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1 Qualifications and Credentials

1.1 My name is Rachel Canham. | am a Director of Walker Beak Mason Limited
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3.2

Noise Policy Statement for England

The Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) was published in March 2010. The aim of
IKH GRFXPHQI LV IR 3« provide clarity regarding current policies and practices to enable noise

management decisions to be made within the wider context, at the most appropriate level, in
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3.7 Where the impact lies somewhere between LOAEL and SOAEL, the second aim of the NPSE
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3.11

3.12

Paragraph 193 refers to the integration of new development with existing businesses and

facilities:

3187. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new development can be
integrated effectively with existing businesses and community facilities (such as places of
worship, pubs, music venues and sports clubs). Existing businesses and facilities should not
have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development permitted after
they were established. Where the operation of an existing business or community facility
could have a significant adverse effect on new development (including changes of use) in its
vicinity, the applicant (or ‘agent of change’) should be required to provide suitable mitigation

before the development has been completed”

OLQHUD) VIIHV DUH FRQVLGHUHG LQ 6HFILRQ  3)DFLULIDILQJ IKH VXVIDLQDEH XVH RI PLQHUDIV" RI
the NPPF:

3216. Planning policies should ...
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3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

(c) ensure that any unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions and any blasting
vibrations are controlled, mitigated or removed at source, and establish appropriate

noise limits for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive properties

Paragraph 217 (c) advises that the national planning guidance on minerals sets out how

these policies should be implemented, see the following section.
Planning Practice Guidance Noise (PPGN)

Technical guidance on noise is provided by Planning Practice Guidance, published by the
Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government.

Planning Practice Guidance Noise (PPGN) was published in March 2014 and updated in July
2019. PPGN provides advice on how planning can manage potential noise impacts in new
development. It makes reference to the Explanatory Note of the NPSE and the NPPF.

Paragraph 005 Reference ID: 30-005-20190722 of the PPGN provides guidance on how to
establish if noise is likely to be a concern, including 0 1 93.504 QgDI000008/5isumari(ng70 1 93.504 )-4

Page 9 of 53



Table 1: Summary of Noise Exposure Hierarchy, based on the likely average response
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3.20 Paragraph 019 Reference ID: 27-019-20140306 states:

3How should minerals operators seek to control noise emissions?
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3.22

In line with the Explanatory Note of the Noise Policy Statement for England, this would
include identifying whether the overall effect of the noise exposure would be above or below
the significant observed adverse effect level and the lowest observed adverse effect level for
the given situation. As noise is a complex technical issue, it may be appropriate to seek

experienced specialist assistance when applying this policy
Paragraph 021 Reference ID: 27-021-20140306 states:

SWhat are the appropriate noise standards for mineral operators for normal

operations?

Mineral planning authorities should aim to establish a noise limit, through a planning
condition, at the noise-sensitive property that does not exceed the background noise level
(LA90,1h) by more than 10dB(A) during normal working hours (0700-1900). Where it will be
difficult not to exceed the background level by more than 10dB(A) without imposing
unreasonable burdens on the mineral operator, the limit set should be as near that level as
practicable. In any event, the total noise from the operations should not exceed 55dB(A)
LAeq, 1h (free field).

For operations during the evening (1900-2200) the noise limits should not exceed the
background noise level (LA90,1h) by more than 10dB(A) and should not exceed 55dB(A)
LAeq, 1h (free field ). For any operations during the period 22.00 — 07.00 noise limits should
be set to reduce to a minimum any adverse impacts, without imposing unreasonable burdens
on the mineral operator. In any event the noise limit should not exceed 42dB(A) LAeq,1h

(free field) at a noise sensitive property.

Where the site noise has a significant tonal element, it may be appropriate to set specific

limits to control this aspect. Peak or impulsive noise, which may include some reversing

Page 12 of 53



3.23

3.24

Paragraph 022 Reference ID: 27-022-20140306 states:

3What type of operations may give rise to particularly noisy short-term activities and

what noise limits may be appropriate?

Activities such as soil-stripping, the construction and removal of baffle mounds, soil storage
mounds and spoil heaps, construction of new permanent landforms and aspects of site road

construction and maintenance.

