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To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Comments for Planning Application 16/01552/F

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 8:44 AM on 23 Aug 2016 from Mr Noel Mason.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	Swalcliffe Park Equestrian Park Lane Swalcliffe Banbury OX15 5EU 

	Proposal:
	Variation of condition no. 5 (Noise Management Plan) of Application 14/01762/F 

	Case Officer:
	Bob Neville 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Noel Mason

	Email:
	

	Address:
	Tyne Hill House Tyne Hill, Sibford Gower, Oxfordshire OX15 5AD


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	Neighbour

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	Further objection to application for increase in noise at Swalcliffe Park Equestrian

"I have today been forwarded a copy of an email from Jackie Fitzsimons (Shared Public Protection Manager?South Northamptonshire Council and Cherwell District Council) to Michelle Boycott, dated 22nd Augusr 2016. 

In her email Jackie Fitzsimons states the following:

The equestrian event held over the weekend of the 5th to 7th August was monitored by Cherwell District Council Officers who visited on Friday 5th and Sunday 7th August.

Their overall impression was that the noise from the event was not excessive. The tannoy was audible but the sound from this was faint and in their opinion not a problem. The layout of the site was good with the noisier activities located away from residential properties and there was a buffer zone of around 100m between the event and residential properties.

The measured noise levels as a result of activities on the site were within the level of 45dBLAeq(15mins) required by condition 5 on the planning consent. This level is below the general ambient noise level in the area and so other extraneous noises, such as the noise from passing traffic on
the surrounding roads, which was generally above the noise from activities on the site, were excluded from the measurement."

I am pleased to have had sight of that email. It is clear that the current noise level limit of 45dBLAeq(15mins) is indeed achievable and deemed in the opinion of Council officials "not excessive" and "not a problem".

I must comment that whilst the noise from the event on those dates was audible, it was not unduly obtrusive.
However it's unlikely that the substantially increased level proposed in this application would remain unobtrusive and would therefore constitute a nuisance.

I note that SPE have not presented any case to justify an increase in noise. I am mindful of the comments of another resident who made comments in the past and agree whole heartedly with those comments:

"While it is clear that some form of public address is required for equestrian events, particularly in cases of emergency, the continuous commentary on the progress of Betsy on Thumper (and over 100 other riders) around the course must surely be unnecessary, and must surely distract Betsy and her like as they tackle jumps anyway. 

Many of the commentators clearly see themselves as practising for the production of the continuous and mostly vacuous comments that are heard on radio or television sports channels. 

At least listeners to such radio and television channels can turn their radios or televisions off. 

We cannot keep out the noise of the commentaries over the loudspeakers, particularly when the wind is blowing in our direction, other than by staying indoors and shutting our windows. 

I believe that we and other village residents have a right to the peaceful enjoyment of our properties."

With these points in mind I ask that the application is refused.


