
Appendix 1: Air Quality Consultant’s Response on behalf of Friends of Waterlane 





Planning Application No. 18/0043/STMAJW - Fourways Farm, Waterlane, 
Oakridge, Gloucestershire, GL6 7PH

I write on behalf of the Friends of Water Lane, who have instructed Mayer Brown 
Limited to provide a technical review of the supporting air quality information submitted 
in relation to the above planning application (which is a resubmission of an earlier 
withdrawn application - Gloucester County Council ref. 17/0082/STMAJW).

The revised application aims to establish the demand for the proposed facility, provide 
details in relation to operation and regulation, and address potential concerns in 
relation to impacts in relation to traffic, noise, air quality, odour, pests and visual impact.

With regard to the Air Quality impact of the scheme, the Applicant has provided a 
technical note by Atkins Limited. This appears to be an updated version of the memo 
originally submitted in relation to the earlier (now withdrawn) planning application. I 
personally reviewed the original memo on behalf of the Friends of Water Lane and my 
comments and observations are set out in the “Expert Report of Lucinda Pestana”. The 
Applicant has included a copy of this expert report as “Footnote 16: Mayer Brown 
Report – Air Quality March 2018” as part of their supporting documentation to the 
revised application now under consideration by the WPA.

Whilst the updated Atkin’s technical note appears to be aimed at responding to the 
comments and observations set out in MB’s expert report, it does not, in my view, 
provide a substantive response to the matters I have previously raised.

Before considering this in greater detail, I would draw the WPA’s attention to the 
“Supporting Statement” submitted by the Applicant, with specific regard to paragraph 
5.3. I do not consider that the referencing and paraphrasing provided by the Applicant 
provides a faithful representation of the observations I have previously made and the 
context of those comments. The Applicant’s Supporting Statement states:

“The self-proclaimed ‘Friends of Waterlane’ group has engaged planning consultants and 
commissioned reports in relation to air quality and noise. Reassuringly the experts that 
wrote these reports both concluded that the development is unlikely to result in significant 
air quality or noise impact”.

I would like to take this opportunity to confirm that my use of the term 
“significant” is not intended to be interpreted as a conversational or casual 
term but has been specifically used in the specific context of current EU and 
UK guidelines in relation to the % change in pollutants’ concentrations 
relative to the air quality objective levels/guidelines to safeguard human 
health.

My comments should not therefore be construed as providing “support” to the 
application and certainly does not remove the applicants’ responsibility to provide an 
adequate quantitative assessment of the emissions associated with the operation of the 
proposed plant.  If the emissions are indeed considered to be irrelevant, it is not fully 
understood the reasoning for not providing this information as evidence.



In order to ensure the true context of my comments is understood, I repeat below the 
comments set out in paragraphs 7.2 to 7.12 of my expert report.

“7.2 It is concluded that that the evidence submitted has failed to provide sufficient 
information/details with regards to air quality emissions and the general management and 
maintenance of the site to ensure that the operation of the site would not have an 
unacceptable impact on local human and ecological receptors.

1.2 Public Health England statement supports my view that the evidence provided is 
neither adequate or sufficient to state that the emissions associated with the proposed plant 
are unlikely to have a significant effect upon the health and wellbeing of local residents.

1.3 The technical review provided by WPA’s technical advisor (Atkins) did not 
include any technical review or assessment of the proposed emission rates for the proposed 
incinerator and could not identify exact stack location, width, height or exit velocity of any 
pollutants.

1.4 Notwithstanding the fact that no emission rates have been quoted, GCC does 
not appear to have set any operational emission limits for PM10 or oxides of nitrogen.

1.5 Therefore, although I agree that development is not of a scale that would require an 
EIA, all potential environmental impacts should be adequately considered and assessed 
to ensure that the development and its operation does not result in any significant adverse 
impacts.

1.6 Detailed assessment should therefore be undertaken and appropriate controls i.e. 
suitable conditions, including emissions limits and regular monitoring programme, ought 
to be implemented, to ensure that the health and quality of life of neighbouring residents is 
adequately protected and maintained thereafter.

1.7 The Officer’s Report recommended the application for approval subject to a 
number of conditions. There is no specific condition relating to air emission. This is 
briefly mentioned in Condition 17 – Environmental Control Manual. Which states the 
following:

“Prior to the incinerator being brought into use, an Environmental Control Manual shall be 
submitted to and be approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority, which shall set out the 
steps to be taken on an ongoing basis to:

a) control the potential odour and noise impacts related to the reception and storage of 
carcasses at the facility;
b) control pests at the facility, i.e. rodents and insects;
c) undertake operation of the incinerator to ensure that it meets the 
specified expected emissions criteria set out in the submitted TB-AB 
document;
d) monitor for smoke and smell in the locality of the incinerator;
e) control the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; and
f) undertake maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and 
associated equipment in line with the manufacturer's instructions…”

1.8 I have three primary concerns relating to the proposed condition.



a) it clearly implies potential odour, when the entire report and associated technical input 
clearly stated there would be no odour associated with operation.
c) which states that operation must meet the ‘specified expected emissions criteria’ set by 
the manufactures and its technical document. This is very disturbing since the officers’ 
report clearly and all the associated evidence provided, clearly demonstrated that there was 
no emissions data available for the proposed incinerator. Also, no emission 
targets/thresholds have been established to safeguard the health and amenity of local 
resident.
d) It is not clear what this might mean, is monitoring being undertaken using a regular 
monitoring programme to ensure compliance with relevant standards or does monitoring 
simply implies ‘due care’?

1.9 My own professional judgement that this scale of development is unlikely to result 
in a “significant” air quality impact on neighbouring receptors and probably unlikely to 
exceed nation objective emission targets.  However, this opinion should not be construed to 
imply that I ‘support’ the application being determined by the LPA, but should be taken 
as professional opinion that, with appropriate provisions, I consider that it would be 
technically feasible for this type of installation to be designed to avoid “significant” 
adverse impacts.

1.10 However, where alternative, less polluting options are available, these should be 
considered as an alternative.

1.11 - Given the comments set out earlier in this report relating to the uncertainty of the 
technical information currently available to the WPA and consultation responses of the 
WPA’s air quality advisor, it is my professional view that if the WPA were minded to 
grant permission, then any permission would need to be very carefully conditioned to 
ensure that the health and amenity of the neighbouring residents is appropriately 
safeguarded. “

The updated information submitted by the Applicant does not remove the above 
concerns and, without the imposition of suitable conditions, I remain of the 
view that it cannot be safely presumed that air quality impacts associated 
with the proposed development would be adequately controlled.

It is important to note that the fact that the proposed plant is ‘approved’ and considered a 
“modest” operation from an Environmental Permitting perspective, does not remove the 
possibility of such equipment having localised adverse impacts. In accordance with national 
planning policy, there is a clear requirement for any potential impacts to be adequately assessed 
and to demonstrate that such impacts are acceptable when compared to national air quality 
objective levels. However, no demonstration of such impacts has been provided, neither has 
adequate primary emissions data been presented that would enable independent scrutiny.

We would be grateful if the above comments are treated as material considerations in relation to 
your determination of the application.





Appendix 2: Acoustic Consultant’s Response on behalf of Friends of Waterlane 



Planning Application No. 18/0043/STMAJW
Fourways Farm, Waterlane, Oakridge, Gloucestershire GL6 7PH

I write on behalf of the Friends of Water Lane, who have instructed Mayer Brown Limited 
to provide a technical review of supporting information submitted in relation to the above 
planning application (which is a resubmission of an earlier withdrawn application - 
Gloucester County Council ref. 17/0082/STMAJW).

The Applicant’s “Supporting Statement”
The revised application is accompanied by a “Supporting Statement” prepared by the Applicant. 
This provides information relating to the “need” for an equine incinerator; information on 
the Applicants and information intended to demonstrate the potential environmental impacts of 
the scheme.