Increased temporary daytime noise limits of up to 70dB(A) LAeq 1h (free field) for periods of
up to eight weeks in a year at specified noise-sensitive properties should be considered to
facilitate essential site preparation and restoration work and construction of baffle mounds
where it is clear that this will bring longer-term environmental benefits to the site or its

environs.

Where work is likely to take longer than eight weeks, a lower limit over a longer period should
be considered. In some wholly exceptional cases, where there is no viable alternative, a
higher limit for a very limited period may be appropriate in order to attain the environmental
benefits. Within this framework, the 70 dB(A) LAeq 1h (free field) limit referred to above

should be regarded as the normal maximum.”

With regard to cumulative impact of minerals development, this is addressed in Paragraph
017 Reference ID: 27-017-20140306:

3How should mineral planning authorities assess the cumulative impact of minerals

development?

Some parts of a mineral planning authority area may have been subjected to successive
mineral development (such as aggregate extraction or surface coal mining) over a number
of years. Mineral planning authorities should include appropriate policies in their minerals
local plan, where appropriate, to ensure that the cumulative impact of a proposed mineral
development on the community and the environment will be acceptable. The cumulative
impact of mineral development is also capable of being a material consideration when

determining individual planning applications ~
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3.25

3.26

3.27

Local Authority Guidance

WRS Noise Control Technical Guidance

At the time WBM prepared the noise assessment for the proposed quarry (September 2019),
local guidance on noise was provided by Worcestershire Regulatory Services (WRS) within
IKH 3Noise Control Technical Guidance — Development Control” Wi (GULRQ 1LRYHPEHU
Version 1.2.4.

7KH 56 3Noise Control Technical Guidance” ZDV UHYIHZHG DQG IRXQG WR FRQIDIQ QR
information specifically for mineral sites. Accordingly, the latest Government advice for such
sites contained within planning practice guidance for minerals was used for the noise

assessment undertaken by WBM in September 2019.

Since the refusal of the application, this document appears to have been superseded by the
= 56 GRFXPHQI 37HFKQLFDI *X.GDQFH 1RIH IRU 31DQQLQJ March 2024 6HFILRQ 31RLVH DQG
Vibration + 7HFKQLFD) *XIGDQFH"  $V IRXQG
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Wyre Forest District Local Plan 2016

Page 17 of 53



4.3

4.4

Worcestershire County Council

WCC Statement of Common Ground 2024

A revised Statement of Common Ground was agreed between NRS Aggregates Limited
WCC, dated September 2024.

The following is agreed with regard to noise:

38.9 It is agreed that a Noise Impact Assessment (CD1.07) was submitted in support of
the planning application. Worcestershire Regulatory Services, the statutory
consultees with regard to noise impacts, were satisfied that the Noise report confirms
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4.6

4.7

Section 9 of the Statement of Common Ground presents the matters on which parties
disagree. In paragraph 9.2, WCC confirm that they will not maintain their defence of reason

for refusal 3.

Section 10 of the Statement of Common Ground presents the reasons for refusal not to be

defenced by the Council. The final bullet point of this section states:

3Having regard to the additional technical evidence prepared by the Appellant under the
Regulation 25 request of January 2023, the Council conclude that the Appellant has provided
sufficient information to determine that the proposal, in combination with other development,
would not provide cause harm with regard to noise or dust impacts to residential dwellings
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4.16

51

52

5.3

8.38 STQC believe that the expert reports and technical work carried out for this planning
application were generally flawed, a light touch and biased. Further, STQC believe
there was a lack of diligence and short sightedness on behalf of the some of the
statutory consultees. STQC believes that these experts did not give proper
consideration to matters and did not use the techniques available to them in reaching
their conclusions. Their representations at the planning meeting did not stand up to
scrutiny and they had not shown the diligence their jobs demand ~

No further details are provided in the STQC SoC.

Noise Assessments
Previous Noise Assessment, Original Scheme

The previous noise assessment for this the original scheme at this site was completed by Dr
Paul Cockcroft of WBM in September 2019. Dr Cockcroft retired in 2022 and is no longer

working in acoustic consultancy.

In summary, the previous assessment determined baseline noise levels at the nearest noise
receptors to the proposed quarry, which were measured in 2018. Sample noise
measurements were undertaken on three separate days at all locations and installed sound

level meters measured noise levels over a week at two locations.

