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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for 

consideration at the Planning Committee on 17 November 2022 that was received after the 

agenda was published. 

 

S18/0078 
 
Proposal: Erection of single storey clubhouse building associated with clay 

shooting ground use and surfacing of car parking area in gravel. 
(Retrospective) 

 
Site Address:  Brandon Wood Clay Shooting, Brandon Road, Stubton, Lincolnshire, 
NG23 5DA 
 

Amendment to recommended condition 1 
 
Condition 1 in the main report is recommended to be updated as a result of a typo in the main 
report as follows. 
 
1 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following list 

of approved plans: 

Site Location Plan drawing no. 1453/601 

Block Plan 1453/010A 

Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission. 

Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt. 
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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 17 November 2022 that was received after the agenda was published. 

 

S20/0098 
 
Proposal: Use of land for a shooting ground 
 
Site Address:  Brandon Wood Clay Shooting, Brandon Road, Stubton, Lincolnshire, NG23 5DA 

 
 

Additional Information Received 
 

• Further letter of objection from Richard Buxton Solicitors (Appendix A) 

• Representation seeking clarification on a number of points in relation to the recommended conditions 
(Appendix B) 

• A letter of representation in support of the application 

• A slideshow presentation illustrating objections to the application 

• Representation from Fenton Parish Meeting in relation to the effectiveness of the Noise Management 
Plan (Appendix C) and seeking clarity on ‘gaps’ in shooting activity and the number of days shooting 
at the site  

 
Summary of points raised 
 
Objection 
 

1. Agreement with fall-back position presented in officer report 
2. Clarity sought in relation to additional land and permitted development rights 
3. Assertion that there was a commitment to support the application from the Council 
4. Clarity of ‘gaps’ in shooting activity on the site 
5. Clarity sought on MAS advice relating to the current application 
6. Criticisms of noise assessment 
7. Proposed conditions do not go far enough to control noise impact from the shoot 
8. Previous applications to increase the number of days have been resisted 
9. A restriction of the number of days shooting remains the most effective means of controlling noise 

from the shoot 
10. Clarity sought on purpose of unilateral undertaking 
11. Clarity sought on plans recommended for approval and ‘blue’ and ‘green’ zones referred to in the 

noise management plan 
12. More detail on content and restrictions in noise management plan required 
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13. Clarity sought in relation to recommended opening hours and potential for night shooting 
14. Operating hours should include reference to the cumulative duration recommended in the CIEH 

guidance 
15. Hours of operation needs to be publicised 
16. More detail required by weather monitoring plan 
17. Further clarity required in relation to restrictions on Skeet shooting 
18. Weather and shooting information should also be made available to the public 
19. Clarity on complaints protocol 
20. Query why not all recommendations from Environmental Protection have been developed into 

conditions 
21. Effectiveness of noise management plan  
22. Clarity on number of days shooting since 2017 

 
Support 
 

1. Noise from shoot does not cause disturbance 
2. Karting tracks cause more noise disturbance 

 
Response to points raised 
 

1.1 The main report (7.2.1 and 7.2.2) sets-out the officer’s opinion of the current permission and fall-

back position in relation to additional land that is part of this application, but outside the red line of 

S00/0471. The applicant has stated that they consider the condition attached to that permission is 

not enforceable and therefore they can shoot for an unrestricted number of days. As set-out in the 

main officer report, whilst there are differing opinions regarding the enforceability of the condition in 

question, this issue will ultimately not be able to be resolved without a Lawful Development 

Certificate application being submitted and determined. 

1.2 As above, the main report sets-out the officer’s opinion of the fall-back position in relation to 

additional land that is part of this application, but outside the red line of S00/0471. Officers 

consider that there is a real prospect of the use of the additional land outside the extent of the 

S00/0471 permission taking place in accordance with the 28 days per year temporary permitted 

development rights under Part 4, class B of the General Permitted Development Order (2015) (as 

amended). It is accepted that part of this additional land includes noise reduction bunds which 

were permitted in 2004 but now appear to be currently in use for primary shooting activity. 

However, no Lawful Development Certificate exists or has been applied for to confirm the 

lawfulness of either an existing or proposed use of this land for primary shooting activity. 

1.3 The Council agreed to consider this revised planning application on the basis of a more detailed 

noise assessment that was produced in advance of the enforcement inquiry and subsequently 

withdrew the enforcement notice. There was no officer commitment to support the application, as 

at that stage a noise management plan had yet to be developed. The officer recommendation is 

based upon the current development plan context and all material considerations. The decision is 

to be made by Planning Committee.  

1.4 It is understood that prior to the current owner purchasing the site, no shooting had taken place 

between 2012 and 2017. However, it is understood that the site was not put to an alternative use 

in the intervening period and that S00/0471 remains the extant planning permission for the site. 

1.5 MAS Environmental were engaged by the Council during the assessment of the application to 

assist with understanding the results from the noise assessment and proposed mitigation 

measures. This involved several meetings with officers and some queries raised by e-mail. The 

applicant’s acoustic expert responded to the points raised by e-mail. There was no formal report 

that resulted from this work.  

1.6 As set-out in the officer report and in accompanying objections from 3rd parties, there have been 

several detailed criticisms of the noise assessment. However, it was completed by an 
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appropriately qualified acoustic expert, who reviewed a number of historical noise assessments 

that had previously been carried out at the site, as well as updated assessments carried out in 

April 2019. The report offers the best representation and understanding of the current shooting 

operations and associated impacts from the site. 

1.7 Amendments to the recommended conditions and some additional conditions are discussed 

further below, and produced in full as part of the updated recommendation at the end of this report. 

1.8 It is accepted that there have been previous refusals of planning permission to increase the 

number of days shooting at the site. Most recently in 2018, the reason for refusal relating to noise 

impact centred around there being insufficient information to understand the impacts associated 

with an increased number of permitted days. Previously, in 2008, planning permission was granted 

(for a limited period of 15 months) to increase the number of days shooting to 120. The site history 

is of relevance; however, this current application needs to be determined on its own merits and 

based upon all material considerations. 

1.9 The opinion of officers is that the current permission limits shooting to 50 days per year. Further, 

there is a real prospect of the use of the additional land outside the extent of the S00/0471 

permission taking place in accordance with the 28 days per year temporary permitted development 

rights under Part 4, class B of the General Permitted Development Order (2015) (as amended). As 

set-out in the main report, officers consider that even though a significantly greater number of days 

than the current  position is proposed, the noise impacts from the new operation when compared 

to the current position and the fall-back position, due to the greater level of control which can be 

secured through the noise management plan and other restrictive conditions, would, on balance, 

result in a reduction in noise impact in the locality and therefore an improvement on the current 

position in terms of amenity for local residents. 

1.10 The recommended unilateral undertaking is in draft form. The intended purpose is to ensure that 

the new permission (if granted) is properly implemented and adhered to following any potential JR 

claim finishing. In the meantime, it would allow continued use of the site under the extant 

permission. The intention is that the unilateral undertaking would bind all the land subject of this 

application.  

1.11 The submitted site location plan ref: 1453 001A is included below in full and available on the 

webpage for the application. The shooting ground plan included within the Noise Management 

Plan ref: NMP01v5 is also included below and as published on the webpage for the application. 

Section 6.2 in the Noise Management Plan states that the area outlined in blue was not subject to 

the noise assessment, but indicates that shooting will only take place here for corporate and 

special events (considered to be charity or one-off events which are discussed with the Local 

Authority on a case-by-case basis, but no more than 2 days in a calendar month). An additional 

condition (11) to be clear of the proposed shooting restrictions in this area is recommended. This 

area would be bound by all other conditions that are recommended, as it falls within the red line of 

the application. 

1.12 The Noise Management Plan ref: NMP01v5 is published on the webpage for the application and 

was subject to consultation in April 2022. A full copy is included at Appendix D.  

1.13 The recommendation has been updated (condition 4) to make it clear that the extended shooting 

to 8pm, only applies to weekdays (Monday – Friday) and is only for one day per week. An 

additional condition (12) is recommended to ensure there is no shooting on the site outside of 

daylight hours. 

1.14 The suggested limits on cumulative shooting within the CIEH guidance are noted in 7.2.3.22 of the 

main report. It is accepted that this is one means of limiting noise impact. However, the 

recommended operating hours take account of the limited controls on the existing and fall-back 

positions, the opening hours applied for and the additional controls and conditions that are 

recommended. These, in combination, are considered to represent an improvement on the current 

position in terms of amenity for local residents. 
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1.15 The recommendation has been updated (condition 5) to make it clear that operating days and 

hours need to publicised not less than 5 days in advance of shooting taking place.  

1.16 The recommendation has been updated (condition 7) to make it clear that the weather station 

should be able to monitor air pressure. Details pursuant to this condition would require separate 

approval from the Local Planning Authority. Likewise, condition 9 has been updated to include 

more detail on the type of shooting activity required to be recorded.  

1.17 As well as not allowing the skeet to be used on Sundays and Bank Holidays, it would be subject to 

the mitigation measures set-out by the noise management plan. i.e. under certain conditions if 

there was a high risk of it exceeding the smart criteria, its use would not be allowed.  

1.18 The Council would share data from the shoot, subject to the requirements of the recommended 

planning conditions, with the public on request.  

1.19 The recommendation has been updated (condition 10) to make it clear that the complaints protocol 

applies to all the land within the red line defined by drawing no. 1453 001A  

1.20 The majority of points raised by Environmental Protection are considered to be covered by the 

recommended conditions. As above, the recommendation takes account of the limited controls on 

the existing and fall-back positions, the opening hours applied for and the mitigation measures 

proposed by the applicant. These, in combination, are considered to represent an improvement on 

the current position in terms of amenity for local residents.  

