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1 Applicant’s Comments on any Additional Information 
or Submissions Received at Deadline 2 

 This document has been prepared in respect of the proposed M42 Junction 6 1.1.1
Development Consent Order (the Application”) made by Highways England 
Company Limited (“Highways England”) to the Secretary of State for Transport 
(Secretary of State) for a Development Consent Order (“the Order”) under 
section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 (“PA 2008”).  

 The purpose of this document is to provide the Applicant’s comments on any 1.1.2
Additional Information or submission received by The Examining Authority 
(“ExA”) at Deadline 2 (24th June 2019) in respect of the Development Consent 
Order Examination.  

 This document sets out responses to the following documents: 1.1.3

a. Applegreen PLC: Response to Comments on Relevant Representations 
[REP2-049] 

b. Mr Philip O’Reilly: Response to HE document 8.3 Comments on the Relevant 
Representations [REP2-058] 

c. Critique of Highways England Document - 6.3 Environmental Statement - 
Appendix 12.4 - Reconfiguration of Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association 
[REP2-059] 
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Table 1. Applicant’s Response to the Relevant Representations (RR) 

Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

 Applegreen PLC 

RR011f All Section 2.4 states is that that the 
preferred route corridor announced by 
Highways England limits the scope to 
change the scheme. This does not avoid 
the point that the preferred route has been 
influenced by an MSA proposal that does 
not have planning permission.  

As regards the reasons given in Section 3 
as to why the junction could not be moved 
are the following:  

• Moving the roundabout further north 
would mean the western roundabout of 
Junction 5a would have to be raised on an 
embankment to maintain sufficient 
headroom clearance over the motorway for 
the Junction overbridge. The distance 
between the roundabout and the 132kV 
overhead power line is too short for the link 
road to get down and under it.  

Applegreen response: Without the MSA 
proposal there would be no need for the 

The Applicant has considered the MSA as a factor when designing the 
Junction 5A layout, however it is not the only factor identified, there are 
other factors which are stated in Section 2.5 of Appendix 4 to the Planning 
Statement [APP-173/Volume 7.1]. All of these factors were considered 
when identifying the optimum location of the new Junction 5A.  

The Applicant is confident that on balance when all factors are considered, 
the current location of the Junction is appropriate.  
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

roundabout and no need to raise the link 
road in such close proximity to the 132kV 
overhead power line.  

 

• The MSA north facing slip roads 
would not be able to get under the 
Shadowbrook Lane overbridge.  

Applegreen response: Without the MSA 
there would be no north facing slip roads.  

 

• Moving the junction further north 
would make the sub-standard weaving 
length associated with the north facing slip 
roads even more sub-standard.  

Applegreen response: Without the MSA 
there would be no north facing slip roads. 

RR011i In their response Highways England refer 
to Section 6 of Appendix 4 to the Planning 
Statement (APP-173) as evidence that 
there is a junction layout for Junction 5a 
that could accommodate the Extra MSA 
proposal. They acknowledge that the 
western roundabout of the DCO scheme 
for Junction 5a and the approach and 

The alterations outlined in Section 6 and Figure 4 of Appendix 4 to the 
Planning Statement [APP-173/Volume 7.1] are not alterations that the 
Applicant has included within its dDCO application. These are 
modifications that are required by the MSA and which it will have to include 
as part of their Scheme in order to ensure that both Schemes are 
compatible in ensuring efficient movement of traffic through the Junction.  

An indicative layout is also provided within Volume 8.24 Junction 5A 
Operational Assessment [REP2-022] submitted at Deadline 2, this also 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

departure arms would require modification 
to accommodate the Extra proposal. This 
is presumably not just to fit in the extra 
arms of the MSA access and the north 
facing slip, but also to try and provide 
further capacity. This is confirmed by the 
type of modifications proposed.  

A highway designer, when faced with a 
junction that is over capacity would look to 
make the following modifications:  

1. Remove some of the traffic from the 
junction. (Highways England are proposing 
a free flow left turn slip into the MSA).  

2. Widen the entry onto the roundabout to 
provide greater capacity for vehicles to get 
out onto the roundabout. (Highways 
England are proposing to widen the 
northbound diverge slip road from two to 
three lanes on the approach to the 
roundabout)  

These proposed alterations are 
presumably to accommodate the additional 
MSA traffic on the slip road and the MSA 
traffic from the north on the roundabout 
that will conflict with the traffic trying to get 
off the motorway.  

includes results of the traffic modelling of Junction 5A. The indicative layout 
only illustrates the alterations that would be required by the MSA. It is 
expected that where practicable, the MSA will design these modifications 
to applicable standards and in accordance with the Applicant’s safety 
governance guidelines as part of its planning application process. 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

The proposed alterations would lead to an 
unsatisfactory position. Widening the 
northbound diverge slip road at the 
roundabout means that three lanes of 
traffic will all join the roundabout at the 
same time and will all exit the roundabout 
onto the Link Road. This has meant that 
Highways England has had to propose to 
widen the circulating carriageway on the 
roundabout to three lanes and widen the 
Link Road exit from the roundabout to 
three lanes.  

