
Initial response of Fenton Parish Meeting to Planning Application S20/0098 

 

Fenton Parish Meeting met on 13/Aug/1995 and passed a unanimous 
resolution to strongly oppose application SK95/0761/71/30. 
 
Fenton Parish Meeting met on 5/April/2005 to coordinate opposition to 
S05/0357/71. The village was united in opposition. 
 
Fenton Parish Meeting met on 4/Sep/2018 to discuss Mr. Crane’s breach of the 
conditions of S00/0471/71, under which he claimed to be operating. There was 
unanimous outrage at his behaviour and SKDC’s lack of enforcement. The 
Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents Association was launched to 
coordinate the opposition to expansion of the Shoot’s activities beyond 50 
days/year. 

Fenton Parish Meeting met on 11/Nov/2019 to discuss the Planning Inquiry 
and the Shoot’s behaviour. The decision was made to apply for Rule (6) status 
at the appeal against the refusal of Planning Application S18/0075 and the 
subsequent Enforcement Notice. 

The Meeting has yet to meet to consider Planning Application S20/0098 and 
we wish to protest that, given the statutory notice period required to advertise 
the Meeting, the interval between the date we were notified (23rd January 
2020) and the date for our comments to be considered by SKDC