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1. Summary 

1.1 As an Environmental Health Officer of 5 years, Swindon Borough Council, as part of my 

role, employs me to consult on planning applications on matters relating to 

Environmental Health.  

 

1.2 In this Proof of Evidence, I address the unresolved section of Reason for Refusal (RfR) 

10. As there is a statement of common ground in relation to Air Quality, this Proof will 

address the outstanding Noise and Vibration concerns only.  

 

1.3 RfR 10 identifies that the Appellant has failed to provide sufficient information to 

demonstrate that there will not be an adverse impact created during the second phase 

of the proposed development. The specific impacts are exposure to both Noise and 

Vibration at a single receptor (Applegate House).  

 

1.4 The Appellant has provided details of the Noise and Vibration impacts but has not 

suitably identified site-suitable controls or provided sufficient information to allay these 

concerns.   

 

1.5 In conclusion, I cannot concede on RfR 10 at this stage, as I have not received sufficient 

information to do so. As agreed with the Appellant’s acoustic consultant, I am happy to 

work with the Appellant to agree common ground on this matter. 

2. Qualifications and Experience 
 

2.1 My name is Tobi Parker. I am an Environmental Health Officer in the Healthy 

Neighbourhoods Team at Swindon Borough Council. I have 5 years’ experience in 

Environmental Health.  

 

2.2 I have a Bachelor of Science (with honours) degree in Public and Environmental Health 

from University of the West of England (UWE).  

 

2.3 I am familiar with the Appeal Site and the surrounding area, and I have been involved 

with this Appeal case since the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion 

stage in September 2018. 

 

3. Introduction 
 

3.1 In this Proof of Evidence, I shall address and justify the Council’s decision to refuse 

outline planning permission, on Environmental Health grounds, for the outline Phase 2 

component of the hybrid Appeal application (the Appeal Proposal): 

 

“A Hybrid Planning Application for a Science Park and associated works to include 

full details of 33,507 sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1c (light industrial), with associated 
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access, parking, landscaping and drainage and an outline proposal for up to 32,281 

sqm (GIA) of Use Class B1b (research and development) and up to 16,400 sqm (GIA) 

B1c (light industrial), with associated access, parking, landscaping and drainage (all 

matter reserved.” 

 

3.2 This Proof of Evidence is, accordingly, in support of Reason for Refusal 10 (RfR 10) with 

respect to the outline application aspects of the above Appeal Proposal: 

 

“10. Environmental Health  

The submitted application has failed to provide sufficient information to 

demonstrate that there will not be an adverse impact on the amenity levels, 

particularly in terms of air quality, noise and vibration, of the adjacent property 

(Applegate House). The application is therefore contrary to Policies DE1 and EN7 of 

the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 and the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF).” 

 

3.3 There is a Statement of Common Ground in relation to the Air Quality aspect of RfR 10. 

This Proof therefore relates specifically to the outstanding Noise and Vibration concerns.  

 

3.4 I confirm that the evidence I have prepared for this Appeal is true and represents my 

professional opinions. 

 

4. Background 
 

4.1 A request for an EIA Scoping Opinion was submitted to the Local Planning Authority in 

September 2018. The EIA application contained suitable detail and scope for noise. 

Formal comment made on this application identified noise from the construction phase 

as a primary concern, as well as haulage routes in and out of the site. Further clarity was 

provided regarding the expectation of operational noise assessment in line with the 

relevant British Standard guidance. Other points of note were that the concerns arising 

regarding Air Quality were due to be addressed within the assessment. Attention was 

also raised regarding the perceived loss of amenity this development may create at 

night-time.  

 

4.2 Outline permission for the Appeal Proposal was sought by Wasdell Properties Ltd., the 

Appellant, in November 2018. The application was supported by the submission of an 

Environmental Statement (ES) addressing each of the matters scoped in the previous EIA 

application.  Chapter 16 of the ES contained a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA), relevant 

parts of which are addressed in Section 7 below.  

 

5. The Appeal Proposal and Its Context 
 

5.1 The Appeal Proposal and its context is considered within the agreed Statements of 

Common Ground and is addressed in the Proof of Evidence of Edward Snook. 
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6. Planning Policy Framework & Relevant Guidance 
 

6.1 The Planning Policy Framework is considered within the agreed Statements of Common 

Ground. Relevant Guidance is also considered within Swindon Borough Council’s 

Statement of Case. 

 

6.2 So far as the Swindon Borough Local Plan 2026 is concerned, the relevant policies to 

which RfR 10 refers are Policies DE1 and EN7 which provide as follows: 

 

“Policy DE1: High Quality Design 

High standards of design are required for all types of development. Proposals for 

development should address the objectives of sustainable development through 

high quality design and place-making principles. To ensure this, proposals will be 

assessed against all the following design principles: 

… 

c. Amenity, in respect of: 

… noise, disturbance…” 

 

“Policy EN7: Pollution 

a. Development that is likely to lead to emissions of pollutants such as noise, …. 

Vibration … that may adversely affect existing development … shall only be 

permitted where such emissions are controlled to a point where there is no 

significant loss of amenity …” 

 

6.3 So far as the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is concerned, paragraph 180 

provide as follows in its relevant parts: 

 

“180. Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 

appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 

cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 

environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to 

impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they should:  

a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise 

from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts 

on health and the quality of life;  

b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by 

noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason…” 

 

6.4 The noise-specific guidance in relation to RfR 10 is British Standard 5228:2009. This 

British Standard is the code of practice for Noise and Vibration on construction and open 

sites. The Standard is in two parts, with Part 1 pertaining to Noise and Part 2 pertaining 

to Vibration.  