With regard to the noise impact of the scheme, the supporting statement draws attention to 
“Noise Impact Assessment Report VA1963.180504.NIA2” prepared by Venta Acoustics. This 
document is an updated version of a report originally submitted by the Applicant in relation to an 
earlier (now withdrawn) planning application. I reviewed the original report on behalf of 
the Friends of Water Lane and my comments and observations on noise are set out in the 
“Expert Report of Paul Gray”. The Applicant has included a copy of this expert report as 
“Footnote 15” of their supporting statement to the revised application now under consideration 
by the WPA.
.
Whilst Venta Acoustic’s updated report does seek to respond to some of the comments and 
observations set out in MB’s expert report, it does not respond to others or provide additional 
information where non-compliance with the reporting requirements of adopted standards has 
been identified.

I therefore consider it somewhat disingenuous of the applicant to state at paragraph 5.5 of their 
Supporting Statement:

“Our efforts to reassure the community have included commissioning traffic and noise 
surveys, which indicate that the proposed facility will have negligible impact   ...”

The reasonableness of such a statement clearly needs to be questioned when specific queries 
and observations raised on behalf of the Friends of Water Lane have not be responded to and 
revised reporting continues to omit details of survey methodologies and primary data upon which 
assessments have been based. My more detailed comments to support this view are set out 
later in this letter.

I also consider that the Applicant’s more general referencing and paraphrasing of my expert 
report on noise is rather disingenuous and misleading. In that regard, I would draw specific 
attention to paragraph 5.3 of the Applicant’s Supporting Statement which states:

“Reassuringly the experts that wrote these reports both concluded that the development is 
unlikely to result in significant air quality or noise impact”.

My use of the term “significant” is not intended to be interpreted colloquially, but has been 
specifically used in the specific context of governmental policy on noise and planning. To 
amplify on this, national planning policy sets out two clear aims – for “significant” noise 



impacts to be avoided and for “other” noise adverse noise impacts to be mitigated and reduced 
to a minimum. As such, the fact that I have expressed my professional opinion that 
“significant” adverse noise effects are unlikely, does not lend “support” to the application 
because it is equally critical (in noise and planning policy terms) to demonstrate that other 
impacts have been reduced to a minimum.

In order to ensure the true context of our comments is understood, I repeat below the comments 
set out in paragraphs 4.6 to 4.12 of my expert report.

1.12 Based on past experience, it is my professional judgement that this type of 
development is unlikely to result in a “significant” noise impact on neighbouring noise 
sensitive receptors. This opinion should not be construed to imply that I ‘support’ the 
application being determined by the LPA, but should be taken as professional opinion 
that, with appropriate noise control provisions, I consider that it would be technically 
feasible for this type of installation to be designed to avoid “significant” adverse impacts.

1.13 In that regard, I consider that the development would be compliant with the first aim of 
the paragraph 123 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Noise Policy 
Statement for England, i.e. “avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse 
impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new development”.

1.14 However, it is critical that the WPA considers carefully how the delivery of this aim of 
the NPPF can be assured. I also consider that it is equally critical for the WPA to 
consider how they should respond to the 2nd aim of paragraph 123 the NPPF/ NPSE, i.e. 
“mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of life 
arising from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions”.

1.15 Given the comments set out earlier in this report relating to the technical information 
currently available to the WPA and consultation responses of the WPA’s acoustic 
advisor, it is my professional view that if the WPA were minded to grant permission, then 
any permission would need to be very carefully conditioned to ensure that development 
was in full accord with the 1st and 2nd aims or paragraph 123 of the NPPF.

1.16 To that end, I recommend the consideration of three conditions:

1.17 A general “operative” condition which specifies a “not to be exceeded” noise limit. I am 
happy for this to be constructed in line with the guidance provided by the WPA’s acoustic 
advisor. Such a condition would ensure that there is on-going control of noise emissions 
from the proposed development, in order that there is a clear bench mark against which 
the acceptability of actual operational noise can be assessed

1.18 A “pre-commencement” condition. In essence, this is in line with the condition currently 
recommended by the WPA, i.e. for an additional report to be prepared (which takes into 
account the comments I have made earlier in this report) and which demonstrates the 
capability of the plant to comply with the operative noise limit imposed by the 
recommended operative condition. This will provide some comfort of the technical 
feasibility of the proposed development to comply with the operative noise limit. I would 



also formally request that any report submitted to the WPA in relation to this condition is 
made publically available and all interested parties who have made representations to the 
development are formally notified of the discharge of condition application.

1.19 A “prior to use” condition which requires the Applicant to undertake a post-completion 
validation noise monitoring exercise to demonstrate that the specified operative noise limit 
is complied with – prior to the use of the facility. For transparency and to avoid future 
difficulty, I would further suggest that as a pre-condition to the validation monitoring, the 
Applicant is required to submit a method statement for the survey work (for approval by 
the WPA), the submission of such a method statement being notified to relevant parties. I 
also recommend that the condition includes a further requirement that should the post-
completion survey indicate that the operative noise limit is not achieved, the Applicant will 
be required to implement additional noise control as necessary to secure compliance, and 
for the effectiveness of such works to be demonstrated by additional validation monitoring 
prior to the first use of the premises.

1.20 I believe that the use of the above conditions would be fully compliant with the aims of the 
NPPF and the wording of suitable conditions can be constructed to meet the six test of 
governmental planning practice guidance.

1.21 Without the use of all of the above conditions, I do not consider that it can safely presumed 
that noise impacts would be controlled in line with aims of the NPPF, and in such 
circumstances would respectfully request that planning permission for the proposed 
development be refused.

The updated information submitted by the Applicant does not remove the above concerns 
and, without the imposition of conditions as set out above, I remain of the view that it 
cannot be safely presumed that noise impacts associated with the proposed development 
would be controlled in line with the aims of the NPPF.

Venta Acoustics “Noise Impact Assessment Report VA1963.180504.NIA2”
As noted earlier, the resubmission of the application is accompanied by a report prepared by 
Venta Acoustics. This document is an ‘updated’ version of the report originally submitted to 
support the earlier application, with certain amendments which seek to respond to some of the 
matters raised in my expert report on noise matters.

I do not propose to provide a detailed critique of each of Venta’s responses to my comments in 
this letter. However, the following observations and comments are considered to be critical to the 
WPA’s reasonable determination of the application and I would therefore ask that these are 
treated as material considerations.

Equipment Calibration,

As highlighted in paragraphs 3.24 to 3.26 of my expert report on noise, BS 4142 requires that 
“sound calibrators are calibrated at intervals of not exceeding 1 year”. Table 4.2 of 
Venta Acoustic’s report confirms that the calibrator used for the measurements (undertaken in 
September 2017) did not hold a current certificate of calibration in line with the stated 
requirements of BS 4142.



Paragraph 3.43 of MB’s expert report on noise highlighted that Venta Acoustics did not consider 
the uncertainty that would be introduced by the use of equipment that did not accord with 
prescribed calibration requirements. Section 6.7 of Venta Acoustics report continues to remain 
silent on this matter and no acknowledgement of the normative calibration requirements of BS 
4142 is made.

Manual Noise Survey

Section 5.1.1 of Venta Acoustics report outlines the scope of manual noise measurements made 
to determine the noise output of the proposed incinerator. This is broadly in line with earlier 
wording, save the insertion of an additional paragraph which states:

“The space proposed to house the equipment is smaller than the factory space in which the 
measurements were made. Although this is likely to result in a higher reverberant 
contribution than would have been the case in the factory, the direct field was dominant in 
the measurement and no corrections for the reverberant and direct field contributions have 
been made”.

A new footnote when referencing BS EN ISO 5136-2003 is also introduced and which states:

“More recent versions of this standard (BS EN ISO 5136-2009) have been issued. The 
methodology in the two versions are understood to be equivalent”.

Dealing with the new footnote first, it is unclear from the statement “are understood to be 
equivalent” whether a critical comparison of the standards has been undertaken.