The results of the baseline noise surveys were used to set limits for site noise for the original
scheme from normal, day to day operations, which are 10 dB above the background noise
levels (Lago,t), with an upper limit of 55 dB Laeq,1n. The site noise limits are based on guidance
set out in PPGM.
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5.9

5.10

511

Updated Noise Assessment, Revised Scheme

WBM carried out a noise assessment of a revised scheme for the site in July 2024, which is
presented in the updated ES. The assessment was undertaken for the nearest residential

properties to the site, as included in the previous assessment.

Since the original ES, an additional 4 dwellings (bungalows) have been constructed on
Brown Westhead Park to the west of the Site under a planning permission granted in 2020
(ref: 20/0217/FULL). These properties are to the south of the houses on Brown Westhead
Park included in the original assessment. The noise from the revised scheme was assessed
for the existing properties including the bungalows.

Other residential development has occurred and is under construction in the area, at much
further distances from the site than the nearest receptors. These were not included in the
updated assessment of July 2024, but have been considered within this proof in Section 6.
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5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

521

5.22

5.23

Bund 8 is located is located along the central western boundary of the site at a height of 5
metres, to provide mitigation to the dwellings to the west of the site. The bund will be in place
in full for the duration of Phase 1 and part of the bund will remain in place for Phases 2 and
3.

The revised scheme does not result in any changes to the duration of the mineral extraction
operations, its cessation or the final restoration of the site. Similarly, it does not result in any
changes to the proposed extent of extraction or the methods of working.

The use of quieter mobile plant has been taken into account including the use of a quieter
dozer (reduced from 108 dB Lwa to 106 dB Lwa) and loading shovel (reduced from 106 dB
Lwa to 104 dB Lwa). These are reasonable adjustments and data can be provided showing

models with measured sound power levels at or below these values.

During the proposed operations for Phase 1, mineral extraction will not take place at the
same time as infilling and/or soils restoration works. All mineral extraction will be completed
within Phase 1 before restoration commences in that phase. Phase 1 will be fully restored

before mineral extraction commences in Phase 2.

For the other phases, there is to be simultaneous activities with infilling occurring in the

preceding phase.

The revised scheme would not result in any changes to the expected HGV movements to /

from the Site during the duration of the development.

The implications of these changes to the processing plant, mobile plant and the bunding on

the original presented noise assessment are discussed below.

As per the previous assessment, the calculations in this report are based on the methods
contained in BS5228- $ 3&RGH RI SUDFILFH IRV QRLVH DQG YLEUDWLRQ FRQIUR) RQ

construction and open sites *
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5.24

5.25

5.26

5.27

For the purposes of examining a reasonable worst case, various plant items have been
assumed to operate at the closest practical position of the proposed operating areas to each
receiver location. These plant items and the corresponding Sound Power Levels (Lwa) are
presented in the updated ES. The calculations assume that all plant on site is operating
simultaneously at the highest ground levels in the closest likely working areas to each
receiver location for the proposed extraction or infilling for Phase 1, with combined activities
in the other phases.

Site noise limits have been suggested, in line with the advice contained in PPGM, based on
the baseline background levels measured in 2018, despite generally higher baseline noise
levels being measured in subsequent surveys. The suggested site noise limits are the
average 2018 background noise levels plus 10 dB(A), with an upper limit of 55 dB Laeq,1n at
the nearest noise sensitive premises for normal daytime operations on site. The site noise

limits are based on the 2018 baseline survey to represent at worst case.

Site noise calculations have been undertaken for the seven previous receiver locations plus
the bungalows on Brown Westhead Park, which correspond to the residential locations that
are closest to the proposed extraction / infilling areas for each phase and the processing
plant site. The worst case (i.e. highest) site activity noise level arising from normal operations

for each receptor is presented in this assessment.

A comparison of the calculated worst-case daytime site noise levels at the receiver locations
and the suggested site noise limits is shown in the following table. The calculated site noise
levels and the suggested site noise limits in the table below are all in terms of dB Laeg,1n and

are freefield.