It is difficult to assess if this would be a 
safe arrangement because Section 6 of 
Appendix 4 only provides a sketch of the 
arrangement as Figure 4. No Road Safety 
Audit has been undertaken and it would 
not be possible to undertake one without 
better design drawings.  

It is difficult to comment accurately on the 
suitability of the proposed junction layout 
shown in Figure 4 as it is an “Indicative 
Layout” rather than an engineering 
drawing. Even so there must be serious 
concerns about the impact on the 
proposed Solihull Road Bridge. The slip 
road under the bridge would be 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

significantly wider. The Solihull Road 
Bridge would have to be longer, not only to 
accommodate the wider carriageway, but 
any forward visibility along the free flow left 
turn slip. While traffic on the slip road 
proposed in the DCO scheme only has to 
see as far as the entry onto the 
roundabout, traffic on the introduced free 
flow left turn slip needs to be able to see 
the required stopping sight distance along 
the road ahead. This lengthening of the 
Solihull Road Bridge would extend the 
section of Solihull Road that needs to be at 
high level further to the west adjacent to 
the ancient woodland.  

At paragraph 6.3 of Appendix 4, Highways 
England indicate that the proposed 
modifications have been assessed and 
validated through traffic modelling but no 
results of that modelling are provided. We 
request that any modelling and 
assessment results be provided.  

 

RR011j We are surprised that Highways England 
has no comments given that a) it does not 
object to the Extra MSA planning 

The Applicant in Volume 8.24 Junction 5A Operational Assessment 
[REP2-022], has demonstrated that should the MSA incorporate the 
suggested modifications outlined within this document, the two Schemes 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

application and b) the scheme is currently 
incompatible with the DCO scheme. 

will be compatible. The Applicant would expect the MSA to undertake the 
necessary changes to their application reflect this. 

RR011k It is noted that Highways England refers to 
their response to RR011i. The point being 
made in Applegreen's representation was 
that no capacity modelling had been 
reported that indicated that the DCO 
scheme, or a modification of the DCO 
scheme, had enough capacity to 
accommodate the Extra MSA. Highways 
England’s response to RR011i does not 
address this.  

The Applicant submitted Volume 8.24 Junction 5A Operational 
Assessment [REP2-022] for Deadline 2, which assesses the capacity of 
Junction 5A with and without the MSA traffic. 

 

RR011m Highways England’s response to RR011m 
confirms that not precluding the Extra MSA 
was one of the objectives of the DCO 
scheme. Applegreen contends that this has 
compromised the design process with 
consequential impacts on highway 
operation and the environment, not least of 
which being the impact on the ancient 
woodland.  

We would refer to Applegreen's response 
to Examining Authority's written questions 
1.0.5 and 1.7.28.   

See the Applicant’s response to Applegreens Comments on RR011f and 
RR011l. Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-049/Volume 6.1] clearly explains the 
process by which the Applicant approached the final design layout which is 
included in this dDCO.  

Furthermore, the Applicant outlines in Appendix 4 to the Planning 
Statement [APP-173/Volume 7.1] that on balance with all constraints 
considered, the current location of the Junction 5A is appropriate. 

 

RR011q Applegreen would refer to its response to The Technical Note produced in Appendix 4 to the Planning Statement 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

Examining Authority written question 1.0.4. [APP-173/Volume 7.1] clearly demonstrates the factors that were taken 
into consideration when determining the location of the new Junction 5A. 

Furthermore, Chapter 4 of the ES and the Scheme Assessment Report 
which was submitted to the Examining Authority by Applegreen (see 
Appendix A to Applegreen’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s 
Written Questions) [REP2-043] also demonstrates that other factors 
including the visual impact on the green belt, considerations for future 
development aspirations in the region and feedback from the wider public 
and stakeholder groups at the non-statutory consultation in December 
2016 influenced the layout and type of junction. 

RR011r Whilst Alternative MSA applications are a 
matter for SMBC this is no justification for 
Highways England's failure to consider 
them in the context of the DCO scheme. 
Highways England has chosen to take 
account of the Extra MSA planning 
application in the design of the DCO 
scheme and is even contemplating the 
possibility of making modifications to the 
DCO scheme (see its response to RR011i 
above). A failure to take into account an 
alternative MSA, particularly where no 
modifications to the DCO scheme would be 
required to accommodate that alternative, 
is highly questionable. 

