
change from summer to winter operation would be very subjective: The majority- would tend to
.. spend less time outdoors over the winter months and hence the bikes. operatlng would be Iess'_ T
‘ ‘notrceable However, a few people who make use of the dayllght Hours within thé winter months Lo
may notice the bikes more, as they would be operating for a longer period,-although stopping an -
hour earlier in the day.on Fridays and Saturdays. With regards Sundays' a-16:00 finish would
make little difference objectlvely in noise terms as the general background noise en\nronment .
will be very Jlmllar at 14 OO and 16 OO hour_. - : o .

Furthermore whilst a Ionger operatmg period of 7 months a year is bclng sought in reallty itis
- ’unhkely that, the track would be fully operational durlng this’ perlod as there would: be tlmes
' when the track would have to be close’ due to poor weather whlch is more. |I|<L|y than when'
= operatmg durlng the summer months. SR : - '

.0On ba!ance, it is not considered that the proposed variations to the operaticnal times nor
increasing the number of bikes from 7 to 18 would result in a noticéable change in the noise
“environment at the surrounding properties. Furthermore, the results obtained from the noise
monitoring indicated that whilst the bikes were audible, the level of noise generated was below
: that associated with other surroundmg n0|se sources.
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An assessment against the NPPF guidelines would therefore indicate that the operation of the
track does notresult in a significant adverse effect at the surrounding properties. The assessment
would conclude that the operation has the potential to generate an Observed Adverse Effect
under certain weather conditions and under these situations the NPPG guidelines advised that
the noise from the opelatlon shoufd be m|t|g1ted and reduced to a minimum.

" Recommendations for addltlonal m|t|gat|on and control measures are therefore dtscusged in the '
- following sectlon :
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Recommendations for Additional Mitigation and Control

Whilst it is considered that the operation of the track over the winter months and with up to 18
bikes on track is unlikely to generate significant adverse effects, additional noise mitigation and

" control measures have been identified, which would further seek to reduce noise Ievel and

potential. adverse |mpacts
Perimeter B'unding

As discuissed previously, the mitigating effect of the perimeter bunding has deteriorated over

time, as a result of the bund slumping, small sections ‘of the bund having been removed or

incomplete and the increase in track level. These changes have résulted in the overall effective,

‘height reducing and in some.areas to a Ievel which is now below-the trackrlevel. .

It is recommended that the bund is reinstated.correctly, cleaily toa mlnrmum herght of 2 metres

above the track at any point (ice. mcreasmg in overall height adjacent to Jumps) which s

lunderstood to have been its original helght

peaks which are presently heard as the more experienced riders take air over the jumps.
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: ‘Wlth the bund remgtated to its correct helght noise levels agsocmted W|th the blkes generally _
would be reduced. However, more effectively, the bund would seek to reduce the occasional -

©tisalso suggeéted-thot a planning condition be imposed, if possible; which seeks to ensure that
" the bundis constructed to a minimum height of 2 metres above track level and thatitis inspected . -
-/ maintained at regular intervals (e. g- at the end of. each season) to ensure that the effective

'helght is m"nntamed and dOtS not slump agdm whlch h“IS happened at the present tlme
_ Control of Nonse LeVels from Blkes on Track
- At present |t is, understood that Mr Brooks undertakes a subjectwe aasessment of the nois

_"llevels from. the bikes ( usmg the track and will pulI any off Whrch appear 16 be generatmg hlgher.-'-,-- e
than expected'levels of noise. These bikes are then subject to a noise-test and.if found to fail,

elther ofrered packlng for the exhaust 5|Ie_ncer or the rider-is asked o Ieave the circuit.

Whllst ‘this’ aases_yment is con5|dered a 5atis,factory appronch for ‘this type of faulrty, 1t is

,recommended that the ‘procedure be fully- docurnented and ektended (if not alréady. -

implemented) to allow the tr ack marshals’ the ability to ldentify and remove any offending blkes__

Dunstable MX Noise 1214.docx ) 14 December 2014
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Summary and Conclusions

LF Acoustics Limited have been appointed by Central Bedfordshire Council to undertake an
assessment of the noise levels associated with the use of the exu,tmg motocross track focated on
land off Bllllngton Road, St’lnbrld{,e Leighton Buzzard.

Plannlng conbent for the operation of the track was granted in 1995 (Apphcatlon ‘Ref."
-SB/95/00176/FULL) The appllcatlon Was subject to conditions, which limited the operatron of
* thesite to: :

0 - between 1% Apr|l and 30"1 September in any calendar year

o " to operate the track only between the hours of 10 00 - 12:30 and 14:30 — 17 00 hours - '
Mondays to Saturdays and between 10: OO 14:00 on Sundays and Bank I-lohdays and

v ares trlctlon of no more than 7 blkes on the track at any one time. .

Mr Brooks, a new operator, took over control of th_e track appr,oximately.,?. years ago and has
renovated the track and layout such that it is now, one of the'most demanding in the country. _
Follbwing a number of recent com'plaints he is seeking to vary the con'ditions" of the current

' plannlng consent to- operate during the winter months,. W|th variations to the: number of
operatmg dates, tlmes and number of bikes- allowable on the track as follow> :

0. _Operate between 1= October to. 30"‘ Aprll in any calendar year

"o between, 10 00 — 13:00 and 13330 - 16:00 on Fridays, Saturday and Sur’r_da’ys"only} and’
- between 10:00 - 14 00 hours on Bank Holldays and ' : o L _

. '.'-, ' To mcreaae the max1mum number of blkCS on track from 7 to 18

“In order to evaluate any potentral add:tronal adverse |mpacts upon surroundlng resudents from'
the’ proposals, ‘a. “noise- momtorlng exercise was carned aut durmg a test event where S
combmatlons of up to 7 and up to 18 blkes were used on.track. -

The assessment |nd|cated that ‘whilst noise Ievels generally |ncreased at. the track with the :
additional bikes, there was-no notlceable increase in noise levels at the surrounding propertles
with the noise generated by the ‘bikes remaining below that Which would be con5|dered to_

. represent a .slgnlﬂcant adverse efuect as descrlbed in the NPPF p!annm[, gwdance