Table 3: Site Noise Levels from Revised Scheme
Site Noise Calculation Suggested Site Noise Limit Worst Case Site Noise
Receiver Location dB Laeq,1n (2018 baseline data) | Normal Operations
dB LAeq,lh
1. Broom Cottage 53 52
2. South Lodge 55 51
3. Heathfield Knoll 55 45
4. Brown Westhead Park 46 45
(houses)
5. McDonalds Bungalow 45 45
- HHSHUV &RIIDJH 49 44
7. Castle Barns 51 46
8. Brown Westhead Park 46* 43
(bungalows)
* Assumed same noise limit at Brown Westhead Park houses
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5.28 The highest calculated daytime site noise levels for each location are presented above,

including infill or extraction operations in Phase 1, and infill and extraction operations in the
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5.33

5.34

A second updated baseline noise survey was undertaken in August 2024. The survey details
and results from August 2024 are presented in Appendix B. The measurements in August
2024 were undertaken with a light southerly breeze. Road traffic remained the significant

noise source affecting all survey locations.

A summary of the 2018, 2023 and 2024 background noise level results at existing receptors,
is tabulated below. The suggested noise limits are also provided, based on the 2018 baseline
data, and using the guidance from Planning Practice Guidance for Minerals (i.e. Lago value +
10 dB, with an upper limit of 55 dB).

Table 4. Baseline Noise Data from 2018, 2023 and 2024
Survey 2018 Range | Suggested Sample Results  |Average
Location (Average) | Noise Limit dB LagoT 2023/24
dB LAgo,T from 2018 2023 dB LAgo,T
Results
dB LAeq,lh
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5.37

5.38

5.39

5.40

At Receptor 3 (Heathfield Knoll School) the 2024 results are at the lower end of the range
obtained in 2018, and are around 8 dB lower than those obtained in 2023. A noise limit
based on the average of 2023 and 2024 results would be the same as the suggested noise

limit used in the noise assessment (as this is at the upper value of 55 dB).

At Receptor 4 (Brown Westhead Park) the 2024 results are around 4 dB higher than those
obtained in 2018, and 6 dB lower than those obtained in 2023. A noise limit based on the
average of 2023 and 2024 results would be 7 dB higher than the suggested limit used in the

noise assessment.

At Receptor 5 (McDonalds Bungalow) the 2024 results are within the range of the 2018
samples and around 6 dB lower than those obtained in 2023. A noise limit based on the
average of 2023 and 2024 results would be 5 dB higher than the suggested noise limit used

in the noise assessment.

At Receptor 6 (Keepers Cottage) the 2024 results are within the range of the 2018 samples,
and around 4 dB lower than those obtained in 2023. A noise limit based on the t the
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5.45

5.46

Comparison of Site Noise Limits and Calculated Site Noise Levels

Table 5 below sets out a comparison of the suggested site noise limits, based on the 2018

and the 2023 & 2024 baseline noise survey results with the calculated site noise levels for

the original scheme and the revised scheme.

The calculated site noise levels for the revised scheme are either the same or lower than for

the original scheme for the majority of locations. The exception is Broom Cottage where the

calculated site noise level from the revised scheme is 1 dB higher than the original scheme.

Table 5: Summary of Noise Levels

Receptor

Suggested Noise Limit

Calculated Site Noise Level

dB LAeq,lh dB LAeq,lh
2018 2023/24 Original Revised
Scheme Scheme
1. Broom Cottage 53 55 51 52
2. South Lodge 55 55 54 51
3. Heathfield Knoll School 55 55 53 45
4. Brown Westhead Park (houses) 46 53 45 45
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6.24
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6.43

6.44

6.45

Lea Castle Village (22/0404/0OUT)

This site is located to the east of the proposed quarry, adjacent to the Former Lea Castle

Centre site.

This is an outline application for a mixed development including up to 800 dwellings. The
nearest proposed housing is located approximately 250 metres from the closest extraction

point on the proposed quarry site and 600 metres from the plant site.