The Applicant has not taken Applegreen’s proposed MSA in relation to this 
DCO application as there is no direct interface between these two 
schemes.  

The Applicant has engaged with Extra MSA as there is a potential interface 
between these two schemes. 

RR011t Applegreen refers to its response to the The provision of north facing slip roads at Junction 5A is not included 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

Examining Authority's written question 
1.0.6. In particular, there will be safety 
issues associated with the sub-standard 
weaving length and these are not justified 
by the benefits of including north facing slip 
roads, particularly when there is an 
alternative MSA available.  

within this DCO application. 

RR011u The MSA scheme would need to be varied 
and Highways England’s response is 
correct that this would have to go back to 
SMBC. However, at present, Highways 
England, as a key consultee on the Extra 
MSA application, is not objecting to that 
proposal despite it being incompatible with 
the DCO scheme. 

The Applicant is engaging with SMBC as a statutory consultee in relation 
to Extra MSA’s application, as part of that separate planning process. 

 Mr Philip O’Reilly 

RR016d With regard to the WGAA reconfiguration, 
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the 
Environmental Statement: 

Section 4.4.46 clearly states: 'The 
assessment focused on appraising the 
relative advantages and disadvantages of 
each option against operational, safety, 
cost, environmental, programme and 
statutory criteria. Each option was ranked 

The Application can confirm that Four Winds was an identified receptor 
considered as part of the environmental assessment. The reference to 
considering environmental criteria therefore confirms that the impacts on 
Mr O’Reilly’s property were considered.  
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

based on their performance against the 
criteria'. 

This confirms the impact on my property 
was not even considered when appraising 
the WGAA options. 

Section 4.4.47 states: ‘progression of the 
southern option would bring the WGAA site 
closer to an existing residential property’ 
(my property)' 

In Section 4.4.43 to 4.4.52, there is no 
further reference to my property, no 
suggestion of mitigation to my property and 
not even a suggestion of any impact on my 
property. 

RR016h See response to RR016b, RR016c and 
RR016d. 

  

The WGAA options submitted with the 
DCO were 'Options 1 - 5' so what drawing 
is being referred to?  No singular 
reconfiguration proposal was submitted 
with the DCO application. 

The document being referred to is the “Proposed Proportionate 
Reconfiguration of the Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association Facility” 
[REP2-019/Figure 8.21] submitted at Deadline 2. 

RR016m See response to RR016b, RR016c and The reconfiguration proposal that the Applicant proposes is delivered 
through the dDCO is the ‘Proposed Proportionate Reconfiguration of the 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

RR016d. 

  

My comment refers to a reconfiguration 
proposal (singular) not options (plural). 

  

Five options were submitted with the DCO 
application, and not a reconfiguration 
proposal. 

  

Where is this one 'reconfiguration proposal 
that delivers a proportionate and equivalent 
facility for the WGAA' within the DCO 
application?  

Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association Facility’ referred to above. 
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Reference 
Number 

Third Party Comment on Relevant 
Representation  

The Applicant Response to Comment on Relevant Representation  

RR016o I understood the access to my property and 
proposed mitigation works around my 
property had been agreed with Jonathan 
Pizzey (HE) at my meeting with HE and 
AECOM on 1st March 2019 and further 
discussion took place at the meeting on 
28th March 2019.  

On both occasions I requested HE to 
provide a drawing showing the agreed 
design changes around my property, but 
no drawing has been provided. 

Drawings showing access arrangements for Mr O’Reilly and for the WGAA 
have been prepared in draft. The Applicant will discuss these at its 
forthcoming meeting with Mr O’Reilly and the WGAA.  

These will then be discussed with SMBC and submitted to the ExA if 
considered appropriate. 

RR016p Although I understand HE have produced 
revised scheme drawings which show 
direct access to my property off Catherine 
de Barnes Lane, I am not aware of any 
scheme drawings which completely 
remove the need for a new access road to 
the WGAA and adjacent agricultural land. 
In previous discussions with HE I have 
been advised that any legacy issues 
arising from the project will be for SMBC to 
manage.  
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Table 2. Comments and Responses to Mr Philip O’Reilly’s Critique of Highways England Document: 6.3 Environmental Statement- 
Appendix 12.4 – Reconfiguration of Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association 

 

 
Comments and Responses to Mr Philip O’Reilly’s Critique of Highways England Document: 6.3 Environmental 
Statement- Appendix 12.4 – Reconfiguration of Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association 
 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 

