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Subject: RE: BoKlok Littlehampton - Revised Acoustic Report, received 18th August 2021.

From: Carol Reynolds <Caro Rey
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can report that the document largely meets with Arun Environmental Health approval, however  make
the following comments.

Risk Apartments and Houses

L will recommend an additional Planning Condition to be added to require AVO Level 2 Assessmeant to be
carried out by a suitably qualified energy and sustainability consultant in accordance with TRSS, in order
to assess whether more robust ventiiation and acoustic attenuation measures will be reguired for High
Risk flats and Low to Medium Risk houses and apartments

i, Boklok standard mechanical ventiiation {MEV) is proposed to homes throughout this site, which implies
a lesser standard e.g. based around intermittent, operator-controlled fans to kKitchens/hathrooms and as
stated, trickls vents through window frames. AVQO Level 2 Assessment will better inform the situation,
howeaver for Rislc Hats and houses, it is anticipated that such mechanical means of ventilation will be based
arpund a system of continuous air extraction and acoustically treated trickle ventilators, ideally with heat
recovery, { MEVE or MEVY, Building Regulations, Approved Document F, or equivalent).

i, Page 21 and DEFRA guidance. | do not agree with your assertion that an open patio door provides
greater acoustic attenuation than an apen window, Internal noise levels are therefore indicated to ba at or
above | 49 dBLA=g, 18hr and at increased risk of significant adverse effect from road noise.

Points i, and ii. can be satisfactorily addressed undar the above Planning Condition reqguest, however |
would suggest that the applicant makes allowance for such increased provision. A condition will of course
apply for post construction validation of acoustic attenuation provided to ensure compliance with all
relevant standards/guidance.

Kind regards

Yours sincerely

Carol Reynolds

From: James stokes |

Sent: 18 August 2021 10:55

To: Carol Reynolds <Carol.Re

Subject: RE: Boklok Littlehampton - Revised Acoustic Report
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UALTTHGN: This emall originated from outside of the organisation. You should take extra care when clicking
links or opening attachments - if you are unsure the content is safe contact the IT Helpdesk before clicking
of opening.

Carol
Please find attached Revision 3 of our Acoustic Report for the Land South of Littlehampton Academy.

A summary of the main updates included in the report are given below, detailing each point and providing a
comment/response in each case, to demonstrate that it has been considered:

= Mechanical Extract Ventilation
Although provided in the previous report, we have made the ventilation strategy clearer to confirm that
Mechanical Extract Ventilation (MEV) is proposed. This approach utilises trickle ventilators, however
results in higher ventilation rates due to the increased pressure differential generated by extract
ventilation in various rooms of the unit.

= Electrical Substation
A high-level assessment of substation transformer noise has been included in Section 9.0 of the report.
The resulting noise level prediction from the proposed transformer is 15dB below the predicted night-
time background noise levels at the nearest receptor and therefore no noise disturbance issues are
anticipated.

=  Nursery Noise Survey
An additional survey of noise from the adjacent nursery has been undertaken over a period of 3 working
days. Worst-case noise activity, including noise from the use of the children’s cars on the wooden bridge
were included in the unattended measured levels, as observed following the installation of the meter.
Based on these measured levels, noise level predictions in the nearest gardens and at the nearest
proposed facades meet the requirements of BS8233:2014.

= External Amenity Noise

Further acoustic modelling has been undertaken to investigate the potential improvements available for
the 4no. gardens where external noise levels currently exceed 50dB. Further modelling showed that an
increase in height (from 1.8m to 2.4m) would only further reduce noise level by around 2-3dB. As such,
given that the increase in height of these fences will have other design implications (e.g.
aesthetic/sunlight), it is not deemed that this undesirable design change would warrant the relatively
small acoustic improvement of 2-3dB, where resulting noise levels in some gardens would still exceed
50dB. As such, on the basis of this further modelling, it is deemed that the existing design of 1.8m fences
is still acoustically suitable.

Hopefully the above demonstrates that your comments have been considered, and where required, further
surveys/assessments have been undertaken.

Please let us know if you have any further outstanding comments.

