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1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 Sharps Acoustics LLP (‘SAL’) has been commissioned by Wren Kitchens to undertake noise assessment 

work in relation to a proposal at a site in Tilekiln Green, Stansted. SAL has previously provided a report, 

dated 21 January 2021, setting out our findings in relation to potential noise emission levels and 

consequent noise impact from the site; a second note, dated 21 January 2022 updating the assessment 

to respond to comments from and discussions with the Council’s noise expert at that time, a third note 

dated 10th November 2022, which provided an update taking account of two new premises (The Old 

Stables and Willow House) which had been introduced after the earlier submission (in 2022) and then a 

further addendum note dated 7th March 2023 which provided a consolidation of the initial report and the 

latter two notes and was intended to be read in conjunction with the 21 January 2021 report (which was 

attached to that note as Appendix A). 

 

1.2 The content of the 2021 report was discussed with the noise expert at Uttlesford District Council (‘UDC’). 

As a result of these discussions, it was agreed that the assessment should aim to ensure that noise levels 

would be below background noise levels at all times and that, so far as possible, levels should be reduced 

to UDC’s desired target of 5dB below background. 

 

1.3 Our latest assessment work (summarised in the March 2023 report) showed that, with the latest site 

layout and the proposed mitigation in place, the predicted noise levels would be below the LOAEL at all 

times and so there would be no observed adverse effects. 

 

1.4 The standard used to assess noise from commercial and industrial sources of the type proposed suggests 

that a significant adverse effect would occur when the predicted rating level is 10dB above the 

background level and that an adverse level would occur at a level which is 5dB above the background 

noise level, so it is worth noting that achieving a level which is 5dB below that defined as an adverse 

level (ie. 0dB above background level) is already more onerous that is strictly required by paragraph 185 

of the National Planning Policy Statement, which requires that significant adverse effects should be 

avoided and that levels should be reduced, so far as can reasonably achieved where they are adverse. 

Where levels are below “adverse”, National Planning Policy requires no further actions to be taken to 

control noise. 

 

1.5 It should be noted that the Addendum Note submitted with this application simply encapsulated the 

information submitted as part of the previous application process into one document. Together that 

information was accepted by UDC’s Environmental Health Department and no objection was made subject 

to conditions. Following the refusal by the Committee UDC EHO had belatedly raised further comments, 

to which a response is given below. However, SAL stands by its previous assessment, which is further 

substantiated by this report.   

 

1.6 The Council’s noise team has now requested some additional information and raised additional queries. 

This note aims to respond to these requests and queries. 

 

 
 

2.0 Council’s comments and responses 

 
Reliability of survey data 

 
2.1 UDC EHO comments that: 
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“It noted that Brookside monitoring appears to be on the site itself adjacent to the existing pumping 

station which may not accurately reflect noise levels at Brookside, particularly to the rear of the 

property which is more shielded from the B1256 and there may also be a higher level on pumping 

station noise than Brookside experience.” 

 
2.2 This seems to suggest that UDC are concerned that the levels measured near to the pumping station 

may not be reliable as they may have been affected by noise from that source. SAL can confirm that no 

noise was apparent from the pumping station at the time of the survey. The main background noise 

source throughout was the M11 and the distances from the survey locations at Brookside and Gerald Villa 

to the M11 are very similar. This means that the measured levels at Brookside and Gerald Villa would 

also be expected to be very similar; the survey data shows that this is the case. Levels are no higher at 

Brookside, close to the pumping station; had levels here been higher this would be evident from the 

survey data. 

 

2.3 SAL consider that survey data from all three locations where measurements were made are 

representative of the noise climate in the area. 

 

Character correction / penalty 

 
2.4 BS4142 requires that consideration should be given to adding a character correction (or “penalty”) to the 

specific sound from a source to account for its more intrusive nature, when circumstances suggest that 

this is appropriate. The specific sound level is converted to a rating level by adding penalties on a sliding 

scale to account for potentially tonal, impulsive or intermittent elements. The standard suggests that if 

the sound is not tonal, impulsive or intermittent, but may otherwise be readily distinctive against the 

residual acoustic environment, a penalty of 3dB can be applied. 

 

2.5 The predicted worst case noise levels would all be below the background noise level throughout the 

operational period so any impulsivity or intermittency is very likely to be effectively masked by other 

sounds present. The UDC EHO suggests that reversing alarms at the site would be tonal. However, SAL 

can confirm that tonal reversing alarms would not be used on site. (This could be conditioned, if desired). 

 

2.6 On this basis, there would be no perceptible sound characteristic falling within the descriptions in BS4142 

requiring additional of a correction or penalty. However, when the background noise level is at its lowest, 

it is possible that the sounds from the site may be noticeable against the residual acoustic environment. 

On a precautionary basis, therefore, SAL have added a 3dB penalty to account for this. 

 

Reliability of noise level predictions 

 
2.7 UDC EHO comments that: 

 
“Predicted noise levels are not given for Building E and New A1 and new A2 which appear to be 

the worse affected properties based on the predicted noise contours shown in figure D1 (day) and 

Figure D2 (night) and are also directly opposite the site entrance road where there will be a gap in 

the noise barrier for vehicles to enter and depart. I am not sure if the entrance gates to the site are 

intended to act as noise barriers but in any event they will be open to allow access and egress. Noise 

sensitive receptors Building E and new A1 in Figure D2 (nighttime site noise) both appear to be in 

the 45 to 50 dBA noise contour at First floor level, yet a figure of 39.5 dBA is shown on the 

SoundPLAN model for NSR E which is lower, presumably this is the predicted noise level at the 
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north façade rather than the east façade of the property which directly faces the site entrance. 