1.21 It is accepted that there are a number of factors (wind direction, direction of fire, type of cartridges 

used) that influence the noise level from clay shooting and that, as a result, management of noise 

from the site presents difficulties. However, what is also clear, is that the limited existing controls 

can result in high levels of noise and associated complaints. As such, even when adhered to, a 

limit on the number of days shooting alone has limitations in terms of managing noise impact from 

the shoot. The Noise Management Plan has been developed by an appropriately qualified acoustic 

expert, with input from the Council Officers, including those from Planning and Environmental 

Protection. However, it is accepted that the Noise Management Plan has yet to be implemented 

and its effectiveness is therefore not proven. As such, the recommendation has been updated 

(conditions 6 and 13) to ensure there is an appropriate mechanism for reviewing the Noise 

Management Plan and making any necessary adjustments to ensure it is effective.   

1.22 The shoot currently advertises opening days as Thursdays 10am – 8pm and Sundays 10am – 

2pm, with simulated game days and corporate shoot days available on request. Local residents 

have recorded and reported the number of days shooting at the site since 2017 as follows: 2018 – 

113 days, 2019 – 130 days, 2020 – 104 days, 2021 – 86 days, 2022 – 84 days to date. There have 

been some instances where shooting noise complaints have been received and subsequent 

investigation has found that the shoot was closed. It is likely that in some instances game shooting 

and noise from the shoot is confused. The information provided by local residents does, however, 

appear to be broadly consistent with shooting days advertised on the shoot’s website and taking 

account of periods of closure during Covid restrictions. A response to a Planning Contravention 

Notice in 2018 confirmed the 50 day limit had been breached and that formed the basis for serving 

the subsequent enforcement notice.  

 

Updated Recommendation 
 

1.23 To authorise the Assistant Director for Planning to GRANT planning permission subject to the 

updated conditions outlined below and completion of a Section 106 Agreement securing the 

obligations as outlined by section 1.10 above. Where the Section 106 Agreement has not been 

concluded prior to the Committee, a period not exceeding twelve weeks after the date of the 

Committee shall be set for the completion of that obligation. 
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1.24 In the event that the agreement has not been concluded within the twelve-week period and where, 

in the opinion of the Assistant Director of Planning, there are no extenuating circumstances which 

would justify a further extension of time, the related planning application shall be refused planning 

permission for the appropriate reason(s) on the basis that the necessary criteria essential to make 

what would otherwise be unacceptable development acceptable, have not been forthcoming.  

 

Approved plans 

 

1. The development hereby permitted must be carried out in accordance with the following list 

of approved plans and documents: 

 

i. Site location plan drawing no. 1453 001A received 23 March 2020 

ii. Shooting Noise Management Plan (19-0054-0 Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Ground 

NMP01v5) or any subsequent revisions to that document arising following the review of the 

Plan referenced in Condition 13. 

 

Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission. 

 

 Reason: To define the extent of the planning permission. 

 

Operational hours 

 

2. No shooting shall take place on the site, other than on a maximum of 150 days in any 

calendar year (1 January – 31 December). 

 

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of the local community.  

 

3. Shooting must not take place on the site, other than on a maximum of 4 days in any week.  

 

Reason: To avoid over intensification of the use at certain times of the year and in the interests of 

the amenities of the local community. 

 

4. Shooting must not take place on the site, other than between the following hours: 

 

i) Mondays to Fridays (excluding Public Holidays): 10.00 to 18.00  

ii) During April to September (inclusive) the above 6pm deadline can be extended to 8pm 

for one day per week for Mondays to Fridays (excluding Public Holidays) only 

iii) Saturdays: 10.00 to 14.00 (January to December) 

iv) Sundays and Public Holidays: 10.00 to 14.00 (January to December) 

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of the local community.  

 

5. The operating days and hours for the shoot must be publicised on the shoot’s website and 

social media not less than 5 days in advance of the shooting taking place. Details of shooting days 

shall include a description of the types of shooting to take place and the start and finish time of the 

shooting.  

 

 Reason: To communicate to the Local Planning Authority and local community when shooting is 

taking place to allow for effective monitoring and planning of activities around the shoot. e.g., use 

of local bridleway network.  
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Noise management and monitoring 

 

6. The approved Shooting Noise Management Plan (19-0054-0 Brandon Wood Clay Shooting 

Ground NMP01v5) or any subsequent revisions to that document arising from the review of the Plan 

required by condition 13 must be adhered to during any shooting activity taking place on the site 

following implementation of this planning permission. 

 

Reason: To quantify and agree the noise impact from each stand/ activity in the interests of the 

amenities of the local community. 

 

7. Prior to implementation of this permission a Weather Monitoring Plan must be submitted to 

and be approved by the local planning authority.  The Weather Monitoring Plan is to include details 

of the weather station to be used that is capable of recording wind direction, wind speed, 

temperature, air pressure and humidity. Data recorded by the weather station must be held for a 

minimum of 1 year and be provided to the Local Planning Authority in a suitable format upon request. 

The Weather Monitoring Plan once approved by the local planning authority must be implemented 

and adhered to during any shooting activity taking place on the site following implementation of this 

planning permission. 

 

Reason: Noise impacts from the shoot are largely dependent on weather conditions and access to 

this data is considered necessary to assist with effective monitoring of activity at the shoot. 

 

8. The Skeet range, in its current position, must not operate on Sundays or Public Holidays, as 

set-out in the Shooting Noise Management Plan (19-0054-0 Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Ground 

NMP01v5).  

  

Reason: The Skeet was identified as the noisiest operation in the noise assessment, and a reduction 

and limits on its use is in the interests of the amenities of the local community. 

 

9. Each shooting day must be recorded and must be made available to the Local Planning 

Authority in a suitable format upon request. Details to be included are the number of participants, 

weather conditions (including wind direction), start and finish times for each session, type of 

shooting, stands in use during each session, stand set up, shooting direction and/or type of event. 

 

Reason: To assist with effective monitoring of activity at the shoot. 

 

10. The approved Complaints Protocol detailed in the Shooting Noise Management Plan (19-

0054-0 Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Ground NMP01v5) must be adhered to during any shooting 

activity taking place on the site as defined by drawing no. 1453 201A  following implementation of 

this planning permission. A monthly report must be submitted to the Council with complaints detailed 

and action taken to address the complaint (including name and address of complainant, location, 

wind direction and speed and any stand adjustments made to reduce impact).  

 

Reason: To establish an effective process for monitoring, managing and responding to complaints 

in the interests of the amenities of the local community. 

 

11.  No shooting shall take place within the land edged blue on Figure 1 within Appendix 1 of the 

Noise Management Plan ref: NMP01v5 except for a maximum of two days per calendar month.  

 

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of the local community. 

 

12. Notwithstanding the shooting hours permitted by condition 4, there must be no shooting on the 

site outside of daylight hours. 
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Reason: Impacts associated with artificial lighting would require further assessment from the Local 

Planning Authority. 

13. Within 3 months of the implementation of this permission, there must be submitted to and 

approved by the Local Planning Authority, a Scheme for the Periodic Review of the Shooting Noise 

Management Plan. The scheme shall outline a process of review of the Shooting Noise Management 

Plan, and where appropriate revisions to the plan, in the light of operating and monitoring 

experience, to ensure that the stated aims of the plan and the strategies to achieve those aims are 

being met.  Any revisions to the Shooting Noise Management Plan arising from the approved review 

process, must be complied with, in accordance with the requirements of condition 6 above.   

 

Reason: To ensure the ongoing effectiveness of the Noise Management Plan in mitigating noise 

impact from the shoot in the interests of the amenities of the local community. 
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Site location plan drawing no. 1453 001A  
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Shooting Ground Plan from Noise Management Plan 
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Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 
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Our ref: TAY5/1/RB/SG/PW 

Your ref: S20/0098 
 

14 November 2022 
To: Head of Planning & Development 
South Kesteven District Council 

 
 

     By email only 

Dear Sirs  
 
Brandon Wood Clay Pigeon Shooting Application Ref: S20/0098 
Planning Committee Meeting Thursday 17 November  
 
1 We are instructed by , who lives in Fenton within the neighbourhood of 

the clay pigeon shoot at Brandon.  
 
2 We previously wrote to you on 18 March 2022 detailing his objection to this 

application and enclosing the Advice of Horatio Waller of counsel, and a lead 
contamination report. On 20 April we wrote again, enclosing an Acoustic Review we 
had commissioned from RFEnvironmental, essentially a desktop review of the noise 
reports submitted for this application by the applicant, particularly in the light of their 
Shooting Noise Management Plan submitted in February 2022.  

 
3 We now write to clarify and summarise our client’s position in the light of the Officer’s 

Report for the meeting on Thursday 17 November (the “OR”) and the draft unilateral 
undertaking posted on the Council’s Portal. 

 
The fall-back position 
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4  had concluded, after reviewing all the historic evidence, that inter alia:  

 
• The use of some of the land for clay pigeon shooting can lawfully take place if 

in accordance with the condition attached to the 2000 Permission ie no more 
than fifty shoots take place per calendar year.  

• The use of other land for clay pigeon shooting that currently takes place is not 
authorised by any grant of planning permission, and is liable to enforcement 
where the use is in excess of 28 days per year. 

 
5 We welcome the comments in the OR which show that this is now the accepted 

position on the fall-back position.  
 
6 However, whilst the comments in relation to fall-back position in the OR are 

promising, there is still some lack of clarity. The applicant’s plans submitted through 
the course of the application (which itself has taken two years and is yet 
undetermined) show various and significant discrepancies. Chief amongst these is 
the pocket of land assumed to benefit from permitted development rights which in fact 
cannot do so, because bunds, skeets and permanent structures are in place and 
cannot be removed following 28 days’ use. Neither the OR nor the application itself 
deals with this confusion. 

 
7 The Council has historically felt vulnerable in relation to taking action to enforce 

planning against the site. Clearly the Council withdrew the enforcement notice in 
2019 due to a fear it could not enforce it – a position not now, apparently, held.  The 
withdrawal was not to allow further noise evidence (as stated in OR para 7.2.1) but 
rather in exchange for a fresh application that officers committed to support (see our 
letter of 18 March paras 10 and 11). 