Kind regards

James Stokes
Senior Acoustic Consultant
RBA Acoustics Ltd.
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From: James Stokes
Sent: 28 July 2021 09:42
To: 'Carol Reynolds' <Carol.Reyvnold

Subject: RE: Boklok Littlehampton - Acoustic discussion with EHO

Carol
Thanks for your time on the phone the other day — | think it was a very productive conversation.
| have summarised some of the key points of our discussion below:

= Mechanical Ventilation - | highlighted that the proposed ventilation scheme does indeed utilise Mechanical
Extract Ventilation (MEV) in conjunction with the proposed trickle ventilators. We will ensure this is made
clearer in the revised acoustic report.

=  Future Road Traffic Noise - We discussed the possibility of future surveying of the Fitzalan Link Road once it
is operational. To develop this strategy, we would need to better understand the key dates for the ‘opening’
of this road so that this could be coordinated with the site design programme. Are you able to provide any
more information on this?

= Nursery Noise Survey - We will be undertaking an additional noise survey of noise from the adjacent
nursery and including a robust assessment of this noise within our revised report. In your previous response
you mentioned that you are happy for us to determine suitable target criteria/assessment methodology, in
the absence of nursery-specific acoustic guidance, and the suitability of various ‘similar’ acoustic literature
was discussed. We will undertake unattended noise monitoring over a period of 3no. working days,
measuring nursery noise levels at the perimeter of the site, as well as taking attended spot measurements of
key potentially noisy activities (e.g. children’s cars on wooden bridge) to ensure the worst-case noises have
been considered.

= External Amenity Noise — We clarified that BS8233:2014 states that it is not necessarily appropriate to set
noise limits for small balconies. For gardens, the noise levels shown in Figure 5 are shown at a height of 4m
and therefore not applicable for garden external amenity assessments of houses; For this, noise levels are
shown in Figure 8 at a height of 1.5m (i.e. standing in a garden). We will review the possibility of additional
screening to the north-west corner of the site to assess if any additional noise reduction can be achieved to
the few houses with noise levels between 50-55dB.

= Electrical Substation — We will include a high-level assessment of substation transformer noise in the
revised acoustic report, although it was highlighted that, given the large distances, the likelihood of any

future noise issues is very minimal.

= School fencing — | understood you would ideally want to see solid fencing along the entire school boundary
due to some subjective audibility of classroom noise during your recent site survey.
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Kind regards
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From: Carol Reynolds <Cargl.Reynoids
Sent: 21 July 2021 08:06
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From: James stoks |

Sent: 14 July 2021 17:37
To: Carol Reynolds <Carol Revnelds@anin.gov.ak>

Subject: RE: Boklok Littlehampton - Acoustic Comments to EHO response

UAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. You should take extra care when clicking
lmks or opening attachments - if you are unsure the content is safe contact the [T Helpdesk before clicking
or opening.

Carol
Thanks for getting back to us on this with your feedback.

To provide responses or further questions to your points, we have provided our comments below in rag

Kind regards

James Stokes
Senior Acoustic Consultant
RBA Acoustics Ltd.
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From: Carol Reynolds <Cargl.Re

Sent: 29 June 2021 20:18

To: Anita Gardner <Anita. Gardner@arun.gov.ul>

Subject: FW: LU/116/21/PL (Rosemead Housing S of Littlehampton Academy)

Environmental Health:

MNoise.

An assessment of the acoustic compliance has been submitted in a noise report provided by RBA Acoustics dated 87
March 2021, ref: 10383 .RPO1.APR.Z RevZ, upon which | make the following comments. Unfortunately, the report is
not acceptabie to this Department in its current format.

1. Fitzalan Link Road.

The resulting fagade incident noise levels at the worst affected apartment units and houses facing the
Fitzalan Link Road are stated to be o~

*Apartment units: 52 dB LAeq, 16hr ie. during daytime hours and 54dB LAeg during the night with an
LAfmax of 71d8,
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* Houses at north-western corner: 57dB LAeg {daytime) and 52dB LAeq {night-time}, with a LAfmax of
65948,

a.The report considers double glazed units providing an Rw of 34dB with equivalent through frame,
acoustically treated trickie ventilators and ‘ventilation to Boklok standards,” but this is unspecified. Please
provide <mtabie descnptmn thhss standard

Thank you . Tables 8&9 and Page 2 (Open wmdows and mechanlcal ventilation)

b. F would support the acoustician’s recommendations for a Level 2 AVO Assessment for all High Risk flats
and for Low/Medium Risk houses {Table 10} so that the reguirement for more robust ventilation and
*—scamtsc attenuation measures may be fuiiy asses<ec§ We await thss repart

¢. Please ensure that the report states the number of times the LAfmax exceeds 60d8 during 23:00 to

07:00 hours. | would refer you to the Planning Pro PG which states that the fagade level of 80dB LAfmax,
should be exceeded no more than 10 ~ 15 times during the night-time period. Please average such

meanurements over a pencd of noi greater than manutes.