) _The operatlon of the track could however generate an observed adverse effect durmg certam _
L weather condltlons, with winds blowmg towards the surroundmg propertles In this situationthe ..
- NPPF guidance recommends that the noise should be mltlgated and mlnlmlbed It was rioted that
the existing bund has become ineffective and this should be reinstated, should consent be
'granted which would reduce naise levels at the properties and a recommendation is made to -
ensure that this is constructed to a minimum height of 2 metres relative to the adjacent track’
level. With regards noise levels associated with the bikes, there is some control on the noise
levels at present, however, it is recommended that the procedure for removmg bikes for testmg,
: should they be |dent|f|ed as generatlng h:gh levels of nelbe is formallsed
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The proposed winter operating over a seven month period, rather than the presently permitted
6 months and additional bikes permitted on track, would give rise to an overall increase in bike
hours permissible over the operating period. As indicated within this report, the additional bikes
would be unlikely to result in a significant impact at the surrounding dwellings. The overall
increase in operating hours is not anticipated to be as high as anticipated, as the track wouid be
_closed for a numberof days within the 7 month period due to poor wcather which is more likely

. ovcr winter than summer months . =

‘In summary, with approprlate ¢ontrol-and reinstated boundary mltlgatton it c0n5|dered that the
- proposed winter operating would not result in any addltlonal |mpacts ‘upon ou:upants of
surroundmg propert1es S
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Figure 1: Site Location / Noise Measurement Positions
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Figure 2: On Site Noise Measurement Positions
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Appendix A
Summary Resulis of On Track Moise Monitoring
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitaring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: On Site Morth Eastern Position By Control Cabin
10m from Track
Instrumentation: Rion ML-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00231656)
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocrass Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: On Site North Eastern Position By Control Cahin
10m from Track
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00231656)
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: On Site North Western Boundary on Top of Bund
10m from Track
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 0023 1657)
Mic Height 1.3m Freefield
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: On Site North Western Boundary on Top of Bund
10m from Track
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00231657)
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Appendix B
Summary Resulis of NMoise Monitoring at Mead House
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014

Location: Rye Farm
Within Garden to Side of Dwelling

Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Leval Meter (Serial No. 00231655)
Mic Height 1.3m Freefield
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: Rye Farm
Within Garden to Side of Dwelling
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00231655)
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Central Bedford«hire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Nois¢: Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: Rye Farm
Within Garden to Side of Dwelling
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00231655)
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Appendix C
Summary Results of Noise Monitoring at Rye Farm
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Central Bedford<hire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Nolse Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014

L ocation: Rye Farm
Within Garden to Side of Dwelling

Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00610177)
Mic Height 1.3m Freefield
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: Rye Farm

Within Garden to Side of Dwelling
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00610177)

Mic Height 1.3m Freefield
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Central Bedfordshire Council - Dunstable Motocross Track
Results of Noise Monitoring Undertaken on 29 November 2014
Location: Rye Farm =
Within Garden to Side of Dwelling
Instrumentation: Rion NL-52 Class 1 Sound Level Meter (Serial No. 00610177)
Mic Height 1.3m Freefield
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Development Committee Meeting 14 January 2015
Item 6 - Planning Application CB/14/03678

Purpose of this paper

To question the basis of the conclusion outlined on page 25 of the Officers Report
that:

“Whilst it is correct that Breach of Condition Notices have been served on the
applicant, these have since been complied with and as such do not constitute a
material planning consideration......... Furthermore this demonstrates that the local
Planning Authority is capable of enforcing its own planning conditions”

Background Information.

2012

The applicant began operating the site in April. Immediately he operated outside the
permitted hours and put more than the 7 permitted bikes on the track.

Local residents complained but no Planning Enforcement action was taken throughout
the six month summer period.

In September the operator made a Planning Application for more hours, more bikes
and winter usage (CB/12/03419). This application was refused in November but he
continued to operate although clearly knowing he was operating illegally.

Eventually after more complaints from local residents a Breach of Condition notice,
regarding not operating in the winter period October/March, was issued in January.
The track eventually stopped operating in February

2013:

The track began its permitted summer (April through September) operation on 1 April
and immediately there were more than 7 bikes on the track operating outside the
permitted hours.

A CBC Public Protection Officer witnessed this but was refused entry to the site.

As CBC Planning Enforcement records show, local residents complained throughout
the summer, provided pictorial evidence of more than 7 bikes on the track but
Planning Enforcement took no action.

The site continued to operate into October in contravention to the Breach of Condition
notice issued nine months earlier.

Eventually after numerous complaints by local residents CBC warned the operator, he
would be taken to the Magistrates Court. He continued to operate.

CBC made the same threat again and but motocross continued.

Eventually CBC threatened a High Court Injunction and the track closed for the
winter.

2014:

The track opened for business in April and immediately operated outside its permitted
hours and with more than 7 bikes. Local residents complained and CBC acted and
issued two further Breach of Condition notices during that month.

The site generally complied with its planning conditions during the summer. There
were some days when noise levels indicated there were more than 7 bikes on the
track. Hence there were fewer noise complaints to CBC.

On 21 September [ witnessed more than 7 bikes on the track and informed CBC
Planning (Messrs Andrew Davie. Michael Bailey and Ms Sue Cawthra).

None of the recipients responded or acknowledged the complaint and no action was
taken even through it contravened the Breach of Condition Notice.
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Conclusion
An impartial observer might conclude:

1. The applicant has a long history of ignoring his planning conditions right up to
21 September 2014
Similarly he has a long record of ignoring CBC warnings.

2. Whilst CBC Planning Enforcement is clearly capable of acting to enforce
conditions — it has a statutory duty to do so — the above evidence would
suggest it is certainly not proactive and has an unfortunate habit of ignoring
local residents complaints despite relying on their input.

Relevance of the above history

Given the past behaviour of the applicant outlined above and the difficulties CBC
Planning Enforcement and CBC Public Protection historically have had in monitoring
the track, it is essential that whatever planning conditions are approved, they are
capable of being monitored, be it noise, opening hours, days or months.

Noise, however remains a key issue. If local residents could not hear the bikes there
would be no issue with motocross. But it is common knowledge that motocross and
noise nuisance go hand-in-hand. That is why many Councils are restricting or closing
motocross tracks.

The Officers Report contains the outline of a draft Noise Management Plan.

It is essential that this Plan includes Boundary Noise Levels.

These should be set for nearby residential properties (those most effected by the
noise) and would enable CBC Public Protection to monitor noise levels over a
realistic period without having to warn the track operator or seek his permission to
enter the track.