However, the more fundamental concerns raised in my expert report were:

(a) Why the earlier version of the standard was used in preference to the current version. 
(This is not explained in the Venta Acoustic updated report);

(b) That the standard requires that “The calibrator shall be recalibrated annually”. Venta 
Acoustic’s report confirms that the calibrator used for the measurements (undertaken in 
September 2017) did not hold a current certificate of calibration in line with the stated 
normative requirements of adopted standard; and

(c) That the report did not provide adequate information relating to the acquisition of the 
primary data.

To amplify on this latter point, paragraph 3.31 of my expert report on noise stated:

“In that regard, it should be noted that whilst the report states that sound power levels were 
determined following the methodology of BS EN ISO 5136-2003, the report does not accord 
with the reporting requirements of that standard. In that regard, I would draw attention to 
Section 9 which sets out “Information to be recorded”, as follows:

9 Information to be recorded

9.1The following information, when applicable, shall be compiled and recorded for all 
measurements made in accordance with the requirements of this International 
Standard:

a) a description of the fan under test and its accessories;



b) the operating conditions;
g) the instrumentation used (types, serial numbers, manufacturers, method of calibration);
h) type of microphone shield used (sampling tube, nose cone or foam ball);
i) a description of the  ducts  used,  including  lengths  and  cross- sectional areas (or 

diameters), and description of the anechoic termination(s);
• acoustical data circumferential positions of the microphone in accordance with 

options a), b) or c) given in 6.2.2,
• corrections C1, C2, C3,4 and sound power levels in one-third- octave bands within 

the frequency range of interest, and
• A-weighted sound power level, if required;
j) any mutually agreed options.

As explained in paragraph 3.36 of my expert report, the need for clarity of the measurement 
procedure and primary data is increased by observations regarding the adopted sound power 
level data determined for the stack, i.e. my expressed opinion that the noise level determined by 
Venta Acoustics “   .seems a very modest level of noise for an incinerator rated at 360kW”.

Unfortunately, despite the articulation of these concerns, Venta Acoustic’s report does not seek 
to respond to provide any additional clarification or measurement methodologies, raw data or 
data analysis. Venta Acoustic’s “revised” acoustic report does not, therefore, provide any 
substantive response to the critical concerns previously expressed in my expert report submitted 
in response to the original application.

The importance of providing primary data is clearly expressed in the Institute of Acoustic’s 
Code of Conduct, clause A1.4 of which imposes an obligation on members to show proper 
regard for the sanctity of data and includes a need to “ensure that primary data used in any 
publication or report are available in a form that would allow for independent scrutiny and that 
sufficient details of any experiments, by which the data were derived, are available to allow 
others to replicate such experiments”.

The continued absence of the above information identified above (and thus validity of 
calculations dependent on such data and resulting conclusions) reaffirms my view that it cannot 
be safely presumed that noise impacts from the proposed development will be controlled in line 
with the aims of the NPPF.

In the absence of robust primary data that enables independent scrutiny, it is recommended that, 
if the WPA were minded to grant permission for the proposed development, any permission 
must include appropriate conditions to ensure that compliance with the first and second aims of 
paragraph 123 of the NPPF are secured.

It is suggested that this could be achieved with the imposition of the following conditions:

e) A general “operative” condition which specifies a “not to be exceeded” noise limit. I 
am happy for this to be constructed in line with the original guidance provided by the 
WPA’s acoustic advisor in relation to the original (now withdrawn) application. Such a 
condition would ensure that there is on-going control of noise emissions from the 



proposed development, in order that there is a clear bench mark against which the 
acceptability of actual operational noise can be assessed

f) A “pre-commencement” condition which requires the submission and approval of 
details that demonstrates the capability of the plant to comply with the operative noise limit 
imposed by the recommended operative condition. This should include full primary 
information that enables independent scrutiny and the technical feasibility of the 
proposed development to comply with the operative noise limit.

 A “prior to use” condition which requires the Applicant to undertake a post-
completion validation noise monitoring exercise to demonstrate that the specified operative 
noise limit is complied with – prior to the use of the facility. For transparency and to 
avoid future difficulty, I would further suggest that as a pre-condition to the validation 
monitoring, the Applicant is required to submit a method statement for the survey work 
(for approval by the WPA), the submission of such a method statement being notified to 
relevant parties. I also recommend that the condition includes a further requirement that 
should the post-completion survey indicate that the operative noise limit is not 
achieved, the Applicant will be required to implement additional noise control as 
necessary to secure compliance, and for the effectiveness of such works to be 
demonstrated by additional validation monitoring prior to the first use of the premises.

As a final matter, I note that, as at the date of drafting this letter, no formal consultation 
responses from Statutory Consultees relating to noise are available on GCC’s planning portal 
(despite the  expiry date (12 July 2018) for such responses  having  passed). If considered 
necessary, I reserve the right to make further representations on behalf of the Friends of Water 
Lane in relation to any future consultation responses.

We would be grateful if the above comments are treated as material considerations in relation to 
your determination of the application.





Appendix 3: Atkins’ Air Quality Consultant’s response for Gloucestershire County Council



Atkins Limited have been asked to comment on the document submitted by Mayer Brown 
Limited dated 19th July 2018 concerning the above planning application.
This comprises a memo from Lucinda Pestana that raises several points regarding the 
advice on air quality matters provided by Atkins in a Technical Note dated 27/06/2018, 
and reiterates paragraphs to 7.12 from her report entitled “Expert Report of Lucinda 
Pestana” (representation on Air Quality Matters) dated March 2018. She also questions 
whether air quality impacts would be adequately controlled and suggests that further 
quantitative assessment is required as an aspect of national planning policy.

Atkins Response of April 2018
The points raised in paragraphs 7.2 to 7.9 of the Mayer Brown March 2018 report were 
previously addressed by Atkins in a Technical Note dated 16th April 2018. For clarity the 
relevant section of the Technical note is reproduced below. The previous responses from 
Atkins to those paragraphs are shown.
Further commentary regarding Paragraphs 7.3, 7.8 and 7.9 are provided below Table 1.

Table 1 - Atkins Responses to Expert Report, (16th April 2018)

Report 
ref.

Point Made Atkins Response

Para 7.2
“It is concluded that that the evidence 
submitted has failed to provide sufficient 
information/details with regards to air 
quality emissions and the general 
management and maintenance of the 
site to ensure that the operation of the 
site would not have an unacceptable 
impact on local human and ecological 
receptors.”

The Applicant has provided confirmation 
that the proposed incinerator has been 
subject to EU type approval and has 
provided a certification of compliance 
with the provisions of the Animal By- 
Products Regulations (EU) No.
142/2011. No further information on 
emissions to the atmosphere are 
deemed necessary for such installations. 
The residual risk to the environment 
associated with such authorised 
equipment is considered to be so low as

to not warrant further site specific 
environmental assessment or controls.

Para 7.3
“Public Health England statement 
supports my view that the evidence 
provided is neither adequate or sufficient 
to state that the emissions associated 
with the proposed plant are unlikely to 
have a significant effect upon the health 
and wellbeing of local residents.”

Whilst it is the case that PHE have stated 
that “we cannot comment on whether 
there will be a risk to public health”, this 
should not be interpreted either as to 
suggest support for the proposal (see 
comment at Para 6.11) nor as 
confirmation that the proposed 
development is potentially problematic.
It is misleading to suggest the PHE 
response implies the latter, as the risks 
of such low capacity incinerators have 
been addressed at European level, as 
incorporated in the provisions of EU 
regulations and the Animal By-Products 
Regulations (EU) No. 142/2011.
For the avoidance of doubt, it is 
recommended that clarification is sought 
from PHE as to what their response does 
or does not imply.



Para 7.5
“Notwithstanding the fact that no 
emission rates have been quoted, GCC 
does not appear to have set any 
operational emission limits for PM10 or 
oxides of nitrogen.”

Emission limits are not required as the 
installation does not fall within permitting 
regimes. Emissions control is assured 
by European type approval certification 
and inherent design features including 
850ºC and 2 seconds residence time 
ensure that organic substances 
subjected to such temperatures are 
completely combusted.