 
8 Whilst the OR stresses the shoot has been operated “for 25 years” this is not 

accurate. The shoot operated 50 days annually (occasionally in excess, but broadly in 
accordance with the 2000 permission with one temporary variation), then there was a 
significant gap of several years prior to the current owner, the applicant, buying the 
site in 2016 and starting the shoot up again the following year after a five-year gap. 
Since then, the 50 days has been regularly and significantly exceeded and has been 
managed in a way to cause considerable disturbance to locals. Clear, effective 
enforcement is now crucial. 

The Noise Reports 

9 In our letter of 20 April we set out the inaccuracies and difficulties with the applicant’s 
noise evaluations, highlighting: 

• Gaps in baseline measurements, definition of risk, practicality of the 
management plan, impact of cumulative noise, 

• the absence of any data about karting/motorsport noise yet the assumption of 
likely impact 

• factual errors, for example, the reliance on erroneous information as to the 
historic shooting days to establish a very misleading “baseline”. 

10 RFEnvironmental concluded: 

“the proposed target shooting noise levels are not appropriate for the number 
of shooting days proposed and it is questionable, based on the evidence 
presented, whether they could even be achievable at all receptors”  
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and further: 

“it is unlikely that the strategy set out in the shooting noise management plan 
will be capable of reducing adverse noise impact to a level which could be 
considered appropriate to justify the proposed increase in shooting days” 

11 Although RFEnvironmental did not review all the historic noise reports in relation to the 
site and operation of the shoot, we are aware that the Council itself commissioned such 
a review from MAS in June 2020, which has never been made public and therefore we 
have not seen, but we understand (inter alia) questioned the evidence for directional 
shooting affecting noise impact, and noted the deficiency in information on height of 
shot.  

12 We therefore remain surprised and dismayed, that these reports are still (apparently) 
being relied upon, and in particular given the OR specifically acknowledges the difficulty 
in monitoring and enforcing noise levels at the shoot: see para 7.2.3.16 “Given the 
number of factors (wind direction, direction of fire, type of cartridges used) that influence 
the noise level from clay shooting this is difficult to manage.” 

Conditions 

13 Our client notes and welcomes the proposed conditions, particularly the hours of 
operation, but fears they do not go far enough, in particular not guaranteeing “quiet 
days” and allowing shoots four days in any week.  

14 Again, the key difficulty is enforcement. Policy-makers have long identified this difficulty 
with many conditions which is why the NPPF requires certainty and clarity: “planning 
conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed where they are necessary, 
relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and 
reasonable in all other respects.” (at para 56). What the Council is proposing by way of 
conditions provides a degree of monitoring, but in a way that is complex and destined 
to open up debate, as opposed to settle complaints. 

15 Conditions, of course, can only go so far and, as the OR acknowledges (see also para 
12 above) noise monitoring and enforcement is fraught with difficulty. It is probably with 
that in mind that back in 2000 the potential disturbance to the neighbourhood was 
controlled by the number of days shooting was permitted. Throughout the history of 
this site, this has been the approach taken by the Council, and increases to the number 
of days of operation resisted, both by refusing applications and persuading the 
applicant to withdraw rather than be refused, and serving enforcement notices: 

o 2003 (S03/1093/71) an increase in the number of days was refused 
o 2004 (S04/0345) an increase in operating days was refused.  
o 2005 S05/0357/71 for a variation of the condition imposed the 2000 permission 

to extend the hours and days of operation of the shoot was withdrawn,  
o 2006 application S06/0367/71 to increase the number of days of shooting to 

120 withdrawn  
o June 2008 permission S07/1583/31/71 was granted to increase of number of 

shooting days to 120 limited to 15 month’s duration. This was not implemented.  
o 2012 application S11/0594 to allow 120 days withdrawn  
o 23 July 2018 a planning contravention notice was served on the shoot.  
o In October 2018 an application S18/0075 to vary Condition 1 of the planning 

permission to increase to 120 days was refused. 
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16 On 26 October 2018 the Breach of Condition Enforcement Notice was served, and was 
appealed. 

17 This binary “black-and-white” approach has much merit. There can be a great deal of 
dispute and confusion about wind direction, ammunition used and exactly which part 
of the site is being used etc, and accurate readings of shooting noise levels are (as 
mentioned elsewhere) notoriously hard to establish; but there can be no uncertainty at 
all about the number of days when shooting is allowed. Residents then have the 
comfort of having days when they are assured there will be no such disturbance.  

18 What bemuses our client is why, when the Council has consistently rebutted attempts 
to raise the number of days from 50, a jump up to 150 is now considered perfectly 
acceptable. This is made even more confusing by the lack of control over permitted 
development rights being exercised on additional days. This position clearly 
undermines the principle of planning consistency. 

19 The importance of consistency in planning decision-making is an established principle 
of good practice, and just as a previous appeal decision can be a material consideration 
(see DLA Delivery Ltd v Baroness Cumberledge of Newark [2018]EWCA Civ 1305 so 
the principle  applies equally to local authority decision-making: R (Matthew Davison) 
v Elmbridge Borough Council [2019] EWHC 1409 (Admin), [37]. 

20 A previous decision can be a material consideration if it relates to “the same or a similar 
form of development on another site to which the same policy of the development plan 
relates, or to the interpretation or application of a particular policy common to both 
cases” (DLA Delivery [34].) The test is whether the decision is so obviously material 
that no reasonable local authority would not take it into account (DLA Delivery, [24]).  

The Unilateral Undertaking 

21 Conditions also of course can only govern what happens on site, not what may take 
place as permitted development elsewhere. Section 106 obligations (whether secured 
by agreement or undertaking), however, are designed to overcome a planning harm 
which would otherwise render the application unacceptable, but also to secure 
obligations in relation to land outside the application red line. 

22 A draft unilateral undertaking in unfinished format has been prepared by Shoosmiths 
on behalf of the applicant, and has been placed on the Portal. The OR does not discuss 
in any detail why it has been drafted or what the applicants hope to achieve with it.  

23 From our reading (and absent any explanatory text) we assume it might be intended 
to: 

• Allow continued use of the shoot under the 2000 permission until such time 
as any JR claim has been finished; 

• Give comfort to the Council that, once the new permission has been 
implemented (and there are mechanisms within the u/u for indicating 
how/when this is evidenced) then the 2000 permission will in effect (if not 
actually) fall away. In effect, that whatever the historic mess in terms of 
planners handling the applications for the shoot, the new permission will be 
the one everyone adheres to. 

24 If our assumption is correct, that is a good start; but does not go far enough. It is far 
from clear what this unfinished and undetailed draft will, when finalised, actually 
achieve, and as such it is highly doubtful that it can be taken into account as a material 
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consideration. However, properly drafted it could provide exactly the comfort our client 
seeks in relation to clearly enforceable shoot days across the whole of the land owned 
by the applicant, so that we can be sure the 2000 permission land plus the fall-back 
permitted development rights land are both included and will therefore fall away if the 
new permission is granted. To do this the undertaking must bind the whole site, not the 
lesser area hinted at in the draft undertaking (as yet unidentified). Currently, absent 
any plan at all it is unclear exactly what the undertaking is intended to cover. 

25 In passing whilst clearly clause 2.5.2 is designed to leave the Council’s enforcement 
powers in tact, this is undermined by para 4.1 which should be amended to read “shall 
not prevent the lawful use of the land…”  

26 This is the Council’s opportunity to put right the various past administrative errors 
(including the aborted enforcement appeal which could have been proceeded with), to 
support a local business but in the context of protecting residents’ amenity. A section 
106 obligation can identify what land benefits from the shoot, and clarify that land that 
does not any longer benefit from any permitted development right to hold a shoot. Clear 
conditions can clarify the controls on the application site itself. 

Conclusion 

27 Our client is particularly concerned to put the problems with the shoot within the context 
of how appeal inspectors and planning authorities have dealt with such activities 
elsewhere. Local concerns are evidently not unreasonable in the broader context of 
how shoots are generally required to be managed. To this end our client wishes to draw 
your attention to various Planning Inspectorate appeals over the last 20 years or so,  
as researched by the Residents Association themselves, and which are summarised 
in the attached index.  

28 Our client will not disappear, nor will the other residents who object to these proposals. 
Loose condition controls and a muddled approach to resolving the problems generated 
on this site will not cure the malady.  

29 Our client’s position has always been to urge the Council to be mindful of its hitherto 
consistent approach and refuse any application for an increase beyond the 2000 
permission’s 50 days. Indeed, there is nothing in the current draft undertaking that could 
overcome both the decision-making history and the planning harm of any permission 
for more than 50 days. The noise evaluations put forward by the applicant are still highly 
unsatisfactory and cannot form the basis of a conditioned control regime which will 
engage the confidence of local residents. 

30 We therefore urge the Council to refuse this application. 

31 However, and without prejudice to the foregoing conclusion, were the Council minded 
to grant an increase, it might be made acceptable (although not for 150 days)  if clearly 
secured across the whole land owned by the applicant by s106 planning obligation 
which sets out clearly, once and for all, what may or may not happen on site. 

32 Such a s106 obligation would involve significant redrafting of the existing undertaking, 
we submit with our client’s input, such that it will secure significantly fewer days and 
remove any confusion as to permitted development rights. Such redrafting could be 
carried out, we believe, under delegated authority.  
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33 Should the Committee resolve to grant permission in the terms outlined in the OR, our 
client reserves his position in relation to any claims or courses of action which may be 
available to him. 