The actual Boundary Noise Levels should be taken from the listed readings recorded
at nearby residential properties and contained in the independent Noise Report
conducted by CBC. This report is the foundation for CBC Plannings’ contention that
18 bikes are no nosier than 7.

CBC Planning claim the report provided scientific and objective measurements of the
normal operation of the track with up to 18 bikes being ridden.

To set Boundary Levels other than those detailed in the Noise Report would question
the validity of the report and therefore the basis of CBC Plannings’ contention that 18
bikes are no nosier than 7.

Dr Richard Brewer
Rye Farm
Eaton Bray
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Motocross History

In 1994 Mr George Bunker the owner of the site started to run large meetings on the
site. The noise from this activity was very disturbing to the people living in the locality.
There was no planning permission for motocross on this site.

The local residents together with South Beds District Council sought a Noise
Abatement Notice. This was based on readings of noise levels and was granted in
1995. Mr Bunker appealed against the notice but the magistrates upheld the notice
considering it to be reasonable. The Noise Abatement Notice was subsequently
withdrawn by the Council in November 2001. CBC have claimed that the notice was
unenforceable and that they had found no evidence of noise nuisance. It has proved
impossible to discover the nature of the evidence cited to support this claim.

In 1995 Mr Bunker sought and was given planning permission. This was granted on
the basis that Mr Bunker claimed that he had been using the track for motocross
without permission for many years. Mr Bunker claimed that he wanted to keep the
track open as a facility to be used by local children.

The planning permission made very specific directions about the layout of the track
and the height of the bunds and the landscaping that was to be put into place.

The permission limited the hours of operation and the number of bikes on the track to
a maximum of 7 and restricted the use of the track to April 1st to September 30™.
The restrictions were put in place to enable the local authority to “exercise proper
control over the development in the interests of general amenity”

The intention clearly was to minimise the nuisance to local people from the track and
to restrict the track to its former use as a small track for local lads to practice on.

The restrictions on number of bikes and the hours of operation were intended to
prevent it from becoming a commercial track able to be used for large meetings.

This restricted planning consent worked well and only an occasional complaint was
made about the track.

In March 2012 the current operator, Mr Brooks took over the management of the
track. He had been running a motocross track in Essex that was closed down by the
local Council. Mr Brooks had been operating the Essex track illegally without
permission for almost 10 years before the local council were able to close it down.

During 2012 Mr Brooks ran large race meetings at the Stanbridge Road track with no
regard to the number of bikes on the track or the hours of operation allowed by the
current planning permission.

Complaints were made to CBC Public Protection and Planning Enforcement about
the noise nuisance and the hours of operation. Other than “having a word” with Mr
Brooks no action was taken by Planning Enforcement. No noise testing was done by
Public Protection.

In September 2012 Mr Brooks applied for a variation of planning permission. He was
allowed by CBC Planning to continue operating after the end of September whilst the
application was considered. Permission was refused in November 2012 but Mr
Brooks continued to operate after this refusal. CBC issued a Breach of Condition
notice in January 2013. He then operated until February 2013 taking full advantage
of the 28-day notice period.

On 21° February 2013 Mr Brooks submitted an application for a Certificate of
Lawfulness stating that as the track had been used for 10 years through the winter he
should be allowed to continue. Many local people wrote to confirm that this was not
the case. CBC refused the application. On April 18th. 2013 Mr Brooks appealed
against this refusal. The appeal was turned down, as a Certificate of Lawfulness
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cannot be considered if a Breach of Condition notice is in place. The conclusion was
that CBC should not have considered the application in the first place.

On 1° April 2013, Easter Monday, Mr Brooks restarted operating with more than 7
bikes on the track and outside of permitted hours. Complaints continued on a regular
basis to CBC about the breaches of the current planning permission and the noise
nuisance.

A CBC Public Protection officer, Mr John Eden, visited the area and himself
witnessed bikes racing after 2pm on a Sunday afternoon at the beginning of April. He
spoke to the operator but was refused permission to enter the site.

Throughout 2013 Mr Brooks continued to operate outside of permitted hours and
with more than 7 bikes on the track. In spite of being continuously advised by local
people about these breaches and evidence being sent no action was taken by CBC
Planning Enforcement. No noise tests were conducted by CBC Public Protection.

In September 2013 Mr Brooks made another application to vary the planning
conditions. This was also refused.

Mr Brooks continued to operate after the 30™ September 2013 in spite of there being
a Breach of Condition notice in place. Mr Brooks ignored warnings from CBC that
they would take the matter to the Magistrates Court. The winter activity only stopped
when Mr Brooks and the site owner Mr Bunker were threatened with a High Court
Injunction.

Motocross activity began again in April 2014. Again Mr Brooks had more than 7
bikes on the track and ignored the permitted hours of operation.

After many complaints by local people two further Breach of Condition Notices were
issued with regard to the hours of operation and the number of bikes on the track.

For the remainder of 2014 Mr Brooks has more or less kept to the Planning
Permission.
It is significant to note that this resulted in considerably less complaints to CBC.

The current Planning Application was submitted on 3™ October 2014, Mr Brooks
then set up and ran “Enduro” meetings using the woods at the rear of the track.

A meeting was arranged by Mr David Hale with local councillors. At this meeting Mr
Brooks made a threat that if he did not secure the current planning permission
applied for he would run the track all summer and then run “Enduro” in the woods
with up to 300 bikes during the winter. The same threat has been repeated on Mr
Brooks’ Facebook page.
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Dunstable Motocross Track
Review of L F Acoustics Noise Assessment

Preface

This report has been prepared by John Sim who is a member of the Institute of Acoustics and
a qualified Environmental Health Officer. John is an Associate with Applied Acoustic Design
Limited (AAD) where he has been employed since June 2003. In addition to his qualifications
as an Environmental Health Officer he holds the Institute of Acoustics Diploma and the
Scottish Institute of Environmental Health Certificate in Noise and Vibration Control.

John has 26 years experience of providing acoustic consultancy services in private practice
with a further 8 years as a specialist pollution control officer in local government. He has given
acoustic evidence in both Magistrates Courts and the High Court and has provided expert
witness evidence to a number of Public Inquiries. John is a registered expert witness under
the Sweet & Maxwell checked Expert Witness scheme.

