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Audit of noise impact assessment 

AQMAU 
Acoustics Modelling & Assessment 

 
 
 
 

Table 1: Permit Application Details & AQMAU Audit Outcome 
 

Permit application details Can NIA conclusions be 
used for determination? 

Audit outcome 

 

Site Name: ETM Recycling 
 
Ref: EPR/EP3794SH/V003 
 
Type: Variation 

 

AQMAU ref: AQMAU-C2218-RP01 
 
Date requested: 01/09/2021 
 
AQMAU response date: 31/01/2022 
 

 
 

NO 
- Revised NIA required, see Sch. 5 

actions below 
- NMP to be updated, see NMP actions 

below 

 

Table 2: AQMAU Risk Grading of NIA elements 
 

NIA Element Risk Grading Brief summary of AQMAU audit   
(Reasons for Schedule 5 actions) 

Schedule 5 Actions  
for PO 

NMP Actions  
for PO 

Sensitive Receptors & 
Background Sound Levels 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Red 

- We agree that the consultant has identified the 
nearest existing Noise Sensitive Receptors (NSRs). 

- The consultant has not included potential future 
residential receptors associated with outline 
planning application 21/03166/P (Land West of 
Silbury Road, Bristol) which was submitted to 
Bristol City Council in June 2021. 

- The consultant derived background sound levels at 
the existing NSRs for the sensitive periods which 
would be introduced by the proposed variation. 

- We agree with most of these, but find lower 
background sound levels during day & night periods 
on Sundays at Blackmoors Lane to the north, 
increasing the risk from site sound emissions. 

Consultant should revise 
assessment to include 
future residential 
receptors associated 
with outline planning 
application 21/03166/P, 
submitted to Bristol City 
Council in June 2021. 
 
Consultant should 
differentiate between 
measurements made on 
Saturday and Sunday 
night periods when 
determining background 
sound levels at noise 
sensitive receptors. 

 
 
 
 

- 
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Sound Source Levels 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Red 

- The consultant has made sound pressure level 
measurements of several sources associated with 
the operational wash plant. The consultant has 
used short reference distances (1m, 2m, 3m) 
between the measurement microphone and 
individual sources. Sound power levels derived 
from these measurements are likely to be 
underestimated, as the measurement microphone 
was too close in comparison to the physical 
dimensions of the plant. 

- The site plans provided show several conveyors 
located within the wash plant configuration, which 
have not been adequately represented by the 
consultant in the specific sound level calculations. 

- The consultant has provided data for other external 
sound sources (telescopic handler loading wagon, 
loading shovel), including on-time corrections for 
day and night periods. The on-time corrections for 
these plant items appear to be reasonable.  

- We have used the consultant’s input data to create 
a noise model, the output of which indicates much 
higher specific sound levels from the wash plant. 

- If additional corrections were applied to the wash 
plant area sources to account for the physical 
dimensions, even higher specific sound levels and 
greater impacts would be predicted.  

Consultant should 
update source sound 
levels for the wash 
plant, to account for the 
physical dimensions of 
the operational plant 
and the fact that these 
sources will propagate 
as area sources.  
 
Consultant should 
ensure that calculations 
sufficiently represent the 
complexity of the 
existing site operations, 
in particular the area 
sources and line 
sources (conveyors) 
associated with the 
wash plant. 

 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- 

Consultant’s calculation method & 
assumptions 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Red 

- Although the consultant has made sound pressure 
level measurements of the sources associated with 
the wash plant, these have not been used to inform 
the specific sound level calculations. Instead, the 
consultant has made a single 15-minute 
measurement at 45m from the site and used this as 
a ‘source level’ for the wash plant as a whole from 
which attenuation from distance loss has been 
calculated to the nearest NSRs. It is not clear 
whether all of the wash plant was operational 
during this measurement, or whether limited 
operations were taking place. The calculations 
made using this measurement as a ‘source level’ 

Consultant should 
update specific sound 
level calculations to 
account for contributions 
from individual sound 
sources associated with 
the wash plant. The 
measurement at 45m 
should not be used to 
inform calculations of 
specific sound levels at 
the receptors. 
 

-  
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assume point source propagation to the receptors, 
which is not an accurate representation of how 
these sources will behave, and results in an 
overestimation of the distance attenuation. 

- The consultant has included other external sound 
sources (telescopic handler loading wagon, loading 
shovel), but it is not clear where these sources will 
be located within the site, or their height. 

- The consultant has included attenuation of 15dB to 
18.8dB to account for screening provided by 
buildings, terrain and barriers at some site 
boundaries. A path difference attenuation 
calculation has been included, but it is not clear 
how this has been used to inform this assumption.  

- We have completed check modelling using CadnaA 
v2021 which indicates much higher specific sound 
levels from the wash plant, and much lower 
attenuation for NSRs to the south (Silbury Road) 
arising from buildings, topography and barriers at 
certain site boundaries. We find that the NSRs at 
Silbury Road do not benefit from any significant 
attenuation due to the existing topography near the 
site. The buildings and site barriers also provide 
less attenuation than the consultant has assumed.  