Yours faithfully 

RICHARD BUXTON SOLICITORS 

Enc: summary of equivalent cases 
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Planning Inspector comments – clay shooting appeals
• Technical Guidance: 

• Re Chartered Institute of Environmental Health – Clay Target Shooting – Guidance on the control of noise, 2003 
• “in the absence of any other technical guidance that casts doubt on the reliability of the CIEH guidance and presents a sound alternative means of assessment, I find no justifiable 

grounds to depart from it” Wildtracks, Newmarket. CB8 7QJ Sect. 30 APP/V0510/C/10/2131649 

• Lack of complaints: 
• “Silence from individual residents is not necessarily indicative of local satisfaction in circumstances where it is known that a campaign group is actively pursuing the matter with the 

authorities on the community’s behalf and, indeed, there are reasons why people may not complain even if they suffer serious intrusion” ” Wildtracks, Newmarket. CB8 7QJ  Sect 23; 
APP/V0510/C/10/2131649 

• “The fact that the present occupants have not objected to the current use does not mean that the living conditions of future occupants should not be taken into account”. Bardney
Airfield, West Lindsey LN3 5TL  Sect 11; APP/N2535/C/17/3174434

• Sensitivity to noise: 
• Sect 79: “In my view it is not unreasonable for the occupiers of a house to expect to be able to enjoy their garden in a reasonable degree of peace and quiet.” Sect 82: “Even using the 

appellant’s figures it appears that, within the curtilage of some dwellings, noise from the shooting is within the range (55-65dB) at which annoyance can start to occur. In these 
circumstances if residents find the shooting disturbing that does not seem to me to constitute abnormal sensitivity”. Manor Fm, Gotherington, GL52 9RE; APP/G1630/X/09/2102416

• Duration of shooting: 
• “It is not just the noise, it is the length of time that the shooting takes. In this way living conditions are being seriously harmed.” The Grange, Priors Marston, Southam, Stratford-on-

Avon CV47 7SG Sect 12; APP/J3720/A/08/2065143

• Intensity of shooting: 
• Sect 21“ this harm would greatly increase if all the shooting stations were in use at the same time, as the deemed application would envisage.” Crazy Bear Farm shop, Stadhampton, S. 

Oxfordshire  OX44 7XJ  Sect 21;  APP/Q3115/C/14/3000531/2

• Weekend shooting: 
• “The appellant’s noise survey is not comprehensive or detailed enough to be entirely reassuring. The extended hours would mean that every weekend throughout the year would be 

affected …… I am not convinced that extending the hours as requested would not lead to unacceptable noise disturbance for local residents” Higher Farm, Yeovilton BA22 8JQ  Sect. 
12; APP/R3325/C/15/3132158

• “People’s wish to use this facility during their time off from work, need to be balanced against local residents’ reasonable expectation of respite from potential disturbance for at least 
one of the weekend days”. Southdown Farm, Barnstable; EX31 3LZ  Sect 14; APP/W1145/A/11/2155564

• Distance from ‘shoot’/topography: 
• “I consider that local residents up to about 1km away – and possibly also further - have regularly experienced noise levels which have materially disturbed their enjoyment, both when 

in their gardens and also when in their houses with doors or windows open. Many of the SNLs measured by the Council were significantly above 55dB(A)”. Woodland Park, Talachddu, 
Brecon LD3 9TH  Sect  22; APP/T6850/A/08/2065084 & /A/09/2118578

• “I conclude that, ‘significant annoyance’ from open shooting would be experienced up to between 1 and 1.5km from this site”. Crazy Bear Farm shop, Stadhampton, S. Oxfordshire  
OX44 7XJ  Sects 23;  APP/Q3115/C/14/3000531/2

• “The fact that an area is flat does not mean that those who live there should be expected to endure a greater level of disturbance than technical research finds acceptable”. 
Wildtracks, Newmarket. CB8 7QJ  Sect 28; APP/V0510/C/10/2131649

• Other noise as mitigation: 
• “The area is under the flight path to Bristol International Airport …. Nevertheless on balance I conclude that the proposal would be harmful to the living conditions of the occupiers of 

nearby dwellings……” so background noise not ‘mitigation’ for clay shooting disturbance. Saltford & Dist Clay Club, Dundry, Bristol BS41 8NQ Sect. 10  APP/D0121/A/03/1115709
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Points which I would like some clarification on: 

 (1.i) “Site location plan, drawing no 1453201A”. Presumably this is the site plan accompanying these 
planning notes, although it is difficult to be certain, because there are no identifying numbers on the 
accompanying site plan. Given the historic issues at this site over inaccurate site plans, certainty on 
this point is important. 

 We are also concerned that there is no accompanying site plan showing the entirely different 
treatment of the two sections of the site (the “blue” and “green” zones of the NMP.)  

Complete briefing on this zoning is critically important.  The applicant has been allowed to proceed 
with an application where a considerable section of the site remains effectively outside the control 
of the LPA, whilst also potentially being allowed to hugely intensify use on the remainder of the site: 
this  needs to be made CLEAR to members of the planning committee. 

(This point is developed further in comments on condition 6.) 

  (1.ii) “The development hereby permitted must be carried out in accordance with the following list 
of approved plans and documents…..Shooting Noise Management Plan (19-0054-0 Brandon Wood 
Clay Shooting Ground NMP01v5).” 

If this refers to a version 5 of the Noise Management Plan, I haven’t seen that version. If it is a typo it 
needs correcting.(NMP05v1 perhaps?) Either way, there is no copy of the Shooting Noise 
Management Plan attached to these planning notes. If the NMP is of material importance to the 
conditions attached to the shoot, I think at the very least the document should be provided to 
committee members along with the Planning Notes. Ideally, ALL proposed conditions affecting the 
shoot should be listed in the planning notes clearly and in their entirety so that members of the 
committee can see exactly what they are agreeing to, rather than being vaguely referenced in this 
way in a document that some will not have looked at. This is a highly complex planning application 
and I think it unreasonable to assume that all members will be so familiar with the case as to know 
what conditions are mentioned in the NMP but not included in your summary. 

 (4) “Shooting…between the following hours:” 

The weekday end times for daily shooting are interesting: 6pm, with one night a week extended to 
8pm from April to September.  Is this the same night every week? Certainty on this point would be 
useful to local residents. And does the shoot intend to provide artificial lighting? Otherwise, a 6pm 
end-time would be impossible for several months a year, and 8pm would be tricky except in 
summer. If arc-lights are to be used, do these need a separate planning application? Light pollution 
in rural areas is a serious issue and needs to be guarded against. 

 Environmental Protection makes the comment at 5.1.10 (1) that “the CIEH offers guidance on times 
of operation and cumulative duration during those hours”. Nevertheless, your conditions make no 
mention of cumulative duration, despite the massive increase in shooting days being proposed and 
also despite the increase in permitted noise levels being suggested. Cumulative duration would be 
one important way of making the noise disturbance more bearable for local residents: 4 hours on 
weekdays and 3 hours on weekends are the CIEH suggested limits. We would very much like them to 
be included here. 

 (N.B.To make them monitorable and to provide effective respite for locals, the 4(or3) hour periods 
need to be one indivisible unit, not broken up into different sections.) 
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(5) In view of comments at (4), the text here should read “The operating days AND HOURS for the 
shoot must be publicised….”. Also, should you agree to include cumulative duration limits at point 4, 
then you will need to specify that the start and stop times should indicate exactly when the 
cumulative duration limit begins and ends. 

 (6) The typo on the NMP version needs correcting again.  

We believe that this statement is far too vague and that precise bullet-point conditions need to be 
stipulated in full in these planning notes. (See comments to condition 1.ii.)In particular there needs 
to be clear recognition within the conditions placed on the site, that there are two distinct areas or 
zones which are to be treated very differently from one another, and there needs to be a clear 
planning condition (or conditions) referring specifically to the treatment of the blue zone. 

With no NMP in place on this land, presumably the only protection in the blue zone is limiting the 
frequency of shooting. This area would presumably come under 28 day permitted development 
rules; also, at 7.2.3.15 we are told “the NMP proposes to limit the number of days shooting in the 
additional land to the west to two per calendar month and also states that one-off events should be 
discussed with the LPA on a case-by-case basis”. Sounds reasonable - but elsewhere we are told that 
these one-off events include simulated game days and corporate days (7.2.3.15) “which have the 
potential to be more intensive than the public sporting and skeet activities”. Yet these are to take 
place on the unprotected land (no bunding) nearest to Fenton, the most sensitive receptor. Given 
the increased intensity of shooting, the lack of bunding and the lack of any mitigation plan for this 
area it seems highly likely that the proposed use of this area will cause significant levels of 
disturbance, particularly in Fenton. Are ANY of the other mitigations proposed under the NMP to be 
applied to these events, or not? Hours of operation for example? This is nowhere made clear. The 
lack (as we see it) of ANY constraints other than frequency of shooting on this area needs to be 
made clear to committee members.  

We are further told at 7.2.3.15, the NMP proposes that “any other regularly organised clay target 
shooting in this area should not be carried out until such time as a noise impact assessment has 
been undertaken by a suitably qualified independent acoustician”. There is no time limit on this - 
meaning that the uncontrolled shooting on this section of the site could continue indefinitely. We 
feel very strongly that these issues need to be spelled out clearly  for the avoidance of all doubt, and 
that clear precise and monitorable conditions need to be applied to try to offer some protection to 
local residents. 

 (7) Weather Monitoring Plan…. Again this is vague. Does it just mean that the  details of the weather 
station which is to be used must be provided to the Council? If it means more than this then the 
actual details need listing before committee agree to it. How often is the weather to be actively 
monitored? (Once a day? At what time? At regular intervals during a day?) 

Could we ask please that the data recorded from the weather station should be made available not 
just to the LPA but also to local residents on request? 

Could I point out that atmospherics (not just humidity, but air pressure) make a very significant 
difference to how sound travels. So, could air pressure be added to the list of data to be provided? 

I don’t understand the last sentence, the words “shall have been installed at the site” seem to be 
redundant.  

The sentence beginning “data recorded by the site” seems to be stipulating that the data should be 
recorded for one year but fails to say where (“on the ??? and be provided…on request”. 
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The words “prior to implementation of this permission” are also vague. Could you not set a precise 
time limit for this, from the date of approval? 

 (8) “The skeet range, in its current position, must not operate on Sundays….” 

(N.B. We are told (1.2) that the skeet range is in the northern area of the site (ie, within the 
bunding.)  