The report is approved by Tony Holdich who is a member of the Institute of Acoustics and a
Fellow Member of the Chartered Management Institute. Tony has been a director of Acoustic
Practices for 28 years, was a founder of AAD of which he was a director from 1990 to 2013. In
2013 became an Executive Consultant and Quality Control Manager at AAD leading AADs BS
EN I1SO 9001:2008 Quality Management qualification and Lloyds Register audits.

Ref: 14081/001/js
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Review of L F Acoustics Noise Assessment

1.0

1.1

1.2

2.0

2.1

2.2

Information

A planning application has been received by Central Bedfordshire Council (the
Council), reference CB/14/03678/VOC, for the variation of Conditions 3, 4 and 5 of the
extant planning consent reference SB/TP/95/0176. The variation to the conditions
relate to an increase in the maximum number of motorcycles allowed on the track at
any one time and changes to the operating days and hours of the track.

L F Acoustic Ltd (LFA) were employed by the Council to assess the noise implications
of the proposed variation of conditions with respect of the likely effect on residential
amenity. A group of local residents have instructed Applied Acoustic Design (AAD) to
review the report and provide a critique where necessary.

The Proposed Variations to Conditions
The three conditions for which variations are sought are as set out below;

Condition 3:
This permission shall only extend the use of the site for the purpose of motor cycle
training and practice between 1% April and 30" September in any calendar year.

Condition4:

The site shall be used for the purpose hereby permitted only between the hours of
10.00am to 12.30pm and 2.30pm to 5.00pm Mondays to Saturdays and between the
hours of 10.00am to 2.00pm on Sundays or Public Holidays.

Condition 5:
No more than 7 motor cycles shall use the track at any one time.

The proposed variations to these conditions are set out below;

Condition 3:
Change operation from the summer months to the winter months i.e. only operate from
1t October in one calendar year to 30" April in the following calendar year.

Condition 4:

Reduce the days of operation from seven days a week to nominally three days a week
i.e. only operate on Fridays, Saturdays, Sundays and Bank Holidays. (Note: by the
inclusion of Bank Holidays, a number of which fall on a Monday will give rise to weeks
with four days of operation i.e. Monday, Friday, Saturday and Sunday). The variation
to this condition includes a change to operating hours as shown below;

Friday and Saturday 10.00am to 1.00pm and 1.30pm to 3.30pm

Sunday 10.00am to 1.00pm and 1.30pm to 3.30pm
Bank Holidays 10.00am to 2.00pm
Condition 5:

Increase the number of bikes on the track at any one time to 18.
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3.0 Discussion of the Proposed Variations

3.1 On the face of it the proposed variations to the conditions will provide a reduction in
the number of days and operating hours of the track and thereby reduce noise
disturbance and impact on local residents.

3.2 A calculation of the likely activity at the track, taking 2015/16 as an example;

The current conditions allows 183 days of track use over which up to 7 motorcycles
could use the track for 915 hours; a total of 6405 track motorcycle hours.

The proposed conditions would allow 92 days of track use (including the bank holidays
New Years and April bank holiday) over which up to 18 motorcycles could use the track
for 426 hours; a total of 7668 track motorcycle hours.

3.3 As can be seen, there is a significant increase in the number of track motorcycle hours
comparing the controls provided by the conditions attached to the extant consent and
the proposed variations to those conditions. The proposed variations to the conditions
cannot therefore be regarded as a planning gain in terms of reduced activity levels.

3.4 The Council planning report contains information submitted by the applicant following
the site noise measurements undertaken by LFA used as the basis of the noise impact
assessment. This information includes the statements “If we run throughout the winter
we will be fighting the weather for the most of it” and “It is also a massive job for us to
keep the track in a rideable condition and we have to continually pump out the small
ponds around the track to allow for drainage and also riders will not ride if it is raining
on the day as it is impossible for them to see where they are going”.

3.5 These statements imply that it is probable that if the variations to the conditions were
granted that the track would not be used to the full extent of the revised permitted
hours. There would consequently be fewer actual track motorcycle hours than the
variations to the conditions would permit.

3.6 It is assumed that these statements are made to further re-inforce the position that the
proposed variation to the conditions would result in a less intensive use of the track
than at present and consequently there would be a reduced impact on residential
amenity.

3.7 However, the planning report also contains the statement from the applicant that “At
present with the planning conditions we have in place, we don’t have any of these
problems and can, as we did this year, open every day that we wanted to with ease”.
(my emphasis).

3.8 From this statement it is taken that the track currently does not open every day
permitted by the extant planning consent. It would be expected that, based on the
operators experience, that the track would only operate on those days which gave rise
to sufficient usage to make it viable to open. It would also be typical that these days
would be at the weekend as these are the days when most people are not working.

3.9 In any event there is no evidence provided by the applicant to show the actual usage
of the track compared with the permitted usage and therefore no basis upon which to
determine if there is likely to be any significant reduction in the days of operation. The
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only information that is clear is an increase in the number of motorcycles allowed on
the track and the number of operational months increased from six to seven.

3.10 It may be that the proposed number of operational days are no fewer in number than
is currently undertaken at the site and consequently the result could be the same
number of actual operational days but with an increase by one hour a day Fridays,
Saturdays and Sundays with noise from almost twice the number of motorcycles.

3.11  From the information provided it is unclear what reduction in site activity, if any, is likely
to result from the proposed variations to Conditions 3, 4 and 5 of the extant planning
consent.

4.0 Review of the LFA Noise Assessment

4.1 The occasion during which the noise measurements were made took place on 29"
November 2014 which is outside the permitted operational dates of the track. It is
understood that the bike riders present during the occasion were a group of bike riders
invited by the applicant for the purpose.

4.2 Given the artificial nature of the occasion, with a group of invited bike riders, it must be
assumed that the occasion would be a best case with respect of control of the noise
from the operation of the track. A more rigorous approach would have been if the
applicant, rather than the Council, had employed the acoustic consultant and that the
noise measurements had been made during the normal operation of the track on
multiple occasions.

4.3 This review of the noise assessment is made on the basis that the noise
measurements at the site are a best case for the applicant and that there is a high
probability that the level of noise from the normal operation of the track, with an ad hoc
group of bike riders, will be greater than has been determined during the LFA noise
survey.

