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Pl anni ng Reference: 261695 - Luckl ey House School, Luckley Road,
Woki ngham RG40 3EU: Proposed Sports Pitches and Associ ated Externa
Vor ks

I live at 16 Hart Dyke Close and am a nenber of the HDC ACE group
Havi ng revi ewed t he Luckl ey House proposal, | object for the reasons
set out bel ow.

1. Unacceptable Proximty of the Rugby Try Line to Hones

The proposed rugby try line and in-goal area sit immedi ately beside
Hart Dyke O ose. For the nost affected hones, the fence appears only
5-7Tmfrommain living areas and bedroons.

A pitch shoul d not be assessed as a single uniformnoise source. The
try line is where high-energy shouting, player contact, spectators
and referee whistles are concentrat ed.

The NI A records referee whistles at 110 dB but does not nodel this

| ocal i sed worst case at the closest point to residents. Locating the
| oudest part of the sport beside a residential boundary is poor
design and would harmresidential anenity.

Shouting, cheering and match tension at the try line are
intermttent and highly intelligible, nmaking themnore intrusive
than steady traffic noise and requiring an acoustic character

penal ty.

2. Failure to Mddel Sinultaneous Use of Both Pitches

The application seeks pernission for two rugby pitches, but the NTA
treats the devel opnment as a generalised single source. Doubling
conpar abl e sources increases total acoustic energy by +3 dB

The NI A does not assess two conpetitive nmatches taking place at
once, with two referees using 110 dB whistles, double the
conpetitive shouting and | arger spectator nunbers. This understates
the likely inpact on Hart Dyke C ose.

3. Football Use and Ball-to-Fence | npact Noise Not Properly Assessed
Al t hough the NI A assesses rugby speech levels and cricket net

i npacts, the area could al so be used for conpetitive football
Earlier school correspondence referred to rugby and foot bal
pitches, and a football |ayout could place a goal beside Hart Dyke
Cl ose.

Football would create nore continuous shouting and repeated bal

i mpacts on perineter fencing, including netallic clatter, wooden
thuds and | owfrequency vibration. The NI A does not nodel this
conmon source of sports-pitch conplaints.

4. The Proposal Fails the Applicant's Om Sport England Criteria
Section 3.1 of the applicant's NIA states that, under Sport Engl and
gui dance, noise froma new facility should ideally not exceed the
exi sting noise climte, nmeasured using LAeq.

The applicant's data does not neet that test:

- Table 4.2 of the NI A establishes the existing school operationa
anbi ent noise clinmate as 48 dB (LAeq).

- Table 7.1 predicts 50 dB (LAeq, lhour) at Hart Dyke C ose even
with a substantial mtigation screen, and actual intermttent peaks
will exceed this |evel.



The proposal woul d rai se anbi ent noi se above the existing baseline
and sit 15 dB above the typical 35 dB (LA90) background | evel
degrading a quiet residential edge-of-countryside setting. G ven
the proximty of living areas, the 35 dB internal limt in HC8 of
the Local Plan Update is also likely to be breached, particularly
when wi ndows or bi-fold doors are open

5. Peak Noi se Events Wul d Doubl e Perceived Loudness

The NI A downpl ays maxi nrum noi se spi kes, yet Table 4.2 records

exi sting daytine peaks of 58 dB (LAmax), while Table 7.1 predicts
regul ar rugby peaks of 68 dB (LAnmax) at Hart Dyke C ose.

Appendi x A, Section 1.3 of the applicant's report states that a 10
dB change is perceived as a doubling of |oudness.

On that basis, sudden shouts and whistle blasts woul d sound twice as
| oud as current peak noise, intruding into gardens and hones and

af fecting rest and hone worKki ng.

6. Sports Noise Character |s Underestinated

Venta Acoustics' 3D CADNA- A nodel uses "Raised Voice" at 67 dB(A)
at 1mfor rugby voices

Conpetitive rugby is nore accurately represented by "Shouted

Voi ces", which Table 5.3 gives as 82 dB at 1m The use of a | ower
baseline artificially reduces the predicted inpact.

7. Omssion of Additional Noise Sources

The assessnent excl udes crowd, supporter and coach noise, despite

t hese being significant during conpetitive nmatches. Existing use of
Luckley's facilities, including | oud PA systens, shows this is a
real concern

Cricket noise is al so understated because the assessnment considers
cricket nets, not match play where players shout across the field.
The athletics track is ignored, although Luckley sports days already
generate substantial shouting and cheering. The assessnent shoul d
al so confirmwhether starter pistols would be prohibited

8. Flawed or M ssing Baseline Survey

The NI A says a Novenber survey was undertaken at a | ocation
representative of surroundi ng hones. However, site plan VA6149/ SP1
appears to place the nonitor close to the current schoo

pl ayi ng-field boundary, while the nost affected receiver is about
90-100m away at the opposite end of the field. Background noi se
there is likely to be lower; the previous application's report

not ed birdsong as dom nant. The school has al so cl eared boundary
bushes and hedges, reduci ng noi se screening. The survey shoul d
confirmwhether this clearance occurred before nonitoring and

whet her nearby tenporary buil ding works were avoi ded.

9. Unacceptabl e Onission of Evening and Wekend Lettings | npact
Section 2 states that the pitches may allow "limted club or public
use outside of school hours", yet the NIA includes no nodelling for
eveni ng or weekend use.

Eveni ng and weekend background noise is | ower than weekday traffic
| evels. High-intensity club use during these sensitive periods would
therefore cause greater disturbance. The NTA is deficient for
failing to assess these rest-tine inpacts.

10. Severe Loss of Visual Amenity fromthe Proposed 3.5m Acoustic
Screen

Section 6 requires a 3.5mhigh continuous, solid, inperforate
acoustic screen along roughly 140m of residential boundary.

This screen is required only because of the poor |layout and site
unsuitability. A solid 3.5mbarrier beside Hart Dyke C ose woul d be
oppressive and overbearing, causing | oss of outl ook, daylight and
garden anenity. The need for such an industrial-scale barrier



denonstrates that this field is the wong location for

hi gh-intensity rugby pitches.

11. Mtigations/ Noi se Managenent Pl an

The NIA's "Noi se Managenent Plan" is not a plan. It offers only
broad suggestions, nminly asking staff, students and spectators to
renenber nearby residents and keep quiet. This is unrealistic for a
school sports environnent, particularly during conpetitive natches
It also gives no detail on staffing, enforcenent, nonitoring or
sanctions. Wth a large fence in place, players and spectators nay
be even | ess aware of nearby hones.

Concl usi on and Requested Action

The proposal conflicts with NPPF Paragraph 180, which requires
devel opnent to be appropriate to its location and to mitigate
adverse noise inpacts. It would nove our hones froma Lowest
bserved Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) to a Significant Cbserved
Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL), harming residents' health,
wel | being and living conditions. W respectfully ask Wki ngham
Borough Council to reject this

application and prevent the creeping urbanisation of a green f

i eld.