Noted: In this case and since completion of the apartment block is likely to exceed that time during which
the link road will be commissioned, then a condition can be put in place to ensure a suitable noise
assessment and that this criteria is given due weight.

NB: Advice from EH Housing, 29 June 2021, may mean reconsideration of balcony doors originally
envisaged for the apartment units,

2. Children’s Day Nursery

it is considered that any assessment of a children’s day nursery should not he over reliant on LAeg
{RSR8233} compliance, as the LAeg measure is likely to underestimate any adverse impact. Please provide a
noise survey which properly describes the noise characteristics of the site and likelihood of potential
detriment to the amenity of the new housing development from this activity, rather than a theoretical
exercise.

Such a survey/report should provide an account of the hours of outdoor use and annotated time history
graphs of the cutdoar activity of the children to include dB and one minute LAfmax levals. Please dascribe
the character of the noise. Oniy when the true impact is presented can the appropriateness of any
m;tsgat;on be expimed

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/118/21/PL



It is clear that the introduction of new housing at the immediate western boundary to a long-established
children’s day nursery, has the potential to impose restrictions on the business which would not have been
necessary were houses not built here. B58233 guidelines have limited application in this case as these
apply to steady noise, such as from roads. However, an LAeq of 54dB two metres from the existing
boundary fence, as stated in the acoustic report, is already approaching 55dB, i.e. that level at which
serious annoyance of receptors can be anticipated.

I acknowledge difficulty in this case, in that there is no prescribed/agreed method of assessing the noise
impact of such businesses, however Arun’s experience is that nearby residents certainly do not perceive
children’s play in day care facilities as pleasant, leading to protracted investigation by this Department and
new restrictions on these businesses through the Planning system. Rear gardens of only 11 metres to
potentially impacted proposed houses, provide little distance attenuation, although the LAeq experienced
inside rooms, through a partly opened window might falsely indicate that the level of noise is ‘just’
acceptable. Whilst the stated hours of operation of the nursery are useful, residents should expect to be
provided with quiet enjoyment of their gardens/houses during day-time hours. The fact that the gardens
are east facing and would be shadowed by the properties after noon, suggests a monitoring location of
midway into the gardens where your further investigation may indicate required noise mitigation, such
the provision of a suitable acoustic barrier to replace the existing fence which has obvious openings in its
structure {i*}.

You will be aware that | called onsite at Littlehampton Day Nursery, midday, Thursday, 8" and again at
15:00 hours Friday, 9t July 2021. Here the owner and | discussed the possibility of moving the children’s
play area east to an alternative site within the grounds. However, this would only serve to relocate any
potential noise detriment/nuisance to existing houses east of the nursery.

My further onsite observations were that children’s play cars emit an obvious rumbling noise, particularly
to the tarmacked southern section of the playground and that the sound of these vehicles passing over a
wooden bridge joining the north and south sections is particularly audible. | also listened, outside the
nursery in the proposed new gardens at a distance of approximately 10 metres from and half-way along,
the nursery fence. The above noise, from children’s play vehicles, as well as the children’s clearly audible
speech and even clearer teachers’ speech was apparent.

Noise from what appeared to be a television programme, was also clearly audible from an open window at
Littlehampton Academy that afternoon (east of the eastern playground), although it was not possible to
make out individual words. | note that the section of wooden fencing at the Academy southern boundary
(referenced in the acoustic report, page 2 and section 4.2) is not continuous, with sections east and west
of this consisting open metal mesh style fencing with little sound reduction capacity {ii*}.
*The incomplete nature of these wooden fences, (i) and (ii) as above, means that they should be
discounted from the acoustic model at the position of the school car park and eastern playground and
class rooms; and possibly nursery playground too.