There is no justification given for why the north façade has been selected.” 

 
2.8 SAL have reported noise levels at the facades of all nearby noise sensitive receptors in Tables in Appendix 

C of the note of 7th March 2023. Noise contours have also been shown in Appendix D. Unfortunately, 

the last sentence of paragraph 2.22 of our March 2023 note incorrectly states: 

 

“(Note that The Old Stables and Willow House are referred to as “New B1” and “New B2” in these 

figures).” 

 
2.9 This should have stated: 

 
“(Note that The Old Stables and Willow House are referred to as “New A1 / New A2” and “New B1 

/ B2” respectively in these figures).” 

 
2.10 SAL have produced the same contours in this note (as Figures A1 and A2 in Appendix A) with New A1/A2 

relabelled as The Old Stables A and B and New B1/B2 relabelled as Willow House A and B to help to 

clarify this point. 

 

2.11 We have also added the hourly breakdown of noise levels at “Building E” (name unknown) to the Tables 

which we previously produced at Appendix C in our note of 7th March 2023. In this note the Tables are 

contained in Appendix B. 

 

2.12 The reason that the receptor at Building E is on the northern façade is that this is the location of the 

window at that receptor; there are no windows on the western façade at that premises. 

 

2.13 SAL can confirm that the noise model assumes that the gates to the site are open and that no noise 

reduction has been assumed as a result of their presence. 

 

2.14 In relation to the EHO’s concerns about the discrepancy between the noise contours and the predicted 

levels at specific windows, SAL can confirm that the window at Building E in the night time noise contour 

plot (Figure D2 of our note of 7th March or Figure A2 of this note) would be exposed to a level of 39.5dB 

and would fall at the lowest edge of the 40-45dB noise contour. When rounded, 39.5dB becomes 40dB, 

so there is no discrepancy at this location. The noise level at the receptor at “New A1” / “The Old Stables” 

is shown as 44.8dB (which rounds to 45dB) and falls within the lowest edge of the 45dB – 50dB contour, 

so again, there is no discrepancy. 

 

Assumptions 

 
2.15 The EHO criticises SAL for not providing, “… full details of the noise sources relied upon …” in the report 

and for not providing a “… description of each of the noise sources, hours of operation, mode of operation, 

and location.” The EHO goes on to state: 

 

“There is no information on how the source data used in the model was derived. Was it measured 

at the existing site? What plant and equipment were measured? How long was the noise source 

operating for? Is there any repair, cleaning, and maintenance of vehicles at the site? Will there be 

reversing bleepers? In the car parking area has noise from car doors slamming, vehicle charging, 
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and people noise been included? It is therefore not clear how the report author has obtained the 

noise rating levels stated.” 

 
2.16 The requested additional data is shown in Appendix C of this note. 

 
2.17 SAL can confirm that all anticipated activities on site have been included in the model. It has been 

assumed that there would be no repair cleaning or maintenance at night time. As mentioned above, 

there would be no tonal reversing alarms used on site. Car park noise assumes all normal activities 

within a car park, such as vehicle movements and door slams. 

 

2.18 The number of movements predicted by transport consultants (based on another similar site) varied over 

the week dependant on the day. In order to provide a robust assessment of the worst case for each 

hour, the maximum flows occurring at any time of the week for each hour were used. For reference, the 

raw data provided is shown in Tables C1 to C7 in Appendix C. The values used in the model are shown 

in Table C8 in Appendix C. This means that the predicted levels represent a worst case for each hour, 

rather than typical levels over a week. 

 

2.19 Had typical hourly movements been used, SAL estimate that this would have resulted in predicted levels 

at nearby receptors which would have been 2dB lower than those reported. 

 

Free field / façade comparisons 

 
2.20 Predicted levels are shown as façade levels. This means that the levels have been increased from those 

which would occur in a free field location to account for the reflections from the building facades. These 

have been compared with background noise levels which were measured in free field locations. It is 

normal to compare free field rating levels with free field background levels and façade rating levels with 

background levels measured in a façade location. In this case, the comparison of façade rating levels 

with free field background levels is likely to have resulted in a 1-3dB increase in level difference. This 

means that level differences reported are likely to be -3dB higher (worse than) those which will actually 

occur, when assessed in strict accordance with BS4142. 

 

2.21 Our calculations therefore err on the side of caution by 3-5dB, due to: 

 
• Use of upper levels of activity, rather than typical hourly activity described in 2.18 and 2.19 above; 

and 

 

• Use of façade levels when considering the level difference, as described in 2.20. 

 
Section 12 of BS4142 

 
2.22 Section 12 of BS4142 advises that a BS4142 assessment report should, “Report the following, as 

appropriate:” and provides a comprehensive list of all information which may be relevant to an 

assessment. In SAL view, failure to report the listed data does not invalidate the assessment, and key 

data was provided within the January 2021 report. However, for the sake of completeness, each of the 

specific pieces of information listed within Section 12 has been provided in Table D1 in Appendix D. This 

includes a detailed consideration of uncertainty. 
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Appendix A: Noise contours with updated labelling 
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Figure A1: Daytime noise contours 
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Figure  A2: Night time noise contours 
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Appendix B: Noise level prediction tables 
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Appendix C: Source noise data and assumptions used  
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Appendix D: BS4142 Section 12 data 
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Appendix E: Calibration Certificates 

 




