 

6.5 Part 1 of the standard provides several examples of acceptable noise limits in relation to 

construction and demolition noise. The ABC method (E.3.2 of the guidance) provides an 

assessment of the significance of construction noise when considered relative to the 

ambient noise levels with and without the construction noise.  
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6.6 Part 2 of the standard provides details of practical measures to reduce vibrations from 

piling sites. Section 8.5.3 of this standard discusses the use of alternative methods such 

as continuous flight auger (CFA) piling.  

 

7. Noise/Vibration Issues 

7.1 As noted above, an NIA was contained within Chapter 16 of the ES accompanying the 

Appeal application. The NIA provides details regarding the noise and vibration impacts of 

the proposed development. The impacts which are noted within the NIA arise from 

Noise and Vibration during the construction of Phase 2 of the Appeal Proposal and relate 

to an adjacent residential receptor at Applegate House.  

 

7.2 Noise is identified as having a ‘Major’ magnitude of effect and ‘Major’ significance of 

effect, quantified as a 7.3dB exceedance of the 65dB Threshold Value. These Threshold 

Values are derived from Table E.1 of the Part 1 of BS 5228:2009. In short, the ambient 

(existing) noise level is determined, rounded to the nearest 5dB, and compared to the 

total noise level including the proposed works. If the total noise level exceeds the 

appropriate category value, then a significant effect is deemed to occur. To add context 

to the above exceedance, a 10dB increase in volume equates to a perceived doubling in 

volume.  

 

7.3 The construction noise comments in the NIA conclude by advising that Appendix 16.1 of 

the ES contains mitigation controls and state that: 

 

“If construction noise levels can be reduced by 5dB(A) or more, the noise limit would 

be met during all assessed activities at Receptor 4 (Applegate House), except during 

the Ground Works Phase. During the Ground Works Phase the mitigation would 

reduce the effect from Major to Minor.” 

 

7.4 Appendix 16.1 of the ES makes reference to general measures to minimise noise from 

such sites, many of which are taken from the above-mentioned British Standard. The 

Appendix advises that, based on experience, these controls can be reduced by 5dB(A). 

However, some of these measures, such as local hoarding and screening, will be subject 

to space constraints on the site, as well as the type of activity being conducted, and 

there is insufficient information identifying which controls are suitable on this site, 

particularly near Applegate House, and whether these would provide sufficient 

mitigation. 

 

7.5 In relation to the above, the noise impact has also been assessed with the assumption of 

percussive piling methods. However, the NIA has identified that an alternative piling 

method, such as Continuous Flight Augur (CFA) piling, may be required due to the 

vibration concerns outlined below. This is likely to create a different, more constant, 

noise source and there is insufficient information provided within the NIA to determine 

whether any mitigation would be required in the event of this change in piling method.  
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7.6 The second concern identified within the NIA is Vibration, with the proposed the 

construction vibration levels at Applegate House identified as having ‘Moderate’ 

magnitude and a ‘Moderate’ significance of effect. 

 

7.7 The concluding construction vibration comments identify that levels can be reduced if 

alternative piling methods, such as CFA piling, are used and asserts that with the 

implementation of CFA piling, the impact of construction vibration would be reduced to 

Negligible at most receptors and a Minor impact at Applegate House.  

 

7.8 Discussions have been sought with an acoustic consultant working on behalf of the 

Appellant in all these regards.  As yet however, the consultant has not provided the 

information required to resolve the matter.  

 

7.9 The further detail required to resolve these concerns revolve around the clarification of 

whether CFA piling is suitable on this site. If CFA is suitable on this site, an assessment of 

how CFA piling would affect the Noise and Vibration levels modelled in the 

abovementioned assessment will be necessary. If CFA piling is deemed not to be suitable 

on this site, details of site specific Noise and Vibration mitigation resulting in a Noise and 

Vibration impact no worse than minor will be necessary.  

 

7.10 As noted above, Policy DE1 of the Swindon Borough Local Plan provides detail and 

direction pertaining to the design of developments, outlining that development should 

not adversely impact users of existing development in terms of Noise and pollution. 

Whilst the impacts of both Noise and Vibration on this site are short-term when 

considered within the lifetime of the site, I am of the view that insufficient information 

has not been produced to demonstrate that these disturbances can be mitigated to an 

acceptable level.  

 

7.11 As also noted above, Policy EN7 of the Swindon Borough Local Plan provides 

direction regarding pollution and development. The policy stipulates that development 

that is likely to lead to emissions of pollutants such as Noise and Vibration that may 

adversely affect existing development shall only be permitted where such emissions are 

controlled to a point where there is no significant loss of amenity for existing land uses. 

It is my professional view that the Appellant has not provided sufficient information to 

demonstrate that this is the case.  

 

7.12 Whilst the most significant issues are short-term relative to the Appeal Proposal as a 

whole, there are further controls that may be available on this site to minimise the loss 

of amenity to a less significant level. Currently, however, there is not enough 

information to identify which controls/measures are suitable on this site.  

 

8. Conclusion 
 

8.1 In conclusion, I cannot concede on RfR 10 at this stage as I have not received sufficient 

information to do so. As agreed with the Appellant’s acoustic consultant, I am happy to 

work with the Appellant to agree common ground on this matter. 