Please clarify whether it is also intended that the developer would provide a 1.8m solid wood or acoustic
fence in these areas.
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The fact that | found different sources of noise on consecutive days indicates that any noise measurement
carried out in this case should be over a period of not less than 3, weekdays and consistent with the
hours of operation. This will also be of benefit now that the nursery is fully operational to give better
representation of the actual noise climate. Operation of the nursery, car parks should also be considered. |
have already requested that such a report/assessment provides an account of the hours of outdoor use
and annotated time history graphs of the outdoor activity of the children.

The Agent of Change principle allows a developer to put in place suitable arrangements with an existing
business/s to remediate the possibly detrimental effect of imposing a new sensitive receptor/s as in this
case. You may consider a new acoustic barrier along the western length of the nursery playground and/or
an alternative lower noise surface to replace the not overly large tarmacked play-ground surface and
bridge useful in this case.

There being no standard method of assessing the noise impact of children’s nurseries, then it is essentially
for you to propose a mutually acceptable assessment method to predict the annoyance effect of
characteristic noise from this business. Playground shouting tends to be loud, unpredictable and
intermittent, occurring in short bursts lasting only a few seconds but recurring repeatedly. You may
therefore wish to consider a BS 4142 assessment based around the LAf,max of the children’s shouting,
corrected for the character of the noise, in which case the objective for noise mitigation should be that
the Rating Level is no more than 5dB above the background sound level. You may also wish to have
reference to guidelines provided in the case of animal boarding establishments which have similar
considerations in respect of noise not traditionally considered to be industrial or commercial. Examples are
Northern Ireland IOA Irlsh Branch Paul McCullough Dog Barking Assessment Methodology (June 2020)
Sivoutu bef USPLVITCOIE, or Supplementary Planning Guidance — South Holland 1999

3. External Amenity Areas.
I note, figure &, that davtime noise level predictions for those houses and flats to the north west and west
of the site indicate 3 level between 55 and 60 dB LAeqg.

The report suggests that higher noise levels in external amenity areas should be accaptable since the
development site is considered to be an urban area with close proximity to a strategic transport network. |
would suggest that this is not a suitable characterisation of the area, which is suburban in nature and only
in peripheral proximity to the A259. As such, suitable mitigation should be provided to ensure that the
noise level in ameanity areas is equivalent to 50 dB LAeqg, the level at which moderate annoyance, rather
than 55dB LAeq where serious annoyance is anticipated.

. R
Vhore ar N 9 N
PSS &y EVHIY areas wi Hh nolse levely 5548

Figure 5 does not appear to concur W|th this statement since that area shown in yellow (north and west of
flats and houses) would seem to represent an LAeq,16hr of greater than 55, but less than 60 dB; whereas
Figure 8 indicates a level higher than 55db LAeq but lower than 60 dB for flats alone (although the colour
key does not seem to match with the noise contours).

Please also note my comments as above, that contrary to paragraph 4.2 of the acoustic report, the existing
wooden fences to the school carpark and eastern school grounds; and nursery, are incomplete/inadequate
and should be discounted from any acoustic modelling.
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| accept that the Fitzalaln Link road is part of the strategic transport network, but it will not have
the same use as for example, the A259 to its immediate north. Your own report (page 4) points out that
the nearest existing major road is the A259.

4. Balconies. it is agreed that should only small baiconies be provided, then BS 8233 recommendations
would not apply, This guidance would however apply where the balconies are used as general amenity
space,

\\\ \\\\\\

5. Electrical substation.
The acaust:c re;}ort shauid include assessment of the propesed electrical substatsan on thss Site

will be PQSS

Thank you, please mclude Any necessary mltlgatlon would therefore need 1o rely on distance
attenuation.

&. Littlehampton Academy Playground.
Spacifically, Littlehampton Academy plavground immediately to the north of proposed houses and
Littlehampton Day Nursery. Thank you, the acoustic report provided is considered sufficient in this case.

Notes
ARSI

Please see my note, as above, included under Point 2. Children’s Day Nursery.

Please add the following Conditions to this application

Noise

1. Noise in habitable rooms.

Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a scheme shall be provided to
demonstrate that the internal noise levels within the residential units will conform to the “Indoor ambient
noise levels for dwellings” guideling values specified within Tabie 4 under section 7.7.2 of 85 8233:2014.