44 Noise Survey and Results

4.4.1 ltis understood that four sound level meters were used during the survey, two located
at positions 10m from the track, one in a garden adjacent to Mead House and the final
meter in a garden area adjacent to Rye Farm. The measurement positions are given
in two Figures attached to the LFA assessment, copies of which are appended to this
review. Figure 1 shows the measurement positions at Mead House and Rye Farm and
Figure two shows the measurement positions adjacent to the track.

4.4.2 The meters were set up to record noise levels over 1 second time periods with audio
capture being undertaken contemporaneously with the measurements. The rationale
for the measurement set up being the identification of individual occasions.

4.4.3 Appendices A to C of the LFA noise assessment show the measured noise levels
aggregated into 1 minute time periods. Appendix A shows the aggregated noise levels
for the track side positions, Appendix B shows the aggregated noise levels for Mead
House (the text identifying the location at the top of the charts wrongly identify the data
as being for Rye Farm) and Appendix C shows the aggregated noise levels for Rye
Farm.
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4.4.4 Given the stated intent that 1 second time periods had been chosen so as to allow for
the identification of individual occasions it is not understood why the data has
subsequently been provided in the form of 1 minute aggregated noise levels.

4.4.5 The aggregation of the 1 second noise levels to 1 minute noise levels will smooth out
and mask the noise from individual occasions and prevent proper third party
assessment of the conclusions reached with respect to the levels of noise from
individual occasions.

4.4.6 ltis noted that the measurement data at the track positions show fairly constant activity
from around 10:30 to around 13:00 with a number of very short breaks, a break from
around 13:00 to around 13:37 and then constant activity up to around 14:00 with one
short break. However, it is also noted that the LFA assessment is based on only 12
five minute time periods during all of the site activity rather than assess the noise levels
during the entirety of the activity.

4.4.7 1t is understood that specific time periods may have been chosen to determine the
effect of the number of motor cycles on the track at any given time might have on the
measured noise levels. However, there should be no reason why the assessment
should not also have considered the levels of noise during the entirety of the track
activity so as to provide a comprehensive view of the track noise rather than a snapshot
view.

4.4.8 It is considered that the best use has not been made of the data obtained from the
noise measurement exercise and as a consequence the LFA noise assessment may
not reveal the entirety of the noise impact on residents.

4.5 Noise Criterion

4.5.1 Consideration of a noise criterion against which noise from the track may be assessed
is based on the guidance and advice contained in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). The NPPF advises that local planning authorities should aim to
“Avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life
from new development”.

4.5.2 Reference is then made to the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) and in
particular to the relevant effect levels identified in this and the NPPF. These effect
levels being as given below;

No Observed Adverse Effect (NOEL) noticeable not intrusive
Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LAOEL) noticeable and intrusive
Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL) noticeable and disruptive
Unacceptable Adverse Effect noticeable and very disruptive

4.5.3 Reference is also made to the “Code of Practice on Noise from Organised Off-Road
Motor Cycle Sport®, British Standard BS8233:2014 and the 1999 World Health
Organisation Guidelines.

4.5.4 ltis noted that in particular the guideline noise level values from BS8233 and the WHO
document are given but that the assessment, although stating that “ The results of the
noise measurements taken at Mead House and Rye Farm on 29" November 2014
indicate acceptable noise levels associated with the operation of the motocross track’,
the assessment at no point makes comment as to what an “acceptable noise level’
would be.
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Date: 8" January 2015 Page 6 of 15



Agenda ltem 5a
) “Page60

Dunstable Motocross Track
Review of L F Acoustics Noise Assessment

4,55 Reference has been made in the LFA assessment to BS8233 and WHO guidelines
with 55 dB Laeq ¢ being identified in BS8233 as being the “upper guideline value” for
gardens and being the identified in the WHO guidance as being the noise control level
required “To protect the majority of people from being seriously annoyed during the

daytime...... .

4.5.6 The LFA noise assessment, although referencing these objective noise criteria, does
not then comment on or recommend a testable, measureable objective noise criterion
at residential properties against which the proposed development can be assessed.

4.5.7 ltis not understood why there has been no consideration with respect of relating the
55 dB Laeg t in gardens as a maximum guideline noise level to prevent serious
annoyance to the SOAEL definition of noise being noticeable and disruptive.

4.5.8 There must be reasonable correlation between noise causing serious annoyance and
noise causing a material change in behaviour and/or attitude and consequently an
objective noise criterion related to the 55 dB Laeq, t NOise criterion should have been
recommended.

4.5.9 Such a noise criterion would give certainty to the applicant as to what needs to be
achieved and gives transparency to residents as to the basis of an assessment that
noise from the proposed development is acceptable and will not give rise to serious
detriment to their amenity.

4.6 Measured Noise Levels

4.6.1 The trackside noise measurements given in table 4.1 relate the measured noise levels
at two positions 10 metres from the track with differing number of motor cycles running
on the track. The LFA assessment then comments, based on these measured noise
levels, “the results indicate that there was little variation in the noise level at the
property (Mead House) with either 7 or up to 18 bikes using the track. It is noted that
the lowest noise level measured was obtained during the period when the maximum
number of bikes were on the track, with the highest levels obtained from either 7 or 15
bikes on track”.

4.6.2 Table 4.2 in the LFA assessment gives the measured ambient noise levels at Mead
House (i.e. the noise levels with no track activity) and table 4.3 gives the measured
noise levels at Mead House with bikes on the track. There is no table given which
shows the calculated noise levels at Mead House due to the bikes alone i.e.
disaggregating the bike noise from the measured noise levels which includes the
ambient noise.

4.6.3 In the simplest of possible calculations the average ambient noise level is
51.3 dB Laeq, 5 min (average of all of the measured ambient noise levels) and with noise
from the bikes the average noise level is 54.3 dB Laeq, 5 min. By calculation, on the basis
of this simple calculation, the noise level due to the bikes at Mead House is around
51 dB Laeq, 5 mini.€. the bikes on their own at Mead House are as noisy as the sum total
of all other noise sources in the area.