 
Whilst I acknowledge that I do not have the technical expertise to fully comment on the technical data HE have 
included in their application, and do not profess to having any understanding of sound modelling methodology, there 
appear to be a number of issues regarding their data, calculations and methodology which I believe require proper 
scrutiny by the Planning Inspectorate and I have set these out below:   
 
EXISTING NOISE CLIMATE  
With regard to the WGAA reconfiguration, Volume 6 - Appendix 12.4 of the Environmental Statement compares the 
five options submitted with the DCO application against noise monitoring results taken at two locations - to the front 
and to the rear of Four Winds - but does not provide an accurate representation of the facts.  
It is noted that BS 4142:2014 (Method for Rating and Assessing Industrial and Commercial Sound) advises to  
'Exercise caution when making measurements in poor weather conditions such as wind speeds greater than 5 m/s ..  
Weather conditions can affect sound levels by influencing sound propagation or generating sound which can be 
pertinent to the assessment'  
Section 12.4.1 advises that the existing noise climate data is recorded in Tables 1-4 to 1-6 (pages 4 to 6).  
Section 12.4.2 confirms that weather conditions affected some results and wind speeds exceeded the recommended 5 
m/s but average wind speeds did not exceed '3 m/s for any daytime or night-time period'.  
HE have failed to include any meteorological data to support their statement, despite met office data confirming 
average wind speeds did in fact exceed the 5 m/s threshold on the following dates:  
 
Friday 16th March 2018 (omitted from HE data in part)  
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Saturday 17th March 2018 (omitted from HE data)  
 
Sunday 18th March 2018 (omitted from HE data)  
 
Monday 19th March 2018  
 
Thursday 22nd March 2018  
 
Monday 26th March 2018  
 
Furthermore, gusts of wind exceeded the 5 m/s threshold for prolonged periods on every day of the survey, with the 
exception of the following dates:  
Saturday 24th March 2018  
Sunday 25th March 2018  
It is therefore difficult to see how the noise level data recorded in Tables 1-4 to 1-6 can be considered as 
representative of the existing noise climate and used as a basis for the impact assessment of the pitches, hurling wall, 
car park and club house.  
 

The Applicant Response: 
 
It is correct that weather conditions can affect measured noise levels, and data recorded on Friday 16 th March 2018 
(night-time), Saturday 17th March 2018 (all day) and Sunday 18th March 2018 (all day) was excluded from the results 
summaries in Tables 1-4 to 1-6 in Appendix 12.4.   
 
As stated in paragraph 12.4.2 of Appendix 12.4, weather conditions were recorded during the survey period. A 
weather station was installed adjacent to the noise monitoring equipment at ML 7b (rear of Four Winds) as detailed in 
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Comments and Responses to Mr Philip O’Reilly’s Critique of Highways England Document: 6.3 Environmental 
Statement- Appendix 12.4 – Reconfiguration of Warwickshire Gaelic Athletic Association 
 

section 12.3 of Appendix 12.3.   
 
Noise monitoring was undertaken between Thursday 15th March 2018 and Monday 26th March 2018. The monitoring 
was originally proposed for a one week period, but due to the adverse weather conditions experienced over the 
weekend of 17th and 18th March, the monitoring period was extended to include the following weekend. 
 
The measured weather and noise level data have been revisited and additional analysis undertaken to exclude all  
noise level data within each hourly measurement period when the recorded maximum wind speed (gusts of wind) 
exceeded 5 m/s. 
 
The periods most affected by maximum wind speeds in excess of exceed 5 m/s were within the periods during which 
data have already been excluded as reported in Appendix 12.4. The further analysis of the weather and noise level 
data confirms that the recommended noise limit as stated in paragraph 12.5.14 of Appendix 12.4 remains the same.   
 
In addition, Tables 1-4 to 1-6, paragraph 12.5.5 of Appendix 12.4, compare the predicted sports pitch noise levels 
against existing measured ambient noise levels, stating that the levels are similar. The further analysis of the weather 
and ambient noise level data to exclude the noise level data when the recorded maximum wind speed (gusts of wind) 
exceeded 5 m/s, would not change the outcome of this comparison. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
IMPACT ASSESSMENTS   
 
It should be noted that the assessments carried out by HE are based on the following incorrect assumptions:  
(Incorrect) Assumption 1: Noise is from a single event.  
The effect of this assumption is that it makes no allowance for multiple events or noisier events:  

 The sports pitches, hurling wall, car park and club house will frequently be used simultaneously, increasing the 
intensity of noise.  



 
 
  
M42 Junction 6 Development Consent Order 
Applicant’s Comments on any Additional Information or Submissions Received at Deadline 2 
 

 
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010027 
Document Ref: 8.44 17 
 

 
Comments and Responses to Mr Philip O’Reilly’s Critique of Highways England Document: 6.3 Environmental 
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 As adjacent pitches will be used simultaneously, noise levels will be mutually reinforced as players and 
coaches shout more loudly to make themselves heard above the noise from the adjacent pitch.   