The vagueness of the wording here is very worrying: If the skeet range was moved, could it then 
operate on Sundays??  

There is no mention of other limits on skeet shooting. The NMP proposes limiting skeet shooting to 
the hours of 10.00-14.00. Presumably this will be a condition, even though not referenced here? 
Environmental Protection at 5.1.10.2(c) suggested only allowing skeet on ONE day per month. If this 
is their recommendation, why hasn’t it been included as a condition? (See also further comments on 
recommendations made by Environmental Protection but not carried through to Condition, in the 
paragraph titled ‘General Comments’.) 

 (9) Recording of shooting days: The wording of this condition follows pretty closely the wording of 
Environmental Protection’s advice at 5.1.10.2(d) but OMITS the following points, which EP 
recommended  should be included in records of each day’s shooting: “Stands in use during each 
session, shooting direction, height of fired clays if applicable and/or type of event”. Since all of this 
information is absolutely critical to the successful implementation of the NMP, we think it essential 
that they are included. We would also want included precise details of which noise mitigation 
measures were actively undertaken and whether High, Medium or Low Risk of excessive noise levels 
was identified for each stand on that day.  

Can this information also be made available on request to members of the public? 

 (10) “The Complaints Protocol…. must be adhered to during any shooting activity taking place on 
the Site….” Does “the Site” really mean the WHOLE site? Or only the green zone? If the blue zone is 
outside the workings of the NMP then presumably it is also outside the Complaints Procedure? (In 
which case, how would local people complain about noise generated in the blue zone, and what 
measures would be taken to deal with noise issues there?) 

The planning condition uses the words “where appropriate” and “where possible” for the applicant’s 
response to complaints made. This wording makes the condition totally ineffective, giving all the 
power to the noise-generators and rendering any complaint made potentially worthless. 

 General comments: 

 Several other suggestions made by Environmental Protection have not been developed into 
planning conditions. These include staff training (5.1.12), additional noise barriers (5.1.10g) and a 
review of the NMP after 12 months to ascertain its effectiveness(5.1.10h, and 5.1.13.) As they are 
also expressed in the NMP I presume they will form part of the conditions?  However, there is also 
the suggestion at 5.1.10b that “at least three noise measurement exercises shall be conducted each 
year.to identify that the noise limits in…the Management Plan are being met.” This is an 
Environmental Protection recommendation that does NOT come from the NMP, so presumably will 
NOT be part of the conditions. But local people would see this as an essential safeguard to make 
sure that the NMP is actually delivering the results going forwards that it claims are possible. 
Environmental Protection stated at 5.1.10 that these points should be “considered to be 
incorporated as planning conditions where the objective is to protect amenity levels for local 

25



residents.” Surely this is the Council’s objective? Given the massive increase in proposed shooting 
days, the increase in permitted decibel levels proposed, and the fact that the effectiveness of the 
NMP is totally untried and untested, this recommendation is critically important and we would like 
to see it included as a condition. 

 There is one particularly glaring inaccuracy in the comments made by Environmental Protection 
which I would like you to draw to the attention of committee members. At 5.1.3 we are told that the 
shoot has been operating for over 20 years; at 5.1.4 we are told that “consideration must be given to 
the fact that the shoot has been operating for 25 years”; at 5.1.6 we are told again that the shoot 
has operated for 25 years. In every case the sheer longevity of the shoot is being offered as a reason 
for it to continue and indeed expand. It is important therefore to establish that in fact from 2012 to 
2016 the shoot did NOT operate. This is not clearly stated anywhere in the planning document so far 
as I am aware. As it is a material consideration and is used by Environmental Protection to give 
weight to the application, please would you make sure that committee members are given accurate 
facts. To use the terminology of the document, “consideration must be given to the fact that there 
was a four year break in the operation of the shoot before the present owner purchased the site.” 

Finally, we discussed yesterday the initial response (4 paragraphs) by MAS to the NMP, which you 
emailed to Penny Milnes in June 2020. This would suggest EITHER that SKDC did commission MAS to 
produce an independent review of the NMP, which no one has ever seen the full version of; OR that 
once this initial response was received, SKDC cancelled the independent review even though the 
initial comments suggested that the review would definitely be critical of the NMP which forms the 
backbone and justification of this application. Can you confirm which of these is the case? If the MAS 
report does in fact exist, can we (and the committee members, preferably via Late Papers rather 
than on the day of the committee) get to see it in its entirety? And if it does not exist, can you 
explain why it was cancelled?  Why is there no mention of it, or of the initial response, anywhere in 
the planning document, so far as I can see?  And can you please ensure that at least the initial 
response is brought to the attention of committee members before Thursday. This is a crucially 
important document since it sheds doubt on the Acoustic Report’s conclusions, which would then 
undermine the validity of the procedures put forward in the NMP.  And without an effective NMP 
this application cannot be allowed to proceed in its current form. 
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Fenton Parish objec0on to S20/0098, based on the revised Shoo0ng Noise Management Plan of 
February 2022. 

Fenton Parish wishes to raise the following concerns about the Shoo5ng Noise Management Plan 
offered in support of applica5on S20/0098.  Although the SNMP proposes a more robust complaints 
procedure than the previous plan, the whole basis of the suggested procedure, as well as many of 
the statements made in this Plan, are deeply concerning, and we remain convinced that adop5on of 
this plan and approval of the applica5on (for ‘con5nued use’ of the clay shoot to a maximum of 150 
days) would result in serious loss of amenity for local residents. 

1)The proposed ‘Smart SNL Criteria’, unchanged from the previous plan, allow an excessive decibel 
level, offer a completely imprac0cal and unenforceable set of variable levels according to different 
days and background noise levels, and yet make the preposterous claim that they are “going 
beyond the expecta0ons of current guidance on shoo0ng noise levels for Clay Pigeon Shoots in the 
UK.” 

1.1To be clear, the ‘current guidance’ referred to here was produced by the CIEH in 2003 (first draTed 
in 1997) and has remained the industry standard ever since. It recommends levels not exceeding 55 
decibels in quiet rural loca5ons where residen5al property is within 1.5km of the shoot. Fenton is 1.2 
km from the shoot, with nothing but flat fields between. No acous5c report ever produced by any 
applicant at this site has established a background noise level for Fenton in excess of 45 decibels.  

1.2The noise of the gokar5ng at different receptors has not been properly measured or included in 
the acous5c report accompanying this applica5on, nor is there any aZempt to quan5fy the 
frequency of the gokar5ng or es5mate the poten5al overlap between gokar5ng and shoo5ng. Yet 
the applicant claims that gokar5ng has “changed the sound landscape of the area” and uses this to 
try to jus5fy a decibel level far greater than the accepted standard of 55 dB  even on days when the 
gokar5ng is not happening. It is the shoot, if allowed, which would actually “change the sound 
landscape of the area”, not these two low-level intermiZently occurring ac5vi5es; using them to 
jus5fy an increase to 150 days of shoo5ng is totally unacceptable. 

1.3The sebng of different decibel levels on different days/in different condi5ons is confusing, 
unenforceable, and in our opinion unworkable, as well as being totally unjus5fied without the 
evidence needed to support the raised levels. 

1.4The proposed shoo5ng restric5ons make no reference to CIEH guidelines (2003) on maximum 
cumula5ve shoo5ng in any one day. Where the council is considering gran5ng permission for a 
massive increase in the number of days’ shoo5ng, limits on dura5on of shoo5ng become even more  
vitally important. 

The CIEH guidelines, widely respected by planners, inspectors and the industry in general, suggest a 
cumula5ve limit of 4 hours from first to last shot fired. As we have pointed out in previous 
representa5ons to the Council, this would offer local people a degree of protec5on whilst being 
reasonable, precise, monitorable and enforceable. 

1.5Other CIEH guidelines are also ignored. Notably, limits to days of shoo5ng, hours of shoo5ng, and 
permiZed shoo5ng at weekends. To claim that this proposal “goes beyond” current guidance is a 
mockery. 

1.6Most importantly, Fenton parish wishes to dispute the assump5on that the shoot should be 
allowed to operate on 150 days a year. Repeated decisions by SKDC planning officers over a number 
of years have rejected increases to the shoo5ng days at this site, either because it was recognised 
that any increase would disturb residen5al amenity, or because the applicant failed to produce 
evidence that the shoot would NOT disturb residen5al amenity. This applica5on is no different in that 
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respect. It seems that the main reason SKDC is willing to discuss allowing 150 days of shoo5ng here is 
because of the fear that if a planning approval sa5sfactory to the applicant is not passed, the site will 
revert to a “fall-back” posi5on of uncontrolled shoo5ng which could be even worse for local 
residents. Yet the existence of this “fallback posi5on” is by no means certain as it has not been legally 
tested. * Fenton Parish does not accept that local residen0al amenity should be sacrificed for a 
legal posi0on of “fallback”the existence of which is uncertain. We argue that the CIEH guidelines 
for controlling the ac0vi0es of shoots in close proximity to residen0al receptors should be the 
most important factor in deciding this applica0on. 

*please see legal documents produced this year by Buxton’s solicitors commissioned by Ian Taylor, 
resident of Pump Lane Fenton, a[ached at end of this submission. 

2)Proposed split of the shoo0ng ground into green and blue zones: This represents a significant 
increase in size of the shoo0ng ground, including areas which not only have never been included in 
planning permission for shoo0ng at this site before, but in the case of the blue zone have 
previously been specifically excluded. (Condi0on 10, permission S07.1583.31.71) 
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Note that the sum of these two zones does not match the “red line” of Applica5on S20/0098, nor the 
outline of the current permission, S00/0471/71, known as the 2000 Permission.  See below. 

 

2.1The plan being offered in the SNMP is significantly larger than the area for which the shoot 
currently has an exis5ng planning permission. No permission has ever been granted for the ‘blue 
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zone’. The northern sec5on of the ‘green zone’ was not part of the original applica5on in 1995, which 
was granted full permission in 2000, and is the only permission s5ll extant. Although a temporary 
permission to shoot in this area was granted in 2007 this has long since lapsed. The only extant 
permission for this northern sec5on is for the bunding, not for any shoo5ng.(S04/1289.)  