Details shall be compiled by a competent acoustician on sound insulation and noise reduction for buildings
and shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme should take
inte account the correct number of air changes reguired for noise affected rooms and LAmax as specified
here and in the Planning Pro PG. The works specifiad in the approved schemae shall then be carried outin
accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of the premises and be retained thereafter,

Raason: To protect the amenity of local residents in accordance with Policy QE DM of the Adopted Arun
Local Plan 2011 - 2031

2. Noise in Amenity Spaces.

Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a scheme will be provided to
demonstrate that the external noise levels within the curtilage of residential units and amenity areas for
the site will conform to the “"Design criteria for external noise” upper guideline value of 55 dB LAeq,T and
preferably with the desired LAeq,T level of 50 dB as specified in section 7.7.3.2 of BS 8233:2014,

Guidance on the noise mitigation works to be provided to ensure noise reduction for the proposad
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The work
spacified in the approved scheme shali then be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior
to occupation of the premises and be retained thereafter.
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§E@afmra:’sscﬂm:§ﬁm use of the eiectncsty substation, an acaus’c;c :epmt assessing the impact shall be

wrgbadialb thedfas m@m@@tmmm@ai&m&m}m@%@m
mmxgmmmﬁﬁmsmmmahamwwﬁd@@m;&médsﬁmﬁﬁd vt DRERAdtadarhidvoeitiidhe
Selfoodddachbestchauibencitlpdombrbentaded Procedure for the Assessment of Low Frequency Noise
Boasphifa\Whhah Bl S ibdibse Duveniban8dill not be sold beyond 2040, and to mitigate against any
Sessoriaz Tadvertednibacrod shey dé be b resivhootd dusice gl Wit b Sholics Qe bith philty Qfdphed Rt
Bredaba it PRk dena Rinirch. Gefncidiadi/ Rodeinhdn i ol FOot ure St OBTHAABIER01 7} and

heddsicealfIAnaRIRolldyRdimework (NPPF),

b.The electricity substation equipment shall be maintained in a condition so that it complies with the levels
and mitigation measures specified in the approved acoustic repart, wheneaver it is operating. After
installation of the approved plant, no new plant shall be used without the written consent of the Local
Planning Authority.

Reason: To protect the amenity of local residents in accordance with Policy QF DM of the Adopted Arun
Local Plan 2011- 2031

Reason:

To protact the amenity of local residents in accordance with Policy QE DMI of the Adopted Arun Local Flan
2011 - 2031

4, Post Construction validation Testing - Noise

An acoustic assessment of compliance with the noise conditions shall be submitted to the Local Planning
Authority no later than two months after completion of the development hereby permitied. This will
particularly consider those properties which are nearest to identified sources of commaercial noise, or any
major road. Any provisions indicated in the assessment which need 1o be made to control noise effecting
the site pursuant to the said conditions, shall be submitted in writing for the written approval of the Local
Flanning Authority within 1 month of the assessment and ali works which form part of the approved
scheme shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with a timetable to be agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authority and thereafter maintained.

Reasom: To protect the amenity of local residents in accordance with Policy OF DM1 of the Adopted Arun
Local Plan 2011 - 2031

5. Electrical Sub Station.
Informatives:-
The applicant is advised of the new Planning and Noise Advice Document: Sussex, March 2021 to guide

and inform decisions in this case.

Kind regards
Carol

Cami R@yn@ids
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DX 57406 Littlehampton
You can view Arun District Council's Privacy Policy from hity

Important Notice This e-mail is intended exclusively for the addressee and may contain information that is confidential and/or privileged. If you are not
the intended recipient {or authorised to receive it for the addressee), please notify the sender and delete the e-mail immediately; using, copying, or
disclosing it to anyone else, is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. Any views, opinions or options presented are solely those of the author and do
not necessarily represent those of Arun District Council. The information in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000, therefore we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this e-mail to a third party. The Council reserves
the right to monitor e-mails in accordance with relevant legislation. Whilst outgoing e-mails are checked for viruses, we cannot guarantee this e-mail is
virus-free or has not been intercepted or changed and we do not accept liability for any damage caused. Any reference to "e-mail"” in this disclaimer

includes any attachments.
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