Para 7.6
“Therefore, although I agree that 
development is not of a scale that would 
require an EIA, all potential 
environmental impacts should be 
adequately considered and assessed to 
ensure that the development and its 
operation does not result in any 
significant adverse impacts.”

Potential environmental impacts have 
been adequately considered. The risks 
of such low capacity incinerators have 
been addressed at European level, as 
incorporated in the provisions of EU 
regulations and the Animal By-Products 
Regulations (EU) No. 142/2011.
Emissions control is assured by 
European type approval certification and 
inherent design features including 850ºC 
and 2 seconds residence time ensure 
that organic substances subjected to 
such temperatures are completely 
combusted.

Para 7.7
“Detailed assessment should therefore 
be undertaken and appropriate controls 
i.e. suitable conditions, including 
emissions limits and regular monitoring 
programme, ought to be implemented, 
to ensure that the health and quality of 
life of neighbouring residents is 
adequately protected and maintained 
thereafter”.

Detailed modelling is not considered to 
be required as emissions control is 
assured by European type approval 
certification and inherent design features. 
No further information on emissions to 
the atmosphere are deemed necessary 
for such installations. The residual risk to 
the environment associated with such 
authorised equipment is so low as to not 
warrant further site specific 
environmental assessment or controls.
Planning conditions have been 
suggested where appropriate, including 
in relation to stack design to ensure
effective dispersion of residual emissions 
and ongoing maintenance of the 
equipment to ensure emissions continue 
to meet the specification. It is far too 
onerous for small scale operators of low 
capacity plant to carry out regular 
emissions monitoring.



Para 7.8
& 7.9

“The Officer’s Report recommended the 
application for approval subject to a 
number of conditions. There is no 
specific condition relating to air 
emission. This is briefly mentioned in 
Condition 17 – Environmental Control 
Manual. Which states the following:
Prior to the incinerator being brought 
into use, an Environmental Control 
Manual shall be submitted to and be 
approved in writing by the Waste 
Planning Authority, which shall set out 
the steps to be taken on an ongoing 
basis to:-
control the potential odour and noise 
impacts related to the reception and 
storage of carcasses at the facility; 
control pests at the facility, i.e. rodents 
and insects; undertake operation of the 
incinerator to ensure that it meets the 
specified expected emissions criteria set 
out in the submitted TB-AB document; 
monitor for smoke and smell in the 
locality of the incinerator; control the 
disposal of waste from the incinerator 
and associated equipment; and 
undertake maintenance and servicing of 
the incinerator and associated 
equipment in line with the 
manufacturer's instructions.”

“I have three primary concerns relating 
to the proposed condition.
a) it clearly implies potential 
odour, when the entire report and 
associated technical input clearly stated 
there would be no odour associated with 
operation.
c) which states that operation 
must meet the ‘specified expected 
emissions criteria’ set by the 
manufactures and it’s technical 
document. This is very disturbing since 
the officers’ report clearly and all the 
associated evidence provided, clearly 
demonstrated that there was no 
emissions data available for the 
proposed incinerator. Also, no emission 
targets/thresholds have been 
established to safeguard the health and 
amenity of local resident.
d) It is not clear what this might 
mean, is monitoring being undertaken 
using a regular

It is evident from Officer’s Report that the 
above proposal for an Environmental 
Control Manual is from Stroud District 
Council.

To clarify, point a) refers to the potential 
odour related to the reception and 
storage of carcasses. The Applicant has 
described such housekeeping measures. 
It has been stated that there will be no 
odour associated with operation of the 
incinerator due to the effective 
destruction of organic compounds. Point 
a) refers to separate housekeeping 
matters and as such is valid.

Point c) is inappropriate as currently 
worded, as the Table in the Addfield 
brochure headed “Expected Emissions” 
does not relate to environmental 
performance, other than for smoke and 
odour. It is suggested that point c) is 
replaced with “The incinerator is operated 
at all times in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s operating instructions.”

It is agreed that Point d) lacks clarity. 
Suggest replacing with a requirement to: 
“Keep a record of any complaints of 
odour received, investigate the potential 
cause and record any remedial actions 
taken. Make the record available to the 
local authority on request” (see final 
section of this note, “Planning 
Conditions”).



Additional commentary in relation to comments received from Public Health 
England, and regarding appropriate planning conditions, are provided below.

Public Health England
In the Mayer Brown March 2018 Report, paragraph 7.3 asserts that the initial Public 
Health England response indicates that the Application is deficient in respect of the 
information provided on air emissions from the operation. As previously advised, 
the fact that PHE make no comment on whether there may be a risk to public health 
should not be interpreted as an indication that the proposed development may (or 
may not) present health issues, merely that as there is no detailed information 
submitted (as it is a small facility falling outwith the requirements of permitting) 
upon which they can comment further.
On 19th April 2018 PHE provided clarification of their previous letter dated 19th 
September 2017. This letter is shown in full as Appendix A, and the key information 
is shown here:
To clarify, Public Health England will normally only comment on larger scale 
incinerators such as those that are classed as an A1 installation under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations.
Public Health England no longer comments on Part B installations as they are 
considered too small an operation to cause a significant risk to human health. 
As stated by Atkins, this proposed equine incinerator has a capacity below 50 kg/h 
and therefore does not meet the requirements to even be classed as a Part B 
installation.
In our letter dated 19 September 2017, the fact we make no comment on the risk to 
health is because no detailed emissions data was submitted, as the operation is 
below 50 kg/h. However, as this is a small scale incinerator, it provides no obvious 
cause for concern for local human receptors.
The clarification confirms that the proposed low capacity proposed equine 
incinerator falls well below the scale of incinerator upon which Public Health 
England would normally comment. (Note that Part A installations are rated at over 
1,000 kg/h throughput, and Part B installations between 50 and 1,000 kg/h.) They 
do not comment on Part B installations, let alone low capacity <50 kg/h equipment.
Public Health England confirm that this proposal does not present any obvious 
cause for concern for local human receptors.

Planning conditions
Paragraphs 7.8 and 7.9 of the Mayer Brown March 2018 report reference points 
raised in the original Officer’s Report for the previous planning application 
17/0082/STMAJW. The Atkins Technical Note of 27th June 2018 on the current 
application 18/0043/STMAJW included the following recommendations:

In addition, “Condition 17, Environmental Control Manual” is proposed with minor 
revisions:



Prior to the incinerator being brought into use, an Environmental Control Manual 
shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the Waste Planning 
Authority, which shall set out the steps to be taken on an ongoing basis to:
a) prevent unacceptable odour and noise related to the reception and storage of 

carcases at the facility;
b) control pests at the facility, i.e. rodents and insects;
c) at all times to operate the incinerator in accordance with the manufacturer’s 

operating instructions;
d) keep a record of any complaints received (e.g. odour, smoke or other emissions), 

investigate the potential cause and record any remedial actions taken. Make the 
record available to the local authority on request;

e) control the disposal of waste from the incinerator and associated equipment; and
f) undertake maintenance and servicing of the incinerator and associated equipment 

in line with the manufacturer's instructions.

The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development hereby 
approved.

Should the above revised conditions be adopted in the Officer’s Report, the concerns raised 
previously by Mayer Brown are either addressed or no longer relevant.

Further Comments
In her letter of 19th July, Lucinda Pestana reiterates some of her comments from the Mayer 
Brown March 2018 report. Additional responses are provided by Atkins in Table 2 below.



Table 2 - Mayer Brown Comments from the March 2018 Expert Report, 
reiterated in correspondence of 19th July 2018, and Atkins Responses

Report 
ref.