This applica0on seeks to substan0ally increase the size of the permi[ed shoo0ng area, without 
fully acknowledging that it is doing so. 

2.2This unacknowledged change of use should also be examined in the light of the applicant’s claim 
for ‘con5nued use’ of the site for 150 days a year: even if the original site outlined in 2000 were 
considered to qualify under this claim of ‘con5nued use’ (which is by no means certain), it is hard to 
see how two areas for which no planning approval exists can be considered to do so. 

2.3Lack of any planning controls/condi5ons over current use of the blue zone leaves residents 
completely vulnerable un5l such 5me as the relevant noise assessments are undertaken to 
accompany any future applica5on for this part of the site. 

2.3.1Under the amended Shoo5ng Noise Management Plan, the “Blue Zone” would effec5vely be 
outside any planning control: the excerpt from the amended Shoo5ng Noise Management Plan 
below, makes clear that the proposed Event Noise Risk Assessments, Complaint Management 
Scheme, quiet Sundays, Noise upper limits set at 65dBA etc. will not apply in this Zone. (Para 6.2) 

2.3.2The Applicant suggests that this Zone will be used for a limited number of “Corporate and 
Charity Events”. Elsewhere (para 3.3) it says that rough shoo5ng will take place here – ie live targets, 
so presumably in addi5on to the Corporate and Charity Clay Shoo5ng events men5oned in 6.2. The 
applicant advises that the Shoot will be considerate of local residents “as far as is prac5cable” - a 
phrase which is valueless and in reality offers residents no protec5on at all. 

2.3.3In reality, in the last 5 years the Applicant has repeatedly used this zone for Skeet shoo5ng, 
rather than the Skeet in the posi5on within the bunded area, where it was located  during the noise 
assessments of Saturday 13/04/2019 & Sunday 14/04/2019. Shoo5ng Skeet in the “Blue Zone” is 
highly likely to produce noise levels higher even than the 71dBA that was measured at Fenton when 
the shoo5ng was within the “Green Zone.” Indeed, the lack of any bunding around this part of the 
site means that ANY shoo5ng here is likely to cause considerable disturbance. 

2.3.4 The fact that no enforcement ac5on has ever been taken over shoo5ng in this area outside the 
permiZed site, even though shoo5ng has taken place beyond the 28 days permiZed development 
allowance, is an indica5on of how difficult it is to police a situa5on where part of a site has controls 
and another part does not.  

By crea0ng two zones, one with condi0ons and the other without, the Council would leave local 
residents s0ll vulnerable to high levels of disturbance with no effec0ve monitoring possible. 

2.3.5Establishment of the blue zone as  currently uncondi5oned, but s5ll as part of the shoo5ng 
ground, would also leave local residents wide open to future planning applica5ons for this area, on 
the basis that its use for shoo5ng has in principle already been agreed. This is a different basis than 
the 28-day permiZed development rights under which shoo5ng has (presumably) gone on here 
(which  allows limited shoo5ng on any site without actually giving any kind of permission or 
establishing the applicant’s right to include it as part of the shoo5ng ground in future.) 

2.3.6In future, the complete absence of exis5ng condi5ons could give the applicants a golden 
opportunity  to suggest condi5ons for this zone which would be favourable to themselves but not 
necessarily to local residents – because the perceived planning alterna5ve at that point would be, to 
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carry on shoo5ng in the blue zone with NO restric5ons, as permiZed in this applica5on if SKDC 
should approve it. 

3) The sec0on on ‘RESPITE’ is nonsense. 

The sentence “For these reasons periods when shoo5ng occurs will limit or provide complete respite 
for much of the 5me” makes no sense at all. It insults local residents who have suffered the noise of 
this shoot for years. 

3.1The sugges5on that Fenton would only suffer the worst noise on 7 ½ days out of the 150 is also 
insul5ng. It assumes the narrowest possible posi5ve wind vector, assumes wind direc5on is “equally 
spread” (whatever that means), and makes no allowance whatsoever for days with liZle or no wind 
(oTen these are the worst days for noise disturbance from the shoot). The table offers a misleading 
mean SNL of 61dB by including and averaging figures from an earlier, and par5ally discredited, 
acous5c report (the report from 2007, which also coincidentally offers one of the lowest SNLs for 
Fenton - see Acous5c Report Appendix 1) so that the actual mean SNL of 71dB established by 
Sustainable Acous5cs Ltd can be reduced to a level that looks almost reasonable.  

3.2The lack of any real proof that Fenton would only suffer excessive noise when there is  a posi5ve 
wind vector is apparent if the analysis of earlier noise assessments is examined. As part of the 
Acous5c Report accompanying this applica5on, historic noise assessments were themselves assessed 
and in most cases were  considered to be of medium or medium-to-low quality. The more recent 
CTSG assessment, undertaken in 2018, is judged as being of medium-to-high quality, although the 
tes5ng seems to have been done with neutral or nega5ve wind vectors towards Fenton. This is the 
best-presented evidence we have of poten5al noise impact in Fenton without a posi5ve wind vector 
and it is worth no5ng that every mean SNL for Fenton was at, or over, 55dB – the limit 
recommended by the CIEH guidelines. (See Acous5c Report, 10.1.25). Clearly then, the problem is 
more extensive than this applica5on would like us to believe, and the sugges5on that Fenton only 
suffers disturbance on 5% of any shoot days is outrageously unsupported. Indeed, the evidence of 
the Acous5c Report would suggest otherwise. 

3.3A number of minor changes in the detail of permiZed hours of shoo5ng actually represents an 
increase in the shoo5ng proposed in the previous SNMP of 18/02/2020, while at the same 5me 
introducing a level of inexactness which we find unacceptable. 

3.4Para 5.3: “Full public days during the summer can operate from 10.00 to approximately 20.00…” 
(This is a change from the earlier Shoo5ng Noise Management Plan which gave the finish 5me as 
19.00.)  The Applicant appears to be referencing the extant 2000 permission, where the hours 
s5pulated for weekday shoo5ng  were 10.00 to 20.00.  However, sta5ng that the finish 5me is, in any 
way, approximate, or implying that the restric5on applies to the summer, introduces a worrying level 
of imprecision to what was actually a very clear, precise and enforceable condi5on. 

3.5The paragraph finishes “The proposed planning condi5ons would limit weekday shoo5ng to 
between 10.00 and 18.00, and only allow the 18.00 deadline to be extended to 20.00 for one day per 
week”. It is not clear which ‘proposed planning condi5ons’ the Applicant is referring to, nor who 
proposed it. This appears to resurrect the prac5ce of B&D BurZ Ltd. of having one late night “Club 
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Shoo5ng”, from permission S07/1583/31/71, but lacks the precision of s5pula5ng which evening - a 
minor detail which makes a massive difference to local people. 

3.6Shoo5ng on Sundays (para 5.4) will be “limited to the morning” – but s5pulates 10.00 un5l 14.00, 
an increase from the previous 13.15;  but please note that morning ends at noon. And any 
discussion of ‘quiet Sundays’ needs to acknowledge that while the Blue zone does not form part of 
the SNMP, there could s5ll be uncontrolled shoo5ng on ANY Sunday. 

4)The sec0on on Complaint Management is more robust than in the previous SNMP. We 
par0cularly welcome the provision for mee0ngs at least once a year between the Council, the 
Shoot and the community. However, there is apparently no mechanism for the Council to take 
effec0ve ac0on should the Shoot consistently fail in upholding the proposed standards. 

4.1Also of concern is the use of the phrase “where prac5cable” at points 5 and 6. This is a loophole 
which would effec5vely allow the shoot to do nothing to improve the situa5on.  

4.2The biggest problems with this whole sec5on on Complaints Management are (1) that it will be 
based on the implementa5on of an unworkable set of varying decibel levels (The Smart SNL Criteria), 
the effec5veness of which has (as previously discussed) not been demonstrated in the Acous5c 
Report; and (2) that it relies on a totally inadequate  sebng-up procedure for the monitoring 
valida5on of the shoot’s noise levels. 

5)Instead of future regular and rigorous monitoring of ACTUAL decibel levels generated by the 
shoot the  SNMP proposes  a ‘set-up’ procedure, ‘ideally’ (i.e not necessarily) with an officer from 
SKDC Environmental Health present, with ‘at least’ 3 shots fired, “as a one-off process under 
prevailing wind condi0ons”, to establish parameters for future shoo0ng in various weather 
condi0ons by ‘valida0ng’ the ‘predic0on tool’ which the shoot will create. 

5.1To suggest that three shots is enough to validate ANYTHING is incredible. To undertake this 
process only once, “under the prevailing wind condi5ons” is totally inadequate. To use such a 
minimalis5c process as a valida5on of the Stand Noise Impact Poten5al outlined in para 4.2 is deeply 
worrying. It simply is not a subs5tute for proper acous5c tes5ng. To put it simply, there is NO PROOF 
that this complicated-sounding (but actually, frighteningly simple) process of  Event Noise Risk 
Assessment, Stand Noise Impact Poten5al and Monitoring Valida5on will actually work. Yet it is being 
offered as the only support for a system which purports to limit the decibel levels for different 
receptors around the shoot to different levels on different days and in different circumstances. This is 
frankly incredible. And once it is set up, the shoot will be able to use this methodology to jus5fy 
whatever noise they make - simply by following the guidelines created and monitored by themselves. 

5.2Test condi5ons for shoo5ng as specified by the CIEH are far more extensive than this. If the whole 
future of the shoot, and of the people who live near it, is to be determined by this set up procedure, 
it should at least be thorough.  

5.3Please note that the applicant’s own acous5c report amply demonstrates disturbance to residents 
of Fenton well in excess of 65 decibels and that NO evidence has been submiZed to demonstrate 
that the levels can be reduced to those proposed by the SNMP. The Acous5c report upon which this 
SNMP is based actually only shows that there is an unacceptable level of noise disturbance in Fenton 
– something which residents have long been aware of – but does not properly demonstrate that 
different weather condi5ons or shoo5ng direc5ons  would reduce this to an acceptable level.  