 A typical session on a hurling wall can result in a total of 9000 noise events (explanation provided below)  
 

The Applicant Response: 
 

The reference to a single event relates to car door slams in the car park.  The number and frequency of door slams on 
any day will be dependent on the use of the facilities.  However, as the noise metric for this activity is an Lmax value 
(instantaneous maximum noise level), the noise level would not be cumulative with other door slam LAmax (weighted 
maximum sound level) noise levels at other times throughout the day. 
 
Noise from use of the car park and hurling wall was predicted as LAmax values and noise from use of the sports 
pitches as LAeq values, to provide context to the typical character of the different noise sources.   
 
 
Noise from the club house was predicted using an entertainment noise limit based upon the guidance in the Institute of 
Acoustics ‘Good Practice Guide on the Control of Noise from Pubs and Clubs’ and associated Annex. 
 
The cumulative noise from all 3 sports pitches in operation at the same time was modelled for each potential layout 
scenario based upon available data from Sports England. 
 
As stated in paragraph 12.2.8 of Appendix 12.4, the sports pitch source levels are based upon measurements 
undertaken by Sport England during nine sports sessions on three separate pitches. Sports England state that the 
most significant noise levels were generally found to be from the voices of players, with the exception of hockey where 
the impact noises of balls hitting the perimeter boards were more noticeable. Such sources of cumulative noise are 
therefore taken into account with the assessment presented. 
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At the time of the assessment no information was provided about the use of the hurling wall.  Further assessment has 
been undertaken, see response under Hurling Wall below. 
 
It has been assumed that the operating times and intensity of the sports pitches will be the same as the existing 
WGAA site scenario. The difference in the assessment between the existing and proposed scenarios is simply the 
location of two of the pitches. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
(Incorrect) Assumption 2: Noise can be effectively contained with acoustic fencing.  
 
An acoustic fence positioned between the WGAA and my property will provide only limited mitigation. Acoustic ‘skip’ is 
a known issue with acoustic fencing whereby sound escapes over and around fences, and noise will remain a problem 
for the first-floor bedroom windows of my property, as they are in direct line from the source of the noise.   

The Applicant Response: 
 
It is correct that noise can diffract over the top and around the edges of acoustic fencing. The level of diffraction and 
the resultant attenuation of a sound source at a receiver point being dependent upon the height and length of the 
barrier, and the relative positions of the source, barrier and receiver point. It is acknowledged that an acoustic fence 
will not reduce noise for the first floor bedroom window to the same extent as that for the ground floor as it will not 
break the line of sight of the noise source.  However it should be noted that the assessment was undertaken for the 
ground floor level during the daytime on the basis that no night time sports activities are proposed. 
 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
  
(Incorrect) Assumption 3: What matters is the average intensity of noise.  

 - Noise which occurs in sharp peaks is more intrusive than steady noise: one loud sneeze in the middle of the 
night will wake up one’s partner, even if average background noise is low. The noise of the hard hurling ball 
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being hit by a hurl (wooden stick) and rebounding off the hurling wall, one player using choice language to call 
to another, a referee’s whistle, etc., are more intrusive than a relatively constant background noise.  

 - HE have based their assessment on a selective reading of The World Health Organisation’s (WHO) guidelines 
set out in “Guidelines for Community Noise”, which they have cited to in their report.   
 

In doing so, their assessment does not consider qualitative aspects of the noise nor its ability to cause annoyance, 
despite the WHO guidance stating:  
 
‘The capacity of a noise to induce annoyance depends upon its physical characteristics, including the sound pressure 
level, spectral characteristics and variations of these properties with time’ (WHO, p. xiii)  
 
Their assessment does not make adjustments for noise levels during the evening, despite the WHO guidance stating:  
‘Sound levels during the evening and night should be 5-10 dB lower than during the day’ (WHO, p. xiii)  
 
Their assessment makes no quantitative or qualitative assessment of intermittent noise in relation to my property, e. g. 
referees’ whistles, players calling to each other, etc., despite the WHO guidance stating: ‘For intermittent noise … it is 
necessary to take into account both the maximum sound pressure level and the number of noise events’ (WHO, p. xiii)  
 

The Applicant Response: 
 
The quoted text is from page xii. 
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The Lmax value is normally used for assessment of noise levels during the night time period with respect to sleep 
disturbance. However, the Lmax values were reported for hurling and car park activities to provide context of the 
instantaneous noise levels.  It is has been assumed as stated in paragraph 12.2.5 of Appendix 12.4 that the sports 
pitches and the hurling wall will not be used during the night time period (23:00 to 07:00).  The predicted Lmax values at 
Four Winds during use of the hurling wall and during car door slamming are lower than the WHO night time guideline 
level of Lmax  60 dB Lmax outside a bedroom window. 
 