Point Made Atkins Response

Para 7.10 My own professional judgement that this 
scale of development is unlikely to result 
in a “significant” air quality impact on 
neighbouring receptors and probably 
unlikely to exceed nation objective 
emission targets. However, this opinion 
should not be construed to imply that I 
‘support the application being 
determined by the LPA, but should be 
taken as professional opinion that, with 
appropriate provisions, I consider that it 
would be technically feasible for this 
type of installation to be designed to 
avoid “significant” adverse impacts

It is agreed that this facility would 
operate without any significant adverse 
impacts. This is the rationale behind the 
EU type-approval certification of low- 
capacity incinerators.
Based on 30 years’ experience of 
assessing a large number of Part A and 
Part B combustion processes, my 
professional opinion is that there is 
unlikely to be any measurable change in 
local air quality or any discernible effect 
on local amenity. The equipment 
presents no appreciable risk to the 
environment.
It is noted that Lucinda Pestana objects 
to the Applicant’s assertion in their 
supporting statement that the Mayer 
Brown report “concluded that the 
development is unlikely to result in 
significant air quality (or noise) impact” 
were that to be construed as providing 
“support” to the application.

Para 7.11 However, where alternative, less 
polluting options are available, these 
should be considered as an alternative.

The low-capacity incinerator does not fall 
within either the EPR Part A or LAPPC 
Part B regulatory regime due to the low 
residual risk of emissions. The risk to 
the environment associated with such 
authorised equipment is so low as to not 
warrant further site specific 
environmental assessment.
On that basis it is not considered 
necessary to consider alternative 
methods of equine carcass disposal.

Para 7.12 Given the comments set out earlier in 
this report relating to the uncertainty of 
the technical information currently 
available to the WPA and consultation 
responses of the WPA’s air quality 
advisor, it is my professional view that if 
the WPA were minded to grant 
permission, then any permission would 
need to be very carefully conditioned to 
ensure that the health and amenity of 
the neighbouring residents is 
appropriately safeguarded. “

Certain conditions were proposed in the 
Atkins Technical Note of April 2018.
These are reiterated above under the 
subheading Planning Conditions.



Mayer Brown comment regarding assessment
In her letter of 19th July 2018, Lucinda Pestana makes the following concluding remarks:
It is important to note that the fact that the proposed plant is ‘approved’ and considered a 
“modest” operation from an Environmental Permitting perspective, does not remove the 
possibility of such equipment having localised adverse impacts. In accordance with 
national planning policy, there is a clear requirement for any potential impacts to be 
adequately assessed and to demonstrate that  such impacts are acceptable when compared 
to national air quality objective levels. However, no demonstration of such impacts has 
been provided, neither has adequate primary emissions data been presented that would 
enable independent scrutiny.
The rationale underpinning the EU “type approval” regulatory approach is that no site-
specific assessment is required. The low-capacity incinerator falls below the threshold for 
regulation as a Part B process. Environmental performance is ensured by inherent design 
features that achieve good combustion. Certification of specific makes and models of 
incinerator confirms the suitable implementation of such design features. The Addfield 
TB-AB unit is on the APHA list of type approved equipment.
Paragraph 183 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)1 states that: “The focus of 
planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed development is an 
acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are 
subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these 
regimes will operate effectively. Equally, where a planning decision has been made on a 
particular development, the planning issues should not be revisited through the permitting 
regimes operated by pollution control authorities.
Planning controls should not seek to impose environmental measures that are more onerous 
on the operator than those deemed to be appropriate in the pollution control regime; in this 
case the facility is so small as to fall below the threshold for a Part B regulation. 
Nevertheless, the equipment is subject to type-approval and duly certified, and hence no 
further environmental permitting or environmental assessment is required under the 
pollution control regime. In line with national planning policy, the planning procedure 
should not require further environmental assessment.
Detailed emission data from manufacturers of such low-capacity plant are not typically 
available, as quantitative assessments of the residual emissions are not carried out due to the 
above considerations. It is not considered to be necessary for the planning process to 
require such information.
Based on over 30 years experience of assessing a large number of Part A and Part B 
combustion processes, it is my professional opinion that there is unlikely to be any 
measurable change in local air quality or any discernible effect on local amenity due to 
operation of the proposed, type- approved, equine incinerator. The equipment presents no 
appreciable risk to the environment and there would be no “localised adverse impacts” 
from the low-capacity incinerator.

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 July 2018

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2


Conclusions
The environmental impacts of < 50 kg/h, low capacity incinerators are, by definition, of low risk 
as this is assured by the type approval and certification requirements of the Animal Health By-
Products (Enforcement) (England) Regulations 2011, in line with the EU regulatory approach. 
To ensure efficient combustion, these regulations require the same stringent temperature and 
residence time requirements as those applicable to large scale incinerators regulated as Part A 
processes by the Environment Agency and those smaller incinerators regulated as local authority 
Part B processes. The proposed facility is too small even to fall within the Part B “Process 
Guidance Note 5/03(13)” regulatory regime due to the low residual risk to the environment 
associated with such “type approved” and certified equipment.

Public Health England do not comment on Part B installations as they are considered too small 
to cause a significant risk to human health; the type-approved low capacity incinerator in this 
Application is even smaller than Part B plant and presents no cause for concern.

The rationale underpinning the EU “type approval” regulatory approach is that no site-specific 
assessment is required. Planning controls should not seek to impose environmental measures that 
are more onerous on the operator than those deemed to be appropriate in the pollution control 
regime. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that when making decisions:
The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed development is an 
acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or emissions (where these are 
subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should assume that these 
regimes will operate effectively.”
The low-capacity incinerator presents no appreciable risk to the environment and hence detailed 
emission characteristics are not typically available from the manufacturers of such small scale 
equipment.
For type approved low-capacity incinerators, quantitative assessments are not carried out as it 
would be a disproportionate and unduly onerous requirement as part of the planning process, 
given they fall below the threshold for regulation under the pollution control regime.
This underlines the rationale for the European type approval regime for low capacity incinerators, 
as it is far too onerous for small scale operators to carry out monitoring tests and assessment that 
might well be appropriate for larger installations. I reiterate that site-specific dispersion 
modelling is entirely unwarranted for a type approved facility.
In the current context, the fact that the proposed type approved low capacity installation is too 
small to fall within the Part B local pollution control regime, should provide Members with the 
confidence that no further site-specific air quality assessment is required.
 





Appendix 4: Atkins’ Acoustic consultant’s response to Gloucestershire County Council 





Further to the previous set of acoustic related comments from Atkins on the above application the 
following documents have been received and reviewed:

1. GCC Officer’s Report from January 2018 application
2. Mayer Brown comments, on behalf of Friends of Water Lane, of 14th March 2018 on the 

above application. Paul Gray of Mayer Brown provided an expert report on noise matters 
as well as a cover letter covering some wider points.

3. Venta Acoustics responded to the Mayer Brown comments in a letter of 16th April 
2018. This presented a table summarising the Mayer Brown comments and 
responding to each in turn.

4. Letter from Dr Louise Uffindell of Public Health England, dated 19th April 2018.
5. Email from Dr Tim Watson, subject line “Technical note - Mayer Brown, PHE”, 22nd 

April 2018, forwarded by Malcolm Hunt to Marcus Sparrow on 23rd April 2018.
6. Venta Acoustics technical report from application resubmission, 16th May 2018.
7. Mayer Brown letter from Paul Gray to GCC Officer Linda Townsend of 17th July 2018
8. Email from Stroud Distract Council EHO Gemma Davis to Linda Townsend of 9th August 2018
9. Draft planning conditions, provided by email from Linda Townsend,

Atkins’ review of the application is presented in four sections. Section 1 presents Atkins’ commentary 
on the various report iterations from Venta Acoustics and matters brought up by Mayer Brown. 
Section 2 provides Atkins thoughts on the equipment calibration related disagreement between the 
experts. Section 3 provides commentary on the additional night-time measurements from Venta 
Acoustics. Section 4 compiles the noise related planning conditions which have been suggested by 
various parties, and then provides Atkins’ own draft version based on those presented previously.

Commentary on matters brought up previously

Table 1 takes the Venta Acoustics response to comments table and adds Atkins’ commentary on the 
validity of both sides of the argument in the right-hand column.



Table 1. Atkins Commentary on Venta Acoustics responses to Mayer Brown comments

Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

1

Mayer Brown (MB) unable to 
find “published consultation 
responses relating to noise 
published on the WPA’s 
website.” Case officer checked 
and confirmed that all 
consultation responses from 
consultees were available 
online.