The planning application was submitted in May 2022 and is pending consideration. A noise
assessment report was submitted as part of the planning application, prepared for Homes
(QJIDQG E\ = RRG *URXS 3/HD &DVIH QUIDJH .LGGHUPLQVIHU 2XIlQH 3iDQQLQJ $SSILFDILRQ
Site Suitability assessment + 1RIVH"  7KH UHSRUI LQFOXGHG IIKH UHVXIt of a single noise
measurement undertaken adjacent the A449 (near the junction with Wolverley Road) in 2021
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6.49  Although there was a noise report submitted with the application, no background noise levels
were presented in the report. It is envisaged that The A449 Wolverhampton Road would be
the main source of environmental noise affecting the proposed residential site. Some of the

proposed houses are to be located
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Summary
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Road Traffic

7.2 When the Lea Castle Farm quarry application was made, the additional traffic generated by

the allocated developments at the time,
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7.15

7.16

7.17

e Park Gate Road
¢ Isolated farm dwellings to the south of Stourbridge Road

e Castle Barns * located between 50-175 metres to the west of Wolverhampton Road

In additional there will be new dwellings within the Former Lea Castle Centre site and the
Lea Castle Village site that will be completed as ongoing construction progresses in other
parts of the site.

The quarry noise assessment considered the impact of quarry site noise on Castle Barns.
For this receptor, the calculated, worst case site noise level for normal quarry operations is
48 dB Laeg,1n for the original scheme and 46 dB Laeq,1n fOr the revised scheme . These noise
levels are well below the possible construction noise limit of 65 dB Laeqr. This indicates that
the site noise from the quarry from normal operations would be insignificant compared to the
potential construction noise from the housing development. As such, the inclusion of site
noise from the quarry would not change the cumulative noise impact at this receptor, as the

noise environment would be controlled by construction noise.

Within this proof, the quarry site noise has also been considered at the nearest proposed
dwellings within the Former Lea Castle Centre and the Lea Castle Village sites. For the
dwellings in the Former Lea Castle Centre and Lea Castle Village sites, as indicated in
Section 6, the calculated worst case site noise levels from normal quarry operations are 36-
37 dB Laeq1n and 44-46 dB Laeq.1n respectively, for the revised and original schemes. These
noise levels are also well below the possible construction noise limit of 65 dB Laeqr. This
indicates that the site noise from the quarry would be insignificant compared to the potential
construction noise from the housing development. As above, the inclusion of site noise from
the quarry would not change the cumulative noise impact at these receptors, as the noise

environment would be controlled by construction noise.
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7.18 As indicated above in paragraphs 7.9 and 7.10, construction noise will be variable and

temporary,
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8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

The impact of noise from the proposed quarry on all of these receptors has been considered
in this proof. The calculated site noise levels for the reasonable worst case normal
operations (original and revised schemes) and short term temporary operations have all met

appropriate noise limits based on the advice in PPGM.

As such, operations at the proposed quarry at Lea Castle Farm would not cause any

significant adverse noise impact at the permitted and proposed residential developments.
Cumulative Impact on Residential Receptors

With regard to cumulative impact from mineral sites, there are no other mineral sites or
operations in the vicinity of the proposed quarry at Lea Castle Farm, so no cumulative

assessment of such operations is necessary.

With regard to road traffic, the additional traffic generated by the allocated developments at
the time were presented in the transport assessment prepared for the quarry application.

The forecast traffic flow from the proposed quarry at Lea Castle Farm was included within
the assessment of road traffic noise for Lea Castle Village as set out in the noise assessment
report submitted with the application. Therefore the cumulative impact of additional traffic
from the proposed quarry has already been considered in the noise assessment for the Lea

Castle Farm site.

The cumulative impact with regard to construction activities on the permitted and proposed

housing developments
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8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

The receptors that could be exposed to both noise from the quarry site and construction
activity from Lea Castle Village have been identified as those at Castle Barns, and the new
dwellings within the Former Lea Castle Centre and the Lea Castle Village sites. For all these
sites, the calculated worst case site noise levels from normal quarry operations are well
below the possible construction noise limit of 65 dB Laeq,r. As the site noise limit for normal,
day to day operations at the quarry is no more than 55 dB Laeq,1n at any receptor and the site
noise calculations show that the limits will be complied with, quarry site noise levels at the
nearest receptors to the Lea Castle Village development will be at least 10 dB(A) below the
maximum potential noise from the construction activity on the housing developments. Site
noise from normal operations at the quarry is therefore likely to be inaudible compared to

construction noise.