As stated above, Sports England has stated that the noise significant noise levels were found to be generally derived 
from the voices of players with the exception of hockey where the impact noises of balls hitting the perimeter boards 
were more noticeable.  Such noise sources have been included in the Sports England sports pitch source noise level.  

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Sports Pitches  
Section 12.2.8 states: 'As it has not been possible to undertake noise measurements when the existing sports pitches 
are in use, the source level of 58dB LAeq,1hr at 10m from the side-line halfway marking taken from Sports England’s 
Design Guidance - Design Guidance Note Artificial Grass Pitch (AGP) Acoustics-Planning Implications, New Guidance 
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for 2015 - has been used'.  
Can HE please explain why they have not taken actual noise level measurements from the existing WGAA site and 
used that in their calculations?  
 
The source level of 58dB LAeq,1hr at 10m (as quoted in the Sports England Design Guidance and used by HE in their 
impact assessment) is derived from noise levels measured during nine different sports sessions on three separate 
Artificial Grass Pitches. These sessions involved adults and children and the activities were limited to hockey, 11 a-
side football, rugby training, and multiple small pitch games. The guidance does not confirm whether any of the 
activities were recreational or competitive or if they were attended by spectators.  None of these activities are played 
by 15 players on each side as is the case with Gaelic football and hurling. The noise from these activities could not, 
therefore, be considered as representative of the noise from a competitive game of Gaelic football or hurling as would 
typically be the case at the WGAA site.  
It appears from the HE data that the source level of 58dB LAeq,1hr at 10m does not include the noise from spectators, 
or the particularly shrill noise of a whistle. Can HE confirm whether or not they have made any allowance for these in 
their calculations? 

The Applicant Response: 
 
As it was not possible to undertake measurements at WGAA at the time of the assessment, the source level of 58 dB 
LAeq, 1hr at 10 m from the side line half way marking from Sports England guidance was used and this approach was 
confirmed as acceptable by the Environmental Health Officer at SMBC. It is not known if the Sports England noise 
levels specially include noise from spectators or from the use of whistles. Rugby Union is a 15-a-side person. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Noise from the pitches will not be limited to the noise from 1 pitch for a period of 1 hour, it will be extended across 
considerable periods of time and on a daily basis at weekends when I am most likely to be outdoors and most likely to 
be affected by the noise.   

The Applicant Response: 
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The equivalent continuous noise level (LAeq) from the sports pitches has been predicted over a1-hour assessment 
period, although this does not mean that the noise will only occur for 1 hour. The predicted level could be taken to be 
representative of a longer or shorter time period when the same level of activity was ongoing. As stated above the 
assessment has included all three pitches in use at the same time, with each pitch having a source level of  
58 dB LAeq,1hr. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
The noise will be unpredictable and therefore can be considered more intrusive than a steady and predictable level of 
noise.  

The Applicant Response: 
 
It has been assumed that the operating times and intensity of the sports pitches will be the same as the existing 
WGAA site scenario. The difference in the assessment between the existing and proposed scenarios is simply the 
location of two of the pitches. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
The proposal to move two pitches closer to my property will change its acoustic character and cause changes in 
behaviour such as having to close windows, not sitting in the garden, or speaking more loudly. This perceived change 
in the quality of life and quiet enjoyment of my property constitutes an observed adverse effect.   

The Applicant Response: 
 
See response below regarding moderate adverse impact. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Section 12.5.1 states: 'It should be noted that the change in noise levels due to the change in the road layout have not 
been considered in the predicted noise levels'.  
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If the assessment is supposed to predict the impact of the noise levels of the completed scheme then why has the 
change in the road layout not been considered?   

The Applicant Response: 
 
This assessment considered the potential impacts of the reconfigured WGAA facilities to inform the Applicant’s 
appraisal of the 5 options being considered. The noise impacts of the Scheme as a whole are set out in Chapter 12 
Noise and Vibration of the Environmental Statement [APP-067/Volume 6.1]. 
 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Sections 12.5.2 and 12.5.3 indicate a moderate adverse impact from Options 3 and 4, and a slight adverse impact 
from Options 1, 2 and 5.  
 
Options 1,2 and 5 will result in the two main pitches, which are currently 300m from my property and behind an 
established hedgerow, moving 180m south to a position 120m from my property and separated by open land. The 
data HE have obtained through sound modelling suggests this will only have a slight adverse impact in noise levels, 
which is somewhat surprising.  