5.4Whilst I can understand the Council’s and the applicant’s reluctance to commit to the expense 
and inconvenience of regular acous5c tes5ng going forward, I repeat that if it is to be dispensed with 
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then the preliminary set-up procedure/acous5c evidence of acceptable levels in different condi5ons 
needs to be absolutely cast-iron. 

In conclusion, we would like to point out the following: 

We would not be objec0ng to this (and every previous) applica0on for increased shoo0ng at this 
site if the sound was not disturbing to local residents. 

The acous0c report accompanying this applica0on proves beyond doubt that Fenton has suffered 
prolonged and excessive noise disturbance from this site, not limited to when there was a posi0ve 
wind vector. Our long-running complaints against the shoot, and resistance to increase in shoo0ng, 
are ENTIRELY VINDICATED by the applicant’s own noise assessment. 

If it really is possible to run this shoot without disturbing local people, why has no a[empt been 
made to do so – ever – by any of the shoot’s owners? 

In the en0re history of this site since incep0on, there have been repeated breaches of planning 
condi0ons, repeated complaints from local residents, and repeated resistance (from all 
neighbouring parishes) to increased shoo0ng. Resolving these issues by tripling the use of the site 
seems perverse. Especially when in 2018 the SKDC posi0on was that an increase to 120 days would 
disturb residen0al amenity. 

 Is it surprising, that local residents simply do not believe that any noise reduc0on plan invented 
by, set up by, and monitored by the applicant for the pursuance of his own business interests can 
be relied on to do anything effec0ve to protect the amenity of local residents? Especially since the 
applicant has never shown the slightest concern for the amenity of local residents (shoo0ng levels 
and noise levels have been higher since 2016 when the current applicant bought the site than ever 
before) - or the slightest regard for exis0ng planning condi0ons. 

Finally - a resident of Fenton has commissioned Buxtons solicitors to look over this applica0on. 
They have seriously ques0oned the assumed fallback posi0on which would theore0cally allow the 
shoot to con0nue shoo0ng without restraints if this applica0on is rejected (enclosed.) Buxtons 
have also in turn commissioned an independent acous0cian to check the acous0c report and 
SNMP and its conclusions. His report (enclosed) throws serious doubt on the arguments and 
assump0ons used in both the acous0c report and the SNMP in support of this massive increase in 
shoo0ng. We would ask you to consider these counter arguments carefully, and to make their 
conclusions fully available to commi[ee members. To base your decision on this applica0on solely 
on flawed documents provided by the applicant would lead to a completely unjus0fiable sacrifice 
of residen0al amenity. 

This council has turned down repeated applica0ons for increased 
days and hours of shoo0ng at this site - most recently, in 2018 when 
an applica0on for 120 days was rejected, to protect residen0al 
amenity. Fenton Parish asks you to con0nue to protect residen0al 
amenity by rejec0ng this applica0on for 150 days. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The operator of Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Ground acknowledges that they have a responsibility to ensure 
that the use of site for shooting up to 150 times a year does not generate excessive noise disturbance to 
residents that live nearby. The purpose of this shooting noise management plan (SNMP) is to detail the 
procedures which the operator will adopt to minimisation disturbance to local residents from noise, and to set 
out how complaints would be dealt with. 

 
A balance of needs must be achieved by adopting the best practicable means measures, combined with smart 
criteria, which enables these objectives to be met. 

 
The plan has been developed with assistance from the appointed consultants Sustainable Acoustics Ltd and in 
discussion with the South Kesteven District Council’s (SKDC) Environmental Protection Department and mindful 
of the reasonable concerns of local residents. 

 
The following measures are proposed in respect of the control of noise from shooting activity at Brandon Wood 
Clay Shooting Ground, and should be used in the way directed to control noise: 

 
• A prediction model (Shooting Noise Predictor) for estimating the likely Shooting Noise Level (SNL) at 

each receptor for each stand. 
• A one-off measurement validation process for the SNMP with an SKDC Environmental Protection Officer 

present.  
• Robust policies and procedures based on a risk assessment approach that apply a practical process 

that is completed before each day of shooting is commence, and stands are set out according to the 
guidelines agreed, based on their noise signatures and the wind conditions. 

• Training procedures for staff managing the running of events on this SNMP 
• A detailed complaints monitoring process and procedure for dealing with them 
• An ongoing review process with SKDC, to inform updates and evolution of the SNMP 
• A zoning of the shooting ground to identify areas where the impact assessment has been completed 

(green), and where it has not (blue) – See Figure 1. 

 

SMART SNL CRITERIA 
2.1 In summary the proposed smart criteria for the maximum allowable SNL over a shoot period for 150 days 

should not exceed in the positive wind vector directions the levels of: 
 

DAY AND TIMES MOTORSPORT ON? SNL* 
Mon - Sat (10:00 – 19:30) Yes 65dB(A) 

Mon - Sat (10:00 – 19:30) No 60dB(A) 

Sundays (or BH) Yes 60dB(A) 

Sundays (or BH) No 55dB(A) 

Table 1: Shooting Noise Level target at nearest residential Checkpoint, dependant on other noise in area, day & time 
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SHOOTING NOISE MANAGEMENT AIMS & STRATEGY 

Key aims of this plan are: 
 To proactively minimise impact from sound generated by shooting to local residents 

 
 To satisfy the expectation of the local planning authority by going beyond the expectations of current 

guidance on shooting noise levels for Clay Pigeon shoots in the UK, and implementing best practicable 
means 

 
 To define a detailed list of steps to manage noise 

 
 Monitoring to check that compliance is being achieved 

 
 To instigate a standard complaints procedure, and create a positive feedback process 

 
 Zone areas of the shooting ground, according to their status in terms of being included in a noise 

impact assessment by an independent acoustic consultant (Figure 1). 
 

The strategies to achieve these aims will be: 
 

1. The site operators to ensure that site managers and staff are aware and understand the applicable 
parts of the Shooting Noise Management Plan, through training and refreshers if the plan changes. 

 
2. Install and operate a weather monitoring system capable of reporting and logging continually the wind 

speed, wind direction, temperature and humidity at a suitable location on the site. Ideally the data should 
be fed to an app that can be on each shoot managers phone to allow it to be easily checked. 

 
3. The weather data generated and forecast for the coming period to be checked prior to the planned 

period of shooting and the wind direction input into the Shooting Noise Prediction model (SNP) 
developed for the purpose, that will predict and estimated SNL, based on a typical pattern of activity 
and give an overall Noise Risk Assessment (NRA) for each residential checkpoint of low, medium or 
high risk of exceeding the criteria and a Noise Impact Potential (NIP) of low, moderate, high for each 
stand, reflecting  its contribution to the NRA. 

 
4. The information from the model to be saved as a record from the information available to the shoot 

manager, including the guidance provided on which shoots configurations have a low, moderate or 
high risk of exceeding the criteria (for the correct ambient conditions and timings). This allows for an 
optimum operating setup to be chosen to suit the conditions and maximise the attenuation of noise 
offered by the wind. 

 
5. The mitigation steps followed should be recorded by staff on the Shooting Noise Logs (See Appendix 

2), such as the stands excluded from use, or details of the stand- set up to maximise the noise 
reduction in line with the advice based on the SNP guidance. 

 
6. During each days shooting if the actual conditions change in a way that diverges strongly from the 

forecast, then a further reassessment should be completed to see whether this changes any of the 
NRA and actions taken to reduce the risk to at least moderate, and ideally low and use this information 
to inform the running of the days shooting. 

 
7. Signage – low noise shot directions* within green area to be identified for each stand, which can be 

updated easily (white board / laminated note and colour coded to wind direction for example) around 
the site reminding visitors to be respectful towards neighbours by working with the guidance on low 
noise shot directions signs and leaving the site in an orderly fashion. 
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8. Noise risk assessment for shoots under prevailing conditions ahead of time, when planning events 
days, to assist in managing client expectations. 

 
9. A noise complaints procedure and records kept of complaints and actions 

 
*Within the assessed zone (see Appendix 1 green zone) 

 

Identification of potential other noise sources 
Although shooting is likely to be the main source of noise from the site at the distances of the nearest residents 
control of other potential noise sources that will occur as a result of the operation should be included, such as: 

 
 Temporary plant, like generators (keep to sociable times of operation) 

 
 Maintenance work (keep to sociable time, avoiding Sundays where possible) 

 
 Rough shooting in blue zone as shown in Appendix 1 or surrounding area (be mindful of the wind 

direction, and so the residential that is at greatest risk from impact is protected as far as practicable). 

 

SHOOTING NOISE RISK 

Event Noise Risk Assessment (NRA) 
All shooting events shall be subject to an event NRA procedure as part of planning the event, whether a public 
day, or a private day. This should establish the overall risk of causing an adverse noise impact where this would 
exceed the smart criteria (set out in Section 2), and where that is high, action must be taken to mitigate that 
and reduce the impact to not higher than a moderate risk, and ideally a low risk. 

 
This requires the NRA to be completed ahead of the event. Initially it can be done using default wind conditions, 
which will be prevailing, but once a forecast is available this should be updated to allow for mitigation to be 
planned and implemented for the actual day being planned for. 

 
Once real-time weather data is available from the weather station, before the day of shooting begins, if there 
is a need to alter the mitigation response then where practicable this should be done, and the steps taken 
recorded on the Shooting Noise Log. 

 

Stand Noise Impact Potential (NIP) 
The Shooting Noise Predictor will return a Noise Impact Potential (NIP) for each stand of low, medium or high, 
based on whether shots from its range of shot lines could provide shot levels higher than the SNL criteria 
targets. Where they do, and so have the potential to cause the overall SNL for 20 shots as an average to exceed 
the relevant target, and so affect the overall NRA this will be flagged as High. 