The quarry site noise would be insignificant compared to the potential construction noise
from the housing development. The inclusion of site noise from the quarry would not change
the cumulative noise impact at these receptors, as the noise environment would be controlled

by construction noise.

As indicated above construction noise will be variable and temporary, and only likely to be in
close proximity to any noise sensitive receptors for relatively short durations. As such it is
expected that the construction activity would only be up to the construction noise limit for a
short period of time when works were near the particular receptor, if at all. Also as indicated
above, the calculated site noise level due to the quarry is a worst case with simultaneous
extraction and infilling operations occurring (after Phase 1) at the nearest parts of the quarry
to the receptor, which would not happen in practice. Taking this into account, the cumulative
impact from both normal site activities from the quarry and construction operations is unlikely

to be significant at any residential receptor.

As such, the consideration of cumulative impact does not alter the outcome of the original

noise assessment of the site.
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9.6

9.7

9.8

10

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

Site noise calculations were undertaken, with WBM providing feedback to NRS on the
scheme with regard to the mitigation required to ensure that appropriate noise levels were

met for the reasonable worst case scenarios.

The receptors considered included the nearest residential properties and also the Heathfield

Knoll School and Nursery.

Within this proof | have considered cumulative impact and shown that this does not affect
the outcome of the original noise assessment. This reasoning should also be sufficient to
respond to the Rule 6 Party concerns regarding noise.

Summary and Conclusions

This proof of evidence has addressed the reasons for the refusal relating to noise of the
planning application for a proposed quarry at land at Lea Castle Farm, Wolverley Road,

Broadwaters, Kidderminster, Worcestershire

Summaries of relevant guidance documents relating to noise and mineral sites are presented
in this document. These generally show that the aim for noise is to avoid significant adverse

impacts.

A summary of the baseline noise results, suggested site noise limits and calculated site noise
levels from the previous noise assessment for the original scheme undertaken by WBM in
2019 is presented in this document. These include the noise levels at the nearest noise

sensitive receptors to the proposed quarry site.

The results of updated baseline noise surveys undertaken in 2023 and 2024 are also

presented in this proof, along with the calculated site noise levels from the revised scheme.
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10.5 The results of calculations for additional noise sensitive receptors, either permitted or
allocated developments, have been included in this proof. The same calculation models as
used for the quarry noise assessment undertaken by WBM in 2019 and 2024 have been
used for these additional receptors. All of the calculated site noise levels comply with the
suggested site noise limits for normal and temporary quarry operations for these additional
receptors for both the original scheme and revised scheme. Operations at the proposed

quarry atd
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10.11 The consideration of cumulative impact does not affect the outcome of the original noise
assessment for the original scheme, nor the updated noise assessment for the revised

scheme.

Rachel Canham BEng MSc CEng FIOA
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Appendix A: Glossary of Acoustic Terms

General Noise and Acoustics
The following section describes some of the parameters that are used to quantify noise.
Decibels dB

Noise levels are measured in decibels. The decibel is the logarithmic ratio of the sound pressure to a
reference pressure (2x10-° Pascals). The decibel scale gives a reasonable approximation to the human
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Appendix B: Baseline Noise Survey August 2024

Plan B.1: Application Boundary with Noise Survey Locations

O W >» N o o b~ W N P

. Broom Cottage:

. South Lodge:

. Heathfield Knoll School:

. Brown Westhead Park:

. McDonalds Bungalow:

. Keepers Cottage:

. Castle Barns:

. Houses off Stourbridge Rd:
. Lea Castle Village:

. Houses at Wolverley Lodge:

‘I—\

Boundary of rear garden of dwelling

On driveway to west of property, ~ 20 m from edge of road fence

On bridleway opposite school, ~ 15 m from edge of road
In road, by entrance gates

On track / in field to west of property

Near tree by entrance and corner of fence, opposite house
End of track nearest to residential properties

North edge of development, opposite 45 Albrington Drive

Off Lea Castle Drive at edge of development

East of proposed dwellings, within park at edge of parking area

Page 51 of 53



Appendix B (continued)
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Appendix B (continued)
Survey Results and Observations

Table B.
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