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Dear Mr Preston,
 
Partial Discharge Network Rail condition 19 14/00204/DISC
 
This letter is written on behalf of Islip Parish Council (the “Council”) in relation to the above-mentioned condition. 
 
We object to its being lifted on the current terms. 
 
We do so on several bases as noted below.
 
Modelling report
 
Having reviewed the expert’s modelling report it is evident that it is compromised in a number of respects. 
 
The expert report identified Dr South’s school (the “School”) as “Dr Booth’s School”. In fact the School has been known as Dr South’s School for most if not all of its more than three hundred year history and so its name is well–established. This basic error in the expert report suggests a level of attention to detail in its compilation which is far from that needed in the context of a report whose findings and recommendation affect the educational prospects of more than 100 children in any given academic year. 
 
The expert report also fails to take account of the School’s new building, speculating as to whether or not it has been constructed some time after its opening. It is evident that the expert has not undertaken a site visit in order more fully to inform himself of the local site conditions. Instead, this highly sensitive piece of analysis has been produced from a desktop.
 
Taken together these factors mean that the Council lacks confidence in the accuracy of the model or the degree of attention it has been given. We also think it errs in taking the wrong reference point for setting maximum levels of noise. We think any local authority would, if acting reasonably, take the same view.
 
Basis for setting the maximum noise levels
 
We note that the report draws a simple and arbitrary distinction between the acceptable noise levels for residential purposes and those for all other purposes, rather than enquiring more deeply into the range of circumstances applicable to the different types of non-residential purpose. It applies the same requirements to a school as those which it would apply to a warehouse or a factory. The School is an educational establishment, not a warehouse or a factory, and it is vital to the educational development of its pupils that they are able to hear and understand clearly. That is not simply the Council’s view; it is the view of the World Health Organisation. The Council refers to the WHO Guidelines for Community Noise available at whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf, specifically p43, which recommends a maximum limit of 35 Db. LAeq for educational establishments. This is a global minimum standard; we would like to think that in the UK there should be no reason why this standard cannot be attained.
 
The 35 Db. LAeq figure is significantly exceeded throughout the site of the School, but the report makes no mention of the WHO recommendation. It is also worthy of note that the owner of the Studio at 45 Lakeside has (correctly in our view) received protection against noise interference with the musical tuition conducted there. The School is even nearer to the line than that property, and provides mandatory, elementary education to over 100 children at a time, which should be considered as meriting no less equivalent treatment to that experienced by private music students. We do not think that it should be subjected to inferior treatment simply because of the decision of the local authority in which it is situated.
 
Future traffic
 
The Council further notes that even on the projections made by this report, one aspect of the school is modelled to undergo a level of noise in excess of the Noise Impact Threshold, albeit by only 1 Db. LAeq not the 3 Db. LAeq and so as modelled, an insufficient margin to trigger the imposition of noise mitigation measures. If there proves to be accuracy in this modelling it would not take a significant change in any variable for this measure to be exceeded by more than the margin. Such a change may be brought about by even a modest level of error in the modelling, or by a change in projected traffic types along the line, especially heavy freight. It is noted that the line is being contemplated for use both in carrying construction materials for HS2 and potentially as part of an East-West line for heavy goods haulage. Such use would increase the frequency of higher noise occurrences and very likely the amount of noise involved.
 
Comparison with other locations
 
The Council has paid particular attention to the approach taken by Oxford City Council to managing noise along the stretch of line passing through its area. While it is acknowledged that Oxford City Council has had to consider the additional effects of impact on residential development, our point is directed to the continuing conditions imposed by that authority to ensure that measurement against the relevant base level – whatever that level may be – is continued.
 
We understand that Oxford City Council elected to discharge the condition subject to two conditions. 
 
Firstly, it limits the approved service to 8 trains per hour from 0700 to 2300 and 8 trains in total from 2300 to 0700. Therefore any increase in the service will need a further consent. This provides important assurance that any increase in traffic will be subjected to further control. The School should benefit from the same level of protection.
 
Secondly, Oxford City Council requires that the noise is monitored for a period of 6.5 years from the opening of the line. Again we consider that, if noise mitigation measures are not deployed, then partial discharge should be subject to a continuing condition to include periodic measurement, on a monthly basis for a period of at least 6.5 years, at peak hours, and at various locations within the school buildings and those areas of the playground which may be used for outdoors teaching. These measurements should be undertaken by an independent expert (not the expert responsible for the report however) and the school able to attend if they wish. If any of these measures show a level above the threshold by the relevant margin then noise mitigation measures must be installed immediately. As with the continuing condition as to the number of trains, we consider that Cherwell would not wish to be offering its citizens a lesser level of assurance than the agreed level, whatever it is, is being adhered to than is offered to the council taxpayers of Oxford City.
 
Summary
 
It is our view that the condition should only be discharged if noise mitigation measures are mandated such that the level of noise experienced by the School does not exceed 35 Db. LAeq, ensuring that the School benefits from at least equivalent treatment to other locations along the line and is granted that level of protection recommended by the WHO.
 
We also consider that further conditions should be imposed to ensure that the noise mitigation measures perform adequately, namely frequency limits and regular measurements in line with those adopted by Oxford City Council. 
 
We look forward to your soonest response. Copies of this response have been sent to Mr Huw Morgan, headmaster of Dr South’s school; Mr Tim Hallchurch, Cherwell DC councillor for the ward containing Islip, and Mr John Howell, MP for the parliamentary constituency in which Islip is situated.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Johanna Stephenson
Chairman, Islip Parish Council



Kind Regards
Les

Les Dent
Clerk
Islip PC