The requirements of the noise 
assessment were outlined in an 
email from Andrea Wheal of 
Atkins to Marcus Sparrow dated 
13 September 2017.

Atkins provided an advice email 
to Andrea Wheal on the noise 
assessment requirements on 
12th September 2017 on which 
the referenced email was 
based. Not all of these 
communications have 
necessarily been saved to the 
Planning Portal but the 
applicant were made aware of 
the survey requirements. Venta 
Acoustics report states:
“Gloucestershire County 
Council have confirmed that a 
noise assessment sound be 
carried out in line with the 
methodology set out in 
BS4142:2014 to demonstrate 
the likely noise impact on the 
nearby noise sensitive 
receptors.”

Details now included in Section 
3.1

No further comments

2

MB report (para.3.13) prepared 
by Paul Gray (received 
26.03.2018) identified that “no 
assessment of the potential 
significance of night-time 
LAmax sound levels is 
presented in the report.”

BS4142:2014 Methodology 
does not describe assessment 
of LAmax sound levels. The type 
of noise source is not expected 
to normally have LAmax events 
significantly prominent of the 
continuous operational noise 
and very unlikely to approach

Mayer Brown point out that the 
Venta Acoustics report refers to 
night-time LAmax noise guidance 
from the World Health 
Organisation Guidelines for 
Community Noise then fails to 
assess against these criteria.
The Venta Acoustics report 
should at least state its

This is now included in Section
6.5 and shows that although 
LAmax,fast levels may be around 
50 dB outside of dwellings this 
would be reduced to below the 
45 dB LAmax,fast WHO criteria 
inside.

These noise levels are 
acceptable



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

the typically quoted limit level 
of LAmax 45dB in dwellings.

reasoning for ruling out any 
such assessment. Simply stating 
that the proposed hours of 
operation would not cover the 
night time period or that noise 
levels from operations would 
not lead to LAmax levels in excess 
of the criteria at the NSRs
would be enough here.

3

MB report (para.3.14) states 
that the “ISO 1996 2:2007 
Acoustics” standard used by 
Venta Acoustics “is not current, 
having been withdrawn and 
replaced by ISO 1996-2: 2017” 
and that “no commentary is 
provided as to why the 
withdrawn version of the 
standard has been used, in 
preference to the current 
version.

The new Standard was 
published two months before 
the noise survey and was not in 
VA’s library at the time. The 
methodology of the current and 
superseded Standards are 
generally equivalent and not 
considered to alter the results 
of the survey.

Atkins agree that whilst the 
reference was out of date this is 
unlikely to have affected the 
assessment.

A footnote has been added to 
address this issue

No further comment



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 
2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(25th April 2018)

Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

4

In para.3.17 of the MB report, 
Paul Gray states that 
“Paragraph 6.2 of BS 4142 
recommends that the 
background sound level is 
measured “at a height of 1.2 m 
to 1.5 m above the ground, 
unless there is a specific reason 
to use an alternative height 
(which should be justified)”, 
and that he was “unable to find 
any commentary relating to the 
justification of the adopted

The monitor was raised above 
the height recommended in the 
standard for practical and 
security reasons (placing the 
wind shield out of reach of 
domestic animals).

Although it is always preferable 
to measure at the height stated 
in the standard Atkins 
appreciate that there are often 
other over-riding factors on 
site. When a different 
measurement height has been 
selected its use should be 
justified in the reporting. The 
reasoning given is accepted 
although a statement on 
whether this is likely to have 
affected readings (due to any

A footnote has been added to 
explain, “BS4142:2014 suggests 
a measurement location of 
1.2m to 1.5m above ground 
level. A higher measurement 
location has been used in this 
case to protect the microphone 
from domestic animals. The 
local background noise climate 
is not believed to be controlled 
by a specific local sound source 
and there were no immediate 
objects deemed to form an

This is accepted by Atkins

alternative measurement 
height to that recommended in 
the standard.”

barriers in between the 
measurement location and 
surrounding noise sources, for 
example) would clear this issue 
up.

acoustic screen. Significant 
variation in background noise 
levels are not expected to occur 
between these heights.”



5

Para.3.20 of the MB report 
states that “No commentary is 
provided regarding the 
adoption of a shorter 
measurement time interval 
than the ‘normal’ background 
measurement interval 
recommended in BS 4142.”

The 5-minute measurement 
period was requested in the 
email from Andrea Wheal. The 
5-minute period results in 
similar or lower 90th percentile 
value than the 15 minute 
period and so represents a 
more robust assessment.

The request for a 5-min rather 
than a 15-minute assessment in 
the email from Andrea Wheal 
was a mistake on the part of 
Atkins when providing the
initial advice. 15-minutes would 
be the correct measurement 
interval for night-time 
assessment under
BS4142:2014, although in a 
quiet rural area such as that 
being assessed the difference 
between night-time LA90,5min and 
LA90,15min is unlikely to be 
significant. The Venta Acoustics 
survey included a noise logger 
left on site for a period of days, 
logging at 5-minute intervals, 
meaning that 15-minute values 
could be post-processed if 
required and should show that 
this does not affect the results.

A footnote has been added to 
explain, “BS4142:2014 suggests 
that the measurement period 
should be not less than 15 mins 
(to correspond to the night 
time reference time interval). 
The Atkins memo requests a
5 minute sample period. The 
5 minute sample period is 
considered more robust and 
average levels may be post 
processed to determine an 
effective 15 minute sample.” 
The noise survey results have 
been processed as both 5min
and 15min averages in Table 5.1 
and no difference is found.

No further comments.

6

In Para.3.22 of the MB report, 
Paul Gray is of the opinion that 
the revised NIA “does not 
provide the level of 
meteorological detail 
recommended in section 6.4 of 
BS 4142.”

The methodology of the 
Standard was following in 
principle. However, not all 
items recommended for 
inclusion in the report were 
included.

Atkins agree that the level of 
detail on metrological 
conditions reported is not ideal 
and more information should 
be provided. Venta Acoustics 
report includes the statements 
“The weather during the survey

Table 4.1 has been added to 
show weather data from a 
station 2.5km away in Bisley 
and the data here appears 
conducive to noise 
measurements. On site 
observations are also included.

This is accepted by Atkins



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

7

Para.3.23 of the MB report 
states that it is “unhelpful that 
no commentary has been 
provided regarding the actual 
wind speed/direction (or other 
meteorological condition) BS 
4142 recommends is provided 
for survey work.”

period was generally dry with 
light winds with occasional rain 
showers reported. The 
background noise data is not 
considered to have been 
compromised by these 
conditions,” and “The 
background measurements 
were undertaken under suitable 
weather conditions over a 
period designed to include 
reasonable temporal variations 
in background noise levels, 
including a weekend period. The 
measurement locations were 
selected to be representative of 
the background noise levels 
experienced by the surrounding 
dwellings without being unduly 
influenced by extraneous noise 
sources.” From a quick check of 
online weather data sources for 
the area it appears that the 
above statements are valid but 
ideally onsite observations and 
local historical data should be 
reported and reasoning for 
including / excluding any 
specific periods given.