4.6.4 Even this simplistic analysis of the limited data contradicts the LFA assessment in the
last paragraph on page 9 where it is stated “....... the level of noise generated was
below that associated with other surrounding noise sources”. Indeed, as shown below,
there are periods where the noise from the bikes was around 4 dB higher than the
other surrounding noise sources.
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4.6.5 A more complicated process of calculation can be undertaken by assessing each of
the 12 five minute periods individually against the average ambient noise level, the
minimum ambient noise level and against the maximum measured ambient noise level
as shown below;

Number

of

bikes Ave Min Max
16 48.9 51.4
I
7
8 44.2
7 335 47.9
6 51.0 52.7 43.6
/| 554 561 538
7 51.0 52.7 43.6
9 52.4 53.7 48.4
8 51.5 53.0 45.5
7 45.9
18 41.9

4.6.6 The first column refers to the number of bikes on the track, the second to fourth
columns being the calculated noise levels due to the bikes alone corrected for the
average, minimum and maximum ambient noise levels as indicated by the titles. The
blank cells indicate periods where the measured noise levels with the bikes were lower
than the ambient noise levels as indicated by the column titles i.e. average, minimum
and maximum.

4.6.7 The rows marked in red are periods where the measured noise levels with the bikes
were clearly higher than any of the measured ambient noise levels. The average noise
level for the bikes alone in these three time periods is 55.4 dB Laeq, 5 min.

4.6.8 It is clear therefore from analysis of the limited data provided that, even in the best
case with an invited group of bikers, that noise from the bikes at the Mead House
position can be in excess of the WHO guideline value of 55 dB Laeq, trequired to prevent
serious annoyance.

4.6.9 ltis also clear from the analysis of the limited data provided that, in direct contradiction
with a statement in the LFA assessment, noise from the bikes was on average at least
as high as other surrounding noise sources and at worst case around 4 dB higher.

4.6.10 It is noted that two of the time periods when the noise from the bikes were in excess
of 55 dB Laeq, 5 min Were with the currently permitted number of bikes on the track.

5.0 Mitigation

5.1 The LFA assessment suggests mitigation in the form of perimeter bunds to a minimum
height of 2 metres above the track i.e. where there are jumps in the track the bund
would be at least 2 metres above the height of the top of the jump.
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5.2 A bund designed to reduce noise levels is at its most effective when either the source
or receiver is close to it. The further away the source and receiver from the bund the
less effective it becomes. A 2 metre high bund may therefore be effective for noise
sources close to it but would be less effective with respect of bikes on the opposite
side of the track.

5.3 Taking Mead House as an example, the closest part of the track is around 460 metres
from the property and the farthest part of the track around 630 metres. The calculated
distance reduction in noise from 460 metres to 630 metres is around 2.7 dB. If, due to
increased bike distance from the bund, the reduction in acoustic performance of the
bund is more than 2.7 dB then noise from bikes on the far side of the track would give
rise to higher noise levels than bikes on the nearest part of the track.

54 On this basis there could be a requirement for bunding within the track area as well as
around the perimeter. To determine the effectiveness of any bunding there should be
a comprehensive assessment of actual bund designs based on achieving a set noise
level at residential properties.

55 Such an assessment is not part of the LFA noise assessment report and, it is
understood, no scheme of mitigation has been put forward by the applicant. Before
any decision can be made on the likely effectiveness or otherwise of a mitigation
scheme full details must be provided.

5.6 It is considered that any decision to grant consent for the proposed development on
the basis of noise mitigation providing an acceptable level of noise at residential
properties an actual mitigation scheme must be submitted for consideration.

5.7 To grant planning consent on the basis of the information currently provided would be
premature.

6.0 Trackside Measurements

6.1 Itis understood that the trackside measurement data has been referenced at a meeting
between Glenn Wigley and David Hale on behalf of the residents with Marion Mustoe,
Martin Crosby and Elaine Sutton of Stanbridge Parish Council and Alan Stone an
environmental health/acoustic expert.

6.2 Reference was made at this meeting to the trackside measurement data in particular
with respect of measured noise levels of around 79 dB Laeq, 5 min With 7 bikes and around
80 dB Laeq, 5 min With 15 bikes. The inference being that 15 bikes are no noisier than 7
bikes.

6.3 The trackside measurement data in this respect must be treated with caution. The Laeq,t
is an average measured value over the given period of time, in this case 5 minutes,
and, as the averaging is logarithmic, is biased towards the higher noise levels
experienced during the time period. The result of logarithmic averaging is that noise
levels which are 10 dB or more below the highest noise levels contribute little or nothing
to the overall period Laeg, t Value.

6.4 The trackside measurements were made at positions 10 metres from the track and
based on distance reduction, for any given noise source, at around 32 metres distance
the noise level would be 10 dB lower than at 10 metres. The consequence of distance
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noise reduction is that the noise from bikes more than around 32 metres from the
measurement positions would contribute nothing to the measured period Laeg, t Value.

6.5 With bikes spread around the track only the noise from bikes within the 32 metre
distance will be contributing to the measured noise level and therefore it is not
unexpected that there is little variation in the trackside measurements for 7 bikes and
15 bikes. The fact is that no matter how many bikes were on the track, given that the
bikes are spread around the track and not racing as a group, a similar number would
be within the 32 metre distance whether there was a total of 7 or 15 running on the
track.

6.6 It should be noted that this effect does not occur at the houses. As discussed above,
the difference in noise levels between the closest part of the track and Mead House
and the farthest part of the track is around 2.7 dB and consequently the noise from all
of the track will contribute to the Laeq t at the houses.

6.7 It is further understood that there was some discussion at this meeting with respect of
a noise control criterion for the track operations and that Alan Stone suggested
83 dB Laeq, s minute. The measurements to be made on top of a bund; this is assumed
to be measurement position 2.

6.8 It is also understood that the rationale behind this suggested limit is the measured
noise level of 80 dB Laeq, 5 min With 15 bikes on the track with an increase to allow for
more aggressive riding.

6.9 It is interesting to note that there was a suggestion that the 15 bikes may not have
been driven as aggressively as normal during the measurement exercise undertaken
on 29" November 2014.

6.10 It is also interesting that the suggestion is that rather than control the noise to that
measured and hence limit aggressive riding the suggestion is that the noise from bikes
be allowed to be 3 dB higher to allow aggressive riding. It is understood that the noise
control limit was also suggested on the basis of minimising the effect on the operation
of the track rather than any consideration for the protection of residential amenity.

6.10 As noted in 4.6.7 above even with less aggressive riding there were three time periods
when the bike noise was over the 55 dB Laeq, t guideline value given in the WHO
guidance as being required to prevent serious annoyance.