The Applicant Response: 
 
The assessment of moderate or slight adverse impact is based on the impact criteria in Table 1-2 in Appendix 12.4, 
which compares the change in noise level, in this instance based on the existing WGAA layout and the proposed 5 
layout options.  The predicted moderate adverse impact for Options 3 and 4 is due to the orientation of the pitches, 
compared slight adverse impact predicted to result from Options 1, 2 and 5. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 

Section 12.5.5 states: 'When comparing the predicted noise levels against the existing ambient baseline noise levels, 
the predicted sports pitch noise levels are lower than the baseline noise levels for the properties on Catherine De 
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Barnes Lane and Shadowbrook Lane. The existing ambient noise levels at the rear of Four Winds are as expected, 
lower than the noise levels at the front of the property which is adjacent to Catherine De Barnes Lane. The predicted 
sports pitch noise levels are generally lower or similar to the existing ambient noise levels at the rear of Four Winds'.  
However, it is difficult to see where the data to support this statement has been included in the document. Monitoring 
Locations 7a and 7b (ML7a, ML7b) were installed at the front and rear of Four Winds. The tables 1-7 and 1-8 state a 
noise data level for Four Winds but do not differentiate between ML7a and ML7b. It has also been shown previously 
that the existing noise climate data submitted by HE is flawed and the true representative data is likely to be lower.   
 

The Applicant Response: 
 
The noise levels reported in Tables 1-7 and 1-8 for each receptor are the highest predicted level of a number of 
receivers around each receptor assessed, as a worst case assessment. The predicted data has been compared to the 
measured noise levels at the rear of Four Winds as this is the façade of the property which faces WGAA. 
 
See earlier response to the validity of the baseline data. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Hurling Wall  
 
Section 12.5.8 states: ‘The use of the hurling wall is unlikely to have an adverse impact on the nearby NSRs. 
However, it is recommended further assessment of the noise impact of the hurling wall is undertaken once the final 
layout has been confirmed’.  
 
The noise from a hurling wall is as a result of a hard hurling ball being hit by a hurl and rebounding off a solid concrete 
wall. It is not a one-time event. Ulster GAA have produced a manual called “The Club Maith Tool-Kit” which they 
describe as ‘a resource . . . designed to support you in the ongoing development of your Club’. The resource is 
available online and it is noted that on page 112, under the heading ‘Hurling Walls’, it states a typical night’s session 
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for one player using a hurling wall would involve up to 300 strikes of the ball. The document then advises on page 113 
that the ‘ideal hurling wall will be 40m long and 5m high, with a playing area of 40m running away from it: this will 
facilitate its use by a full panel of players’.   
 
(The complete document can be found at http://ulster.gaa.ie/club-maith/tool-kit/ or alternatively a copy of the relevant 
pages can be found in Appendix A)  
 
In a typical session involving a full team of 15 players, each player would hit the ball 300 times, causing the ball to 
rebound off the wall 300 times. That makes a total of 9000 noise events in a typical session using a hurling wall. I can 
only assume that HE have not fully researched the implications of a hurling wall as this would suggest their statement 
that ‘the use of the hurling wall is unlikely to have an adverse impact’ appears to be somewhat of an understatement.    
 
It is not difficult to conclude that the data HE have included in their impact assessment cannot be considered 
representative of the predicted impact of a new hurling wall on Four Winds.  

The Applicant Response: 
At this stage no information has been provided regarding the use of the hurling wall.  Based on the assumptions stated 
by Mr O’Reilly that a total of  9000 noise events would occur in a typical session (assumed to be a 1 hour training 
session) the predicted noise level would be 98 dB LAeq, 1hr at 1 m from the wall. This is based upon the same noise 
data of a hockey ball hitting the backboard (as stated in paragraph 12.2.12 of Appendix 12.4).  The predicted noise 
from the use of the hurling wall at Four Winds for the 5 options are summarised in the table below.  
 
Table 1. Predicted LAeq1hr Hurling Wall 

NSR Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Four Winds 40 39 39 41 42 

 
The predicted hurling noise is below the WHO guidelines lower criterion of 50 dB LAeq and the existing daytime 

http://ulster.gaa.ie/club-maith/tool-kit/
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ambient noise levels at the rear of Four Winds.  The predicted noise levels, do not take in to account any screening 
provided by the hurling wall or any acoustic boundary fencing, and therefore may be lower than those shown.   
 