Para 4.1 states, “The weather 
during the survey period was 
generally dry with light winds 
with occasional rain showers 
reported.” Para 6.7 in the 
Uncertainty section states, “The 
background measurements 
were undertaken under suitable 
weather conditions over a 
period designed to include 
reasonable temporal variations 
in background noise levels, 
including a weekend period.
The measurement locations 
were selected to be 
representative of the 
background noise levels 
experienced by the surrounding 
dwellings without being unduly 
influenced by extraneous noise 
sources”

8

Para.3.25-3.26 of the MB report 
states: “Note 1 to Section 5.2 of 
BS 4142 (dealing with the 
verification of measurement

Note 1 of section 5.2 of 
BS4142:2014 is an informative 
providing recommendation as 
part of good practice for

Venta Acoustics are right that 
the annual calibration reference 
in BS4142: 2014 falls under the 
“good practice”

The updated repost states: 
“The calibration of the sound 
level meter was verified before

Although the calibration 
procedure is not ideal it is 
accepted that this is unlikely to 
have had any impact on the



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

instrumentation) states: “NOTE 
1 It is recommended that sound 
calibrators are calibrated at 
intervals not exceeding 1 year,
…….” Given that the survey was 
undertaken in September 2017, 
it is clear that the calibrator 
used for the survey work did 
not hold a current certificate of 
calibration in line with the 
stated requirements of BS 
4142.”

reducing uncertainty. VA 
calibrate all sound 
measurement equipment at 
two year intervals unless 
evidence of unexpected 
calibration drift is noted.
Calibration of several sound 
level meters are regularly cross- 
checked using multiple field 
calibrators. Any discrepancies in 
the calibration between 
equipment are noted and 
equipment sent for laboratory 
calibration. .

recommendations section and 
as such is not a fixed 
requirement. Their internal 
cross calibration system is 
accepted as suitable practice, 
although evidence of the most 
recent previous cross-check 
results would be appreciated.

MB state, “Given that the 
survey was undertaken in 
September 2017, it is clear that 
the calibrator used for the 
survey work did not hold a 
current certificate of calibration 
in line with the stated 
requirements of BS 4142.” This 
is not the case. A calibration 
certificate does not have a 
period of validity, it is a record 
of the performance of the 
equipment on that date. It 
would be more correct to say 
the date of laboratory 
calibration is more than the 
period recommended by the 
standard.

and after use with no significant 
calibration drift observed.”
“Use of a Class 1 sound level 
meter is considered to reduce 
instrument error to insignificant 
levels as compared with 
environmental variations. The 
calibration of the 
instrumentation was confirmed 
before and after the noise 
surveys.”

survey results and field 
calibration procedures before 
and after the survey were all 
completed correctly.

9

Para.3.27 of the MB report 
states that Table 5.1 of the 
revised NIA by Venta Acoustics 
“provides a summary of the 
“typical” background noise 
levels

The “typical” background noise 
level is determined as the 90th 

percentile (value occurring or 
being exceeded in 10% of 
measurements or less) of the 
LA90 5min values. This is more

Venta Acoustics statistical 
approach is accepted.

No further comments



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

determined from the survey 
data”, but that the revised NIA 
“does not explain how these 
“typical” values are arrived at,
i.e. whether they have been 
determined through a modal 
analysis or other statistical 
approach.”

onerous that the average or 
modal LA90 value.

10

Para.3.29 of the MB report 
states that: “With regard to the 
flue measurements, it is stated 
that measurements were made 
in accordance with BS EN ISO 
5136-2003. This standard is not 
current, having been withdrawn 
and replaced by BS EN ISO
5136-2009: “Acoustics — 
Determination of sound power 
radiated into a duct by fans and 
other air-moving devices — In- 
duct method (ISO 5136:2003)”. 
No commentary is provided as 
to why the withdrawn version 
of the standard has been used, 
in preference to the current 
version.”

The general methodology of the 
Standard is followed. The 
revised Standard is not 
understood to have significantly 
changed the general 
methodology.

Both the 2003 and 2009 
editions of BS EN ISO 5136 state 
that they are identical to ISO 
5136:2003.

Footnote added to state “More 
recent versions of this standard 
(BS EN ISO 5136-2009) have
been issued. The methodology 
in the two versions are 
understood to be equivalent”

No further comments

11

In Para.3.30 MB point out that 
the revised NIA “……does not 
provide any detail relating to 
the specific measurement 
procedure used or the primary 
data from which the sound 
power levels stated in Table 5.3 
of the report have been

The sound pressure levels at 5m 
from the equipment was 
measured on three sides of the 
incinerator in general 
accordance with the 
recommendations provided in 
BS4142:2014 (note that this
was not on-site).

Assuming that the 
measurements were made on a 
site with similar acoustic 
characteristics (inside a similar 
size building / with similar 
sound reflecting surfaces 
around it) this is accepted.
Some commentary on the

Section 5.1.2 now includes the 
details requested and states, 
“The factory environment in 
which the measurements were 
undertaken was reverberant 
although the measurement 
location of 5m from the plant 
was considered to be

This is accepted



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

determined. This does not allow 
independent scrutiny of the 
validity of the data
implemented in the 
assessment.”

similarities and differences 
between the measured plant 
and the plant being assessed 
would be appreciated.

significantly influenced by the 
direct field sound.
“The space proposed to house 
the equipment is smaller than 
the factory space in which 
measurements were made.
Although this is likely to result 
in a higher reverberant 
contribution than would have 
been the case in the factory,
the direct field was dominant in 
the measurement and no 
corrections for the reverberant 
and direct field contributions 
have been made.”

12

In Para.3.31 MB are of the 
opinion that the revised NIA 
does not accord with the 
reporting requirements of 
standard BS EN ISO 5136-2003.

13

Para.3.33 states that Section
5.4 of BS EN ISO 5136-2003 
requires the calibrator to be 
recalibrated annually. The 
calibrator used for the survey 
work did not hold a current 
certificate of calibration.

14

Para.3.36 calls into question the 
dB(A) levels that would be 
generated by the incinerator, 
which MB consider to be “very 
modest”.

The general measurement 
methodology of the Standard 
was followed to determine a 
source sound level to provide 
an indicative prediction of the 
sound level expected on site. 
Full reporting in accordance 
with the standard was not 
included.

The sound levels obtained by 
this method are an 
improvement over those 
provided with the 
manufacturer’s data in the 
initial application and can be 
treated as indicative. The issue 
of following the standard to the 
letter at this stage of an 
application is not seen as a 
reason to deny planning 
permission, provided that a 
noise related condition is
placed on the development that 
will ensure noise levels meet
the required target criteria once 
operational.

Further commentary on 
suggested planning conditions 
is covered below

15 In Para.3.39 MB state that “no 
allowance has been made for

The site is a working farm. 
Noise from the delivery of

This is accepted but Atkins is of 
the opinion that this activity

Section 2 states, “It is envisaged 
that, in typical operation,

This is accepted, although it is 
noted that this only refers to



Number Mayer Brown objector 
comment (14th March 2018)

Venta Acoustics response 
(16th April 2018)

Atkins commentary (25th 

April 2018)
Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)

Atkins commentary 
(October 2018)

potential noise associated with 
the delivery of carcasses to the 
site, or the loading of carcasses 
into the incinerator.”

carcasses to site and loading of 
the incinerator is considered to 
be consistent with the existing 
acoustic climate and not 
considered a new or significant 
intensification of existing 
sources of noise.

should be limited to daytime 
hours only or a more detailed 
night-time noise impact

transport of carcasses or
loading of the incinerator would 
not take place outside of
normal operational hours 
(Monday – Friday 07:00 - 19:00 
hours).”

“typical operations” and leaves 
room for future change. This is 
covered in the commentary on 
suggested planning conditions 
below.

16

With regards to noise levels at 
the “nearest dwelling” it is 
noted in Para.3.42 that MB 
considers the “higher noise 
levels are actually likely to be 
experienced at other receptors 
(e.g. Spinneywell Farm) due to 
the absence of acoustic 
screening relied on in the 
submitted calculations.”

Spinneywell Farm is at a greater 
distance. Although not fully 
screened by an intermediate 
building, the doors of the barn 
proposed to house the 
incinerator do not face directly 
towards Spinneywell Farm and
a directivity attenuation would 
apply. Ignoring the directivity 
attenuation for robustness, the 
specific sound level during 
operation would be expected to 
be approximately 2dB higher 
than that predicted at the 
assessment location. This would 
remain a low noise level that 
does not exceed the night time 
background and remains 
indicative of a low impact.

Adding an additional NSR at this 
stage is not ideal, especially 
when the predicted impact 
under the VA assessment in this 
table shows an impact equal to 
background. A more detailed 
calculation showing the impact 
at this receptor would be ideal.