6.11 If anything, consideration should be given to setting a noise control limit lower than the
79 dB Laeq, 5 min measured with 7 bikes rather than any increase in noise level.

6.12 Asdiscussed above a trackside noise monitoring position would only control noise over
a very small part of the track and is not appropriate should proper control of the noise
from the track be exercised. The position of the noise monitor should be inside the
track as far as possible equidistant from all parts of the track with measurement data
being recorded, archived and available for inspection by the Council should complaint
be made.

6.13 The appropriate noise control limit for such a system would be based on achieving a
noise control level at the houses of no more than 46 dB Laeg, 5 min. This level being 5 dB
below the average ambient noise level in the area.

6.14 Two noise control levels would be set at the monitoring position an Laeq, 5 min @and an
overall Laeq 1 sec limit to control particularly noisy bikes. Such a system of monitoring is
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already in use at Croft Circuit see details at http://www.aad.co.uk/misc/croft-motor-
racing-circuit.pdf.

7.0 Summary

7.1 Based on the information provided it is unclear what reduction in site activity might
result from the proposed variations to the conditions.

7.2 Noise data has been obtained at four positions in the form of 1 second data which has
then been aggregated to 1 minute and 5 minute data. It is considered that as a
consequence the best use has not been made of the measurement data and as a
result the entirety of the noise impact on residents may not have been determined and
assessed.

7.3 Noise criteria have been discussed in the LFA noise assessment and although it is
concluded that “The results of the noise measurements taken at Mead House and Rye
Farm on 29" November 2014 indicate acceptable noise levels associated with the
operation of the motocross track” there is no objective noise criterion given against
which such a statement can be judged.

7.4 It is also stated in the LFA noise assessment that “....... the level of noise generated
was below that associated with other surrounding noise sources” whereas even a
simplistic analysis shows that noise levels from the track are as high as the noise level
from all other sources in the area put together. Further, more detailed analysis shows
that noise levels from the bikes are up to 4 dB higher than the typical ambient noise
level in the area. The LFA statement is in error.

7.5 A more detailed analysis showed that there were three out of the twelve measurement
time periods where noise from the bikes alone was in excess of the 55 dB Laeg, t NOise
control guideline limit given by WHO as protecting “the majority of people from being
seriously annoyed during the daytime”.

7.6 The mitigation suggested by LFA is simplistic in its approach and takes no account of
noise from bikes when on the far side of the track and at distance from the suggested
perimeter bunds. To assess whether a mitigation scheme is likely to reduce noise
levels, such that there should be no serious detriment to residential amenity, would
require significant detail and which should be provided by the applicant as part of the
application. Such a scheme can then be assessed as part of the planning process
before consideration is given to the grant or otherwise of planning consent.

7.7 It is understood discussions have taken place with the Central Bedfordshire Council
where the matter of a noise control criterion was introduced. It is further understood
that the suggestion was for a noise control criterion of 83 dB Laeq, 5 min, @ NOise control
criterion 3 dB higher than the measured noise level with 15 bikes on the track. The
reason given for a higher than measured noise criterion is understood to be that during
the noise measurement exercise the bikes may not have been ridden as aggressively
as they normally would be.

7.8 This approach seems somewhat weighted towards the track operator rather than
considering the amenity of local residents. Rather than setting a noise control limit at
the track to ensure little interference with the operation of the track with little concern
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for residential amenity it is suggested that a noise control limit be set at the houses
and then calculated back to a noise control limit at the track.

7.9 A noise control limit of 46 dB Laeq, 5 min at the houses, this being a noise level 5 dB below
the typical ambient noise level in the area.

8.0 Conclusions

8.1 It is concluded that the LFA noise assessment is lacking in proper analysis of the
measurement data and consequently contains conclusions which even a cursory
analysis of the limited data given are shown to be wrong.

8.2 It is concluded that the consideration of mitigation measures is superficial and a more
detailed scheme is required with a proper technical assessment of the likely levels of
sound reduction that may be achieved.

8.3 It is concluded that the only consideration in setting a measureable noise control limit
appears to be weighted towards the track operator with no apparent consideration for
residential amenity.

8.4 It is further concluded that the approach to assessing the likely noise impact from the
track is to start from a noise criterion at the houses and calculated back to the track
noise sources thereby arriving at the necessary noise reduction required of any
submitted scheme of noise mitigation.
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Figure 1: Location of Residential Monitoring Positions
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Figure 1: Site Location / Noise Measurement Positions
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Figure 2: Location of Trackside Monitoring Positions
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Figure 2: On Site Noise Measurement Positions
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Figure 3: Glossary of Terms.

Decibel, dB A unit of level derived from the logarithm of the ratio between the value of a quantity
and a reference value. For sound pressure level (Lp) the reference quantity is 2x10-°
N/m2.  The sound pressure level existing when microphone measured pressure is
2x10% N/mZ2 is 0 dB, the threshold of hearing.

L Instantaneous value of Sound Pressure Level (Lp) or Sound Power Level (Lw).
Frequency Number of cycles per second, measured in hertz (Hz), related to sound pitch.

A weighting Arithmetic corrections applied to values of Lp according to frequency. When
logarithmically summed for all frequencies, the resulting single "A weighted value"
becomes comparable with other such values from which a comparative loudness
judgement can be made, then, without knowledge of frequency content of the source.

LeqT Equivalent continuous level of sound pressure which, if it actually existed for the
integration time period T of the measurement, would possess the same energy as the
constantly varying values of Lp actually measured.

LAeqT Equivalent continuous level of A weighted sound pressure which, if it actually existed
for the integration time period, T, of the measurement would possess the same energy
as the constantly varying values of Lp actually measured.

LnT Lp which was exceeded for n% of time, T.

LanT Level in dBA which was exceeded for n% of time, T.

Limax,T The instantaneous maximum sound pressure level which occurred during time, T.

LamaxT The instantaneous maximum A weighted sound pressure level which occurred during
time, T.

Background Noise Level The value of Lago T, ref. BS4142:1997.

Traffic Noise Level The value of Laio,T.

Specific Noise Level The value of LaeqT at the assessment position produced by the specific

noise source, ref. BS4142:1997.

Rating Level The specific noise level, corrected to account for any characteristic
features of the noise, by adding a 5 dBA penalty for any tonal,
impulsive or irregular qualities, ref. BS4142:1997.