 
Where a stand is flagged as having a high NIP then either it shall be suspended or predetermined configurations 
selected to choose shot lines that will minimise this risk to at most a moderate NIP, so that the overall NRA 
remains not more than moderate. 

 
The procedure will only be performed by authorised personnel i.e., site and shoot managers, who have had the 
relevant training of how to do so competently by Sustainable Acoustics Ltd. 

 

Monitoring Validation 
Once the prediction tool has been created a process of validating it will be needed as a one-off process, under 
prevailing wind conditions, ideally with a SKDC environmental protection officer present. For this, at least 3 test 
shots should be completed. 
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RESPITE 

Wind Variance 
Of the 150 days of shooting the natural wind direction variation will provide receptors with respite. 

 
 

 

It can be seen from the information above (extracted from the acoustic report in full) that natural variation of 
the wind, if considered as a percentage of the times shooting occurs shows that the chances of the worst-case 
wind direction occurring on a day of the shoot is low. 

 
For Fenton (for instance) the estimated worst-case SNL would only occur on 5% of the days of shooting (so 7 ½ 
days). For the rest of the time, it would be considerably less. This provides natural respite. 

 
It can also be seen that for 100% of the time for receptor locations C, D,E levels would be expected to be below 
SNL 52dB, in the worst case times so at other times it is often unlikely to be audible. This is natural respite. 

 

Smart Criteria 
Additional protections have been added for the quietest times, such as Sundays, when a 10dB lower SNL limit 
applies. This would have the effect of requiring steps to reduce SNL levels if above this, but as the table shows 
this would only be relevant for Fenton and Moor Farm. Table 1 in Appendix 3 shows that this could be achieved 
by managing the stands used in the green zone and so the impact or the use of the Skeet. 

 
For these reasons periods when shooting occurs will limit or provide complete respite for much of the time. It 
is only when positive wind conditions occur that the predicted limits will be achieved in reality. 

 

Public Days v Corporate days 
Full public days during the summer can operate from 10:00 to approximately 20:00, and corporate days involve a 
smaller number of people (10-15), and shooting is typically for 2-3 hours only. There is a general effort being 
made to      shift from public days to Corporate Days from approximately 1 in 4, which would also have the result 
of reducing the associated noise impact. The proposed planning conditions would limit weekday shooting to 
between 10:00 and 18:00 and only allow the 18:00 deadline to be extended to 20:00 for one day per week. 

 

Sundays of Rest 
To provide known periods of respite the Skeet, which caused the highest noise impact in its current position, will 
be closed every Sunday. Shooting will also be limited to the morning, between the hours of 10:00 until 14:00. 
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ZONING 

Assessed zone (green) 
The site plan in Appendix 1 identifies the area in green, which was included within the noise impact assessment. 
The SNMP applies within this zone. 

 

Unassessed zone (blue) 
The site plan in Appendix 1 identifies the area in blue which has not been included within the noise impact 
assessment. The SNMP does not apply within this zone, and shooting will only take place here for corporate 
and special events (considered to be charity or one-off events which are discussed with the Local Authority on 
a case-by-case basis, but no more than 2 days a calendar month). Other regularly organised clay target shooting 
should not be carried out until such time as a noise impact assessment has been undertaken by a suitably 
qualified independent acoustician. 

 

COMPLAINT MANAGEMENT 
A dedicated landline or mobile number should be made available and publicised on the website, or in letters 
distributed to residents in the vicinity. Where an email address is used this should be checked regularly by the 
shoot manager, and complaints responded to in a timely manner. 

 
Once a complaint is received the following steps should be completed (using Complaint Log in Appendix 2): 

 
 The shoot manager shall be made aware of any complaint that is received 
 The location of the complainant and details of the complaint should be recorded; Note: where the 

complaint is anonymous the details provided should be recorded but it made clear that no action will 
be taken unless location specific details and some ability to contact the complainant are provided. 

 The weather conditions at the time of the complaint, and over the period it relates to should be 
recorded. 

 The steps taken to check that the SNMP has been followed should be recorded, including a check of 
the live weather data for wind direction and speed. 

 Where there is a non-compliance found or change in conditions that increases the impact, actions 
should be identified that could minimise the impact caused, and where practicable to do so actions 
taken immediately to implement that improvement, within a timely manner, with a record kept of 
what was done. 

 Where the shoot is found to be compliant with the SNMP regard for any other steps that could be 
taken to minimise the noise impact should be considered and where practicable implemented with 
records kept as to the steps taken. 

 The complainant should be contacted to inform them of the outcome of the investigation, with a 
record made of details of that contact. 

 The shoot manager shall review any complaints received over the session, and comments made for 
how the impact could be reduced in future. 

 Periodically the shoot organiser shall review the complaints records and shoot managers comment 
to consider whether the SNMP requires improvement or refinement to adapt to the feedback being 
received from the residential community. 

 Opportunities for the community and the Council to meet with the shoot organiser to provide 
feedback should be arranged at least once a year, to share updates and review how effective the 
SNMP has been in minimising the noise impacts. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

Site Plans & Measurement Checkpoints 
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Measurement locations: 

 
Site centre: 53°02’25”N 0 °40’20”W 

 
NSR A (Fenton) = 53°02’46”N 0 °41’16”W 
NSR B (Moor Farm) = 53° 1'60"N 0°40'55"W 
NSR C (Lodge Farm prox.) = 53° 1'39"N 0°40'41"W 
NSR D (Court Leys prox.) = 53° 1'54"N 0°39'14"W 
NSR E (Fulbeck Grange) = 53°02’47”N 0 °38’40”W 
NSR STAR (Gorse Lodge) = 53°02’15”N 0 °40’25”W 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Shooting Ground plan (extracted from scaled location plan 1916 (P) 00 dated 2.2019 Rev -), oriented to 
north with approximate stand locations shown (green zone = noise impact assessed, blue = not noise impact 
assessed) 
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Figure 2: Shooting Ground aerial view (from Google Earth), oriented to north with approximate stand locations shown, 
and firing arc shown with approximate directions, based on the set up, with thumbnail picture of view shown 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Shooting Noise Logs & Complaint Record 
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Shooting Noise Log 
To be completed before, during and after a day’s shooting. 

 

Date: ……………………. 

Name & Position: …………………………………….…………………………………………………. 

Event reference(s): ……………………. 

I am familiar with the Shooting Noise Management Plan: □ (tick if yes) 
 

Time Actual wind 
direction 

(From) 

Forecast 
Wind (from) 

Overall NRA 
(Low, Med, High) 

for each 
Checkpoint 

Notes/ Measures taken to 
reduce overall NRA to 

medium or below 

     

     

     

     

     

     

Other notes: 
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Noise Complaint Log 
To be completed if verbal, telephone or email complaint received with as much detail as possible and actions 
taken 

 
 

Date: ……………………. 

Name & Position: …………………………………….…………………………………………………. 

Date of event(s) complained of: ……………………. 

I am familiar with the Shooting Noise Management Plan: □ (tick if yes) 
 

 

Was the Shooting Noise Management Plan followed?  □ 
Was the complaint considered reasonable/justified (R) or unreasonable (U): □ 

Details of complaint: (include contact location, details, time, wind directions, nature and description) 

Details of investigation made into whether the SNMP has been complied with and 
actions taken to minimise risks as far as possible: 
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APPENDIX 3 
 

Noise Risk Assessment Flow diagram 
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Table 1: Positive Wind Vectors for each NSR measurement location, with cardinal references 

 

INTRODUCTION 
In order to ensure that events are proactively managed to minimise disturbance due to neighbours, 
a risk assessment should be made for each shooting event. 

 
The risk assessment should be recorded in a risk assessment log and conducted by a member of 
management staff who has been trained to complete it. 

 

DATA REQUIREMENTS 
Weather forecast data for the date of the event not more than 7 days prior to the event should be 
used to ensure a robust and accurate assessment. 

 
Based on the predicted wind vector and speed the stands in use for the day should be chosen. 

 
The actual wind vector should be verified using data from the shooting ground’s weather station at 
the start of each day and midway through the event, to ensure that the least impactful stands are 
used. 

 
Noise data for shot levels at each receiver has been measured to calibrate a predicted shooting noise 
level (SNL) model for each stand and receiver. 

 

PROCEDURE 
Dependant on the wind direction, the likelihood of shooting activity at a stand causing disturbance 
at nearby sensitive receptors should be determined. 

 
As general guidance, use of stands should be avoided where the current wind direction provides a 
positive wind vector for sound propagation towards a receptor. 

 
Wind direction and speed should be input into the shooting noise prediction model (provided as a 
locked spreadsheet file) which will predict the SNL using verified shot levels from the calibration 
measurements. 

 
When the shooting noise level exceeds the appropriate smart criteria at any receptor then the stand 
should not be used. 

 
In all cases the lowest risk stands should be used for shooting on a given day, and no stands for which 
the predicted SNL exceeds the agreed limit should be used. 
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Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Ground 
NMP01 

Prepared by Sustainable Acoustics Ltd. 14 Copyright 2021 

 

 

The positive wind vectors for each stand to the worst-case receptor (for that stand) is shown in Table 
1 below: 

 
Stand Shoot Direction 

(approximate) 
Highest risk 
receptor 

Positive wind 
vector (highest risk) 

% Occurrence over 
the year (Table 9 of 
report for 150 days) 

1 ENE E – Fulbeck Grange SW/WSW 23% 

 
2 

 
WNW 

 
A – Fenton 

 
SE/ESE 

 
5% 

3 NE E – Fulbeck Grange WSW 23% 

 
4 

 
WNW 

 
E – Fulbeck Grange 

 
SE/ESE 

 
23% 

 
5 

 
NNE 

 
A – Fenton 

 
SE/ESE 

 
5% 

6 WNW A – Fenton SE/ESE 5% 

7 ENE E – Fulbeck Grange SW/WSW 23% 

 
8 

 
N 

 
A – Fenton 

 
SE/ESE 

 
5% 

S W, E, N B – Moor Farm NE/ENE 6% 
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