Spinneywell Farm is now 
included as “Assessment 
Location 2”
A BS4142:2014 excess over 
background of 0dB is found, 
leading to the conclusion that 
the “Assessment indicates low 
likelihood of adverse impact 
due to incinerator”

No further comments

17

Para.3.44: On Venta Acoustics 
‘Indicative Site Plan’ The arrow 
showing ‘Proposed New Plant 
Location’ is pointing to the 
wrong structure.

The misalignment is noted. This does not affect the 
assessment

18
The case officer notes that in 
Para.4.6 Paul Gray (PG) the 
author of MB’s ‘technical’

This is in agreement with the 
findings of the VA report Agreed
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Venta Acoustics 
resubmission
(16th May 2018)
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report on noise is of the opinion 
that ‘this type of development
is unlikely to result in a 
“significant” noise impact on 
neighbouring noise sensitive 
receptors.’ Furthermore, PG 
states that ‘with appropriate 
noise control provisions’ ‘it 
would be technically feasible
for this type of installation to be 
designed to avoid “significant” 
adverse impacts.’
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Calibration

Further to the tabulated issues above Atkins has been provided with various comments submitted 
by objectors. Three of these objectors focus of the calibration issue with respect to BS4142:2014. 
To reiterate the commentary in Table 1, the BS4142:2014 paragraph that suggests annual 
calibration falls under recommended “good practice” guidance. Although Atkins and some other 
consultants adopt this guidance and calibrate all field-calibrators annually this is still not a 
requirement and the report is considered valid with the bi-annual calibration and internal cross-
checking performed by VA. A calibration certificate does not have a period of validity, it is a 
record of the performance of the equipment on that date. It would be more correct to say the date 
of laboratory calibration is more than the period recommended by the standard, but the 
equipment is not considered to be “out of calibration”.

Additional Night-time Measurements

The May 2018 issue of the Venta Acoustics report also adds additional night-time noise assessment 
data. This expands the LA90,5min data presented previously and averages the values out to 
approximated LA90,15min values. This does not change the results of the previous assessment.

Suggested Planning Conditions

Planning conditions for the site have been drafted and suggested by various sources. Copies of 
these and comments on their respective suitability and enforceability are presented below.

Officer’s Report, January 2018

“Noise
No development shall take place until an assessment to show that the rating level of any plant & 
equipment, as part of this development, will be below the background level at all times has been 
submitted to and been approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority.
The assessment must be carried out by a suitably qualified acoustic consultant/engineer and be in 
accordance with BS4142: 2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound.”

This is brief and to the point but does not provide any assurance that the predicted noise levels 
would be met once operational.

Mayer Brown’s Representation on Noise Matters, March 2018

The representation, from Mayer Brown’s Paul Gray, suggested conditions in this document were as 
follows:
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“A general “operative” condition which specifies a “not to be exceeded” noise limit. I am happy 
for this to be constructed in line with the guidance provided by the WPA’s acoustic advisor. Such a 
condition would ensure that there is on-going control of noise emissions from the proposed 
development, in order that there is a clear bench mark against which the acceptability of actual 
operational noise can be assessed.

“A “pre-commencement” condition. In essence, this is in line with the condition currently 
recommended by the WPA, i.e. for an additional report to be prepared (which takes into account 
the comments I have made earlier in this report) and which demonstrates the capability of the plant 
to comply with the operative noise limit imposed by the recommended operative condition. This 
will provide some comfort of the technical feasibility of the proposed development to comply with 
the operative noise limit. I would also formally request that any report submitted to the WPA in 
relation to this condition is made publically available and all interested parties who have made 
representations to the development are formally notified of the discharge of condition application.

“A “prior to use” condition which requires the Applicant to undertake a post completion validation 
noise monitoring exercise to demonstrate that the specified operative noise limit is complied with – 
prior to the use of the facility. For transparency and to avoid future difficulty, I would further 
suggest that as a precondition to the validation monitoring, the Applicant is required to submit a 
method statement for the survey work (for approval by the WPA), the submission of such a method 
statement being notified to relevant parties. I also recommend that the condition includes a further 
requirement that should the post-completion survey indicate that the operative noise limit is not 
achieved, the Applicant will be required to implement additional noise control as necessary to 
secure compliance, and for the effectiveness of such works to be demonstrated by additional 
validation monitoring prior to the first use of the premises.”

Atkins are of the opinion that these conditions are too similar; the “pre-commencement” and 
“prior to use” conditions could be combined into one condition with fewer expert surveys and 
reports required from the applicant.

Draft conditions from Stroud DC EHO Gemma Davis

On noise matters this stated the following:

“4. The EHO recommends that the noise elements of this application should be subject to two 
conditions, as follows:-
“a) a general "operational" condition to protect local residents on an ongoing basis, setting an 
operational Rating Level (as defined in BS4142:2014) that at all times does not exceed the 
measured background noise level at nearby noise receptors; and
“b) a "prior to use" validation condition to demonstrate initial compliance with the operational noise 
condition above.”
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This is accepted although the wording needs to be formatted into a suitable condition.

Preview Recommendations by GGC Officer Linda Townsend

At the time of writing this draft contained 19 Conditions. The following are relevant to noise:

“7 Hours of Delivery
“Deliveries and collections relating to the operation of the incinerator (unless it is an emergency 
and which shall be notified to the Waste Planning Authority as soon as practicable), shall be made 
to the site between 07:30 and 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays, 08:00 to 17:00 hours Saturdays and 
at no time on Sundays or Bank Holidays or public holidays.

“Reason: In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and 
interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.

“18 Noise
“No development shall take place until an assessment to show that the rating level of any plant & 
equipment, as part of this development, will be below the background level at all times has been 
submitted to and been approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority.

“The assessment must be carried out by a suitably qualified acoustic consultant/engineer and be in 
accordance with BS4142: 2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound.

“The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development hereby approved.

“Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the occupiers of nearby residential properties and the 
character of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, pursuant to saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire  Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and 
interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.”

This set of conditions are sensible but omits any requirement to prove that the conditions are met.

Atkins commentary on Noise Conditions

Three noise related points need to be addressed by the planning conditions:
Firstly, hours of delivery. The draft condition 7 in the Preview Recommendations is accepted 
as a limitation on non-emergency hours of delivery.
Secondly, operational noise. The setting of the noise not to exceed background sound level in 
line with BS4142:2014 reporting recommendations would be accepted here. All four sets of 
draft conditions above contain some version of this.
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Finally, a prior to use condition should be in place to ensure that the conditions are met prior 
to operation commencing. The prior to use condition from Paul Grey’s representation could 
be used here.

In summary, the following noise related planning conditions are suggested for the Council’s 
consideration:

g) Hours of Delivery
Deliveries and collections relating to the operation of the incinerator (unless it is an emergency and 
which shall be notified to the Waste Planning Authority as soon as practicable), shall be made to 
the site between 07:30 and 18:00 hours Mondays to Fridays, 08:00 to 17:00 hours Saturdays and at 
no time on Sundays or Bank Holidays or public holidays.

Reason: In the interests of neighbouring amenity and in accordance with saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and 
interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.

h) Operational Noise
No development shall take place until an assessment to show that the rating level of any plant & 
equipment, as part of this development, will be below the background level at all times has been 
submitted to and been approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority.

The assessment must be carried out by a suitably qualified acoustic consultant/engineer and be in 
accordance with BS4142: 2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound.

The approved details shall remain in force for the duration of the development hereby approved.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the occupiers of nearby residential properties and the 
character of the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, pursuant to saved policy 37 of the 
Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan, policy CP15 of the Stroud District Local Plan and the aims and 
interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote.”

C Prior to use
On completion of the development it should not be put into permanent use until such time that the 
applicant has undertaken a witnessed post-completion validation noise monitoring exercise to 
demonstrate that the specified operative noise limit is complied with – prior to the use of the facility. 
Should the post-completion survey indicate that the operative noise limit is not achieved, the 
Applicant will be required to implement additional noise control as necessary to secure compliance, 
and for the effectiveness of such works to be demonstrated by additional validation monitoring prior 
to the first use of the premises.”