Specific Noise Source The noise source under consideration when assessing the likelihood
of complaint.
Assessment Position Unless otherwise noted, is a point at 1m from the facade of the

nearest affected sensitive property
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PLANNING APPLICATION: CB/14/04511/FULL

This document and illustrations is in support of our planning application at 6 Firs Path,
Leighton Buzzard.

Reason for Extension.

There is a strong possibility that an aged parent will need to be accommodated by us.
We also have children, their partners and grandchildren who regularly visit together
from other parts of the country. The depth of the house is quite narrow and the four
existing bedrooms are of modest size.

The Design

The proposed first floor extension is above the garage, solely on the existing footprint
of the property. The final design, scaled back from the original, complements the
property’s existing lines and elevations and creates an attractive symmetry to the other
side of the house. The size of the extension is quite small in the overall context of the
house. It would be perfectly in keeping with the size of the other detached houses in
the cul-de-sac.

When drawing up our plans we had no thought of it being resisted by local planners,
nor did anyone else we shared them with. It is the sort of extension that has been
common in the surrounding area. It does not impact on our neighbours and there are
no objections from them.

Area of Special Character

It appears that the objection by the planners revolve around the fact that our property
is located just inside what has been designated an Area of Special Character. It is
puzzling why this area is such an irregular shape, including and excluding some
streets and houses for no apparent reason. It tends to suggest that the boundaries were
drawn up by someone afar, with little local knowledge and in a haphazard way.
Residents in excluded streets would question why their streets are not considered of
equal standing if they were ever made aware of these distinctions. Why for example is
the area of Heath Court excluded and the area of Redwood Glade included. It is very
difficult to understand why only one house in Hillside Road is included and others
considerably bigger and older are not. It is another very pleasant road. This is
especially puzzling as Hillside Road is on the site of an Anglo Saxon Burial Ground.
Houses which perhaps may be described as less imposing, a few yards round the
corner in Plantation Road down to Adams Bottom are included. To our mind this
makes for unfair inconsistencies in the treatment of different householders living a
few yards from each other. How can one side of Sandy Lane be included and the other
side not? Parts of Plantation road and Heath road with very attractive housing are not
included. Why was recent planning permission given for a very large, incongruous
house to be built in the very special Knolls Woods?

The response we have had from the planners indicate that the proximity of the
proposed extension to our boundary is another reason they wish to decline it. Our
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proposal is actually on the footprint of our house, no more. We understand that
extensions should be no closer than 3 feet from the boundary but other considerations
apply within Areas of Special Character. However, these appear to be undefined as
the local case officer could not tell us a distance that it should be. Therefore, the
Policy is left to individual interpretation as to whether it is acceptable or not.

Immediate Neighbours

Our proposed extension will be 6 feet away from our boundary with no. 7, twice as

much as the normal 3 foot policy. It will also be 25 feet away from the first floor part
of no. 7.

To put this into some sort of perspective:

1. Our neighbour’s house, no.7 is at the ground floor level, 4 feet away from our
boundary and on the other side of their house 3 feet away from no. 8, see illustrations
1&2.

2. No. 8’s house abuts the boundary of no.7 and is 3 feet away from the boundary of
no. 9, see illustrations 2 & 3.

3. Our other neighbour’s house, no. 5, and rear balcony is 3 feet away from our
boundary, see illustration 4.

Other considerations in Firs Path

The Firs was a modest bungalow until a few years ago when it was given permission
for an entire new frontage, a second storey and a side ground and first floor extension,
substantially increasing the size and completely changing the character of the house,
see illustration 6

At the same time permission was given to put a first floor on its single storey detached
garage, which now contains full living accommodation and is effectively now a
dwelling with its own address, Firs Lodge. This second storey has closed in the
general space and dominates the entrance to our cul-de-sac and many people think the
road ends there because of it, see illustration 5.

No.4 Firs Path, semi detached house, has a first floor extension over its garage and it
actually abuts the boundary of no. 5, see illustration 7.

No. 1 Firs Path, also a semi detached house, but still inside the Area of Special
Character, has recently completed a first storey extension above its garage (the garage
being converted into living space at the same time). This is certainly a substantial
percentage increase in living space, significantly more than ours would be. More
importantly the side wall is a maximum of 3 feet from its neighbour’s boundary in
Plantation Road, see illustration 8.

Other Developments within the Area of Special Character

If you walk around the surrounding streets within the Area of Special Character, there
are numerous other houses that are much closer than our proposed 25 feet at the first
floor level and are built very close if not closer than the 3 feet limit. Some of these are
extensions, some have been given planning permission to be that close at outset.
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Attached are photographs of just a few examples:

Plantation Road
Silver Birch, see illustration 9
Houses between Hillside Road and Adams Bottom, see illustration 10.

Redwood Glade
Nos. 42 and 43, see illustration 11
First floor garage extension, see illustration 12

Taylor's Ride
Another house a bare minimum from its neighbour, see illustration 13

Oxendon Court
Two sizeable houses built very close together, see illustration 14

Robinswood Close
Two sizeable houses built very close together, see illustration 15

Knolls Woods
A massive house totally incongruous to its surroundings, see illustration 16

Heath Park Drive
First floor garage extension, see illustration 17

Heath Road

First floor garage extension that dominates the house, see illustration 18

Three houses very close together, plus another first floor garage extension that
dominates the house, see illustration 19

Summary

Our proposed extension is twice as far away as the “closeness” guidelines, even more
so at the first floor level and will not alter the character of the house, road or general
area. Even though the other houses in Firs Path are closer together, there is a feeling
of spaciousness in Firs Path, and our proposal would in no way impact that feeling.
We would be foolish if we were to do anything that changed the character of the road.

There are numerous examples of houses in the Area of Special Character that are
much closer than ours will be. Recent examples of development within a few
hundred yards of our property yet just outside this arbitrary Area of Special Character
leave a lot more pertinent questions to be asked. We see no reason why we should be
treated any differently from our neighbours and surrounding householders and be
unreasonably and unjustly discriminated against. We ask that the proposal be
accepted.
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A
8 abuts No 7's boundary

\

Outside garage wall of No6 on
left is 6ft from fence
Gap between No 7 and No 8. No

I No 5 on left, just 3 feet from boundary
No B8 just 3 ft from no. 9's wall with no. 6.
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