It should be noted that a Hurling Wall is now not proposed as part of the WGAA reconfiguration set out in Volume 8.21 
as submitted to the ExA at Deadline 2.  
 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Car Park  
 
The proposed car park is for 170+ cars but section 12.5.9 Table 1-10 states the predicted noise level for a single car 
door slamming. It does not include noise level data for multiple cars, vehicle movements, engines being revved, 
delivery/collection vehicles or patron noise.  
The data submitted cannot, therefore, be considered representative of the predicted noise level impact of a proposed 
car park on the WGAA site.  

The Applicant Response: 
 
At the time of the assessment information on the number car parking spaces and layout of the car park was not 
available; therefore the Lmax noise from a car door slam at the closest proposed car parking space to Four Winds was 
assessed to provide an indication of the impact of the instantaneous noise from the car park at night, but it was 
concluded that the predicted noise levels were below the WHO guideline values outside an open window.   
 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Club House  
 
Section 12.5.12 states: 'no information is available regarding noise levels from the existing clubhouse and the 
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proposed specification of the configuration is not known'.  
 
Section 12.5.14 states: 'A robust approach was used in the statistical analysis of the background sound levels, looking 
in turn at the mode, median and mean averages and the lowest 10th percentile of levels recorded between 23:00 and 
01:00. This analysis produced a range of 37 – 42dB for the night time period at Location ML7b. Based on this a level 
of 40dB for the night time is considered to be representative'.  
 
The obvious concern with the positioning of a new clubhouse is the noise that results from it being used as a venue 
that holds functions with amplified music and loudspeakers. It can be assumed this will principally be on a Friday, 
Saturday and Sunday. On these specific days, noise levels at the rear of Four Winds (ML7b) were recorded (see 
Table 1-6 (rear), page 6) as 35.3dB, 36.6dB and 36.0dB resulting in a mean level of 36dB. Therefore, a representative 
figure for the night time is 36.0dB and not 40.0dB as HE have suggested. Also note, this calculation is based on the 
flawed existing noise climate data submitted by HE and the true representative figure is likely to be lower.   
 
HE have carried out an impact assessment but have failed to include any noise level data related to the proposed 
clubhouse. There is no noise level data included for external areas such as the play area, beer garden and smoking 
areas. There is no noise level data included for entertainment, including music, or for patrons, and as noise levels can 
only be effectively controlled by confining noise to internal areas, HE have failed to suggest the operational conditions 
WGAA will be subjected to in order to comply with legislation.   
 
The submitted impact assessment cannot, therefore, be considered representative of the predicted impact of a new 
club house on Four Winds.  

The Applicant Response: 
 
At the time of the assessment, it was not possible to undertaken any noise measurements at the WGAA site, therefore 
a noise limit was proposed based on the guidance in the Institute of Acoustics ‘Good Practice Guide on the Control of 
Noise from Pubs and Clubs’ and associated Annex.   
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The use of the club house will be subject to the Licensing Act 2003.  Under the Licensing Act the applicant (WGAA) 
will have to demonstrate how noise from the use of the club house, including external area, will be controlled and 
SMBC will apply appropriate conditions. 
 
As stated in paragraph 12.5.14 the statistical analysis of the background sound levels at ML7b (Rear of Four Winds) 
was undertaken between 23:00 and 01:00 to represent the potential hours the club may be in use during the night time 
period. The background sound levels quoted by Mr O’Reilly above are taken from Table 1-6 which are the 
representative background sound levels over the full night time period, which includes the quietest times of the night 
when the club house is not in use. 
 
As stated earlier, following further analysis of the measured noise level data, the recommended entertainment noise 
limit as stated in paragraph 12.5.14 of Appendix 12.4 remain unchanged. 
 
It should be noted that as part of the reconfiguration of the WGAA proposals as set out in Volume 8.21, it is not 
proposed to relocate the existing clubhouse. 

Mr O’Reilly Comment: 
 
Mitigation  
 
No proposed mitigation to Four Winds to reduce the impact of the WGAA reconfiguration has been included in the HE 
document.  
 

The Applicant Response: 
 
As stated in paragraph 12.9.87 of the ES chapter 12, given the uncertainty of the absolute configuration of the WGAA 
a further assessment of the noise impacts on the nearby receptors will be undertaken once the final layout has been 
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confirmed. 
 
One of the main purposes of the assessment in Appendix 12.4 was to consider the potential noise impacts from the 5 
different options under consideration at the time of the application.  
 
As stated in paragraph 12.5.15 of Appendix 12.4, Option 5 is the preferred option with respect to predicted noise 
impacts at receptors (including Four Winds). The proposed reconfiguration as set out in Volume 8.21 was developed 
based upon this option. Because Option 5 was only assessed to have a slight adverse impact on Four Winds, no 
specific mitigation measures were considered necessary for inclusion in the DCO application.  
 

 