Consultant should 
consider the 
appropriateness of the 
calculation methods 
used. Given the 
complexity of the 
existing site operations, 
and the presence of 
several large area and 
line sources, it may be 
more appropriate to 
undertake a noise 
modelling exercise. The 
updated assessment 
should include existing 
building structures and 
topography/terrain near 
the site and NSRs.  
 
The locations and 
emission heights for the 
other external plant 
should be made clear in 
the submission. 

Acoustic feature corrections 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Amber 
 

- The consultant has included a +3dB acoustic 
feature correction on weekday and weekend nights, 
to account for potentially audible impulsivity. 

- We cannot rule out the possibility of acoustic 
features associated with site operations being 
audible during more sensitive periods, so we have 
retained this correction in our analysis.  

- We will require an accurate assessment of the 
specific sound levels during the new operational 
periods introduced by the proposed variation, to 
allow us to accurately determine how the existing 
sound climate will affect the applicability of acoustic 
feature corrections. 

 
 
 
- 

 
 
 

- 
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Mitigation 

 
 
 
 
 

Amber 

- The consultant has assumed the following on-site 
mitigation in their assessment: 
   - 4m concrete wall to northern site boundary 
  - 8m barrier (6m concrete, 2m timber) to west and      
south site boundaries 

               - 10m open-fronted waste transfer building 
- The mitigation is not described adequately in the 

noise management plan (NMP), for example 
specific heights and construction materials. 

 
 
 

- 

- On-site 
mitigation 
should be 
appropriately 
referenced in 
the noise 
management 
plan (NMP) 

Context 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amber 
 

- The consultant notes that the site is located within a 
busy, inner-city area and borders several other 
existing industrial facilities. 

- We agree with these observations. However, 
although the site is located in a busy area which is 
characterised by road traffic and other industrial 
uses, during a typical week there will be periods of 
greater sensitivity, where road traffic movements 
will reduce and the other industrial facilities will not 
be operational, i.e. evening and night periods, 
especially at weekends.  

- The consultant notes that their predicted specific 
sound levels are within World Health Organization 
guideline values for external amenity areas (50-
55dB). We require assessments to be undertaken 
in accordance with BS41421, which requires site 
rating sound levels to be compared to the existing 
background sound level at a receptor. We do not 
recognise the comparison to a noise limit/target 
such as the consultant has referenced.  

- We will require an accurate assessment of the 
impacts which will occur during the new operational 
periods introduced by the proposed variation to 
determine how the existing site context will affect 
the BS4142 impact assessment outcome. 

 
 

- 

 
 

- 

 
1 BS4142: 2014 + A1: 2019. Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound. British Standards Institute. 
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BS4142 impact assessment 
conclusion 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Red 

- The consultant concludes that a low or below 
adverse impact will occur for the majority of the new 
operational periods arising from the proposed 
variation. Although the consultant has noted an 
adverse (approaching significant adverse) impact at 
Silbury Road on Sunday daytime, this is actually an 
error, and should refer to a low impact (rating sound 
level 9dB below background sound level). 

- The consultant notes that the predicted impacts 
could be overestimated, suggesting that the 
assumption of 15dB attenuation at Silbury Road 
could be conservative due to further potential 
reductions arising from soft ground absorption. 

- Our check modelling indicates that the assumptions 
regarding attenuation at Silbury Road may be 
overestimated, which would increase the impact. 

- We disagree that the proposed variation will result 
in a low or below adverse impact at the nearest 
NSRs during the extended operational periods.  

- Based on the consultant’s input data, we predict a 
significant adverse impact at the NSRs on Silbury 
Road on weekday and Sunday nights, and an 
adverse impact on Sunday evenings. Applying 
further corrections to the wash plant to account for 
the physical dimensions and area source 
propagation of these sources would result in even 
higher rating sound levels and adverse to 
significant adverse impacts at all NSRs during most 
of the proposed extended periods. 

- There is significant uncertainty associated with the 
consultant’s sound sources, calculated specific 
sound levels and derived rating sound levels, which 
must be rectified before we can determine the risk 
from site sound emissions arising from the 
proposed variation. The future receptors arising 
from outline planning application 21/03166/P (Land 
West of Silbury Road, Bristol) which was submitted 
to Bristol City Council in June must be addressed in 
the revised NIA. 

- Noise impact 
assessment to be 
revised in accordance 
with comments made 
above. 
 

-  
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Table 3: AQMAU Risk Grading – KEY 

 

Risk Grading Implications for AQMAU audit 
 

Green 
We don’t see any risk with this element of the NIA.  
 

We agree with their assumptions/conclusions in relation to this element 
of the NIA. or 
We disagree, but this is not considered significant, and does not affect 
our assessment of risk. 

 

Amber 
We see some risk with this element of the NIA and have investigated further.  

We don’t agree with their assumptions/conclusions in relation to this 
element of the NIA. This will affect our assessment of risk, and further 
action may be required from the applicant / consultant. 

 

Red 
We see major risk with this element of the NIA and it is likely to cause a problem.  

We strongly disagree with their assumptions/conclusions in relation to 
this element of the NIA. This will strongly affect our assessment of risk 
and further action will be required from the applicant / consultant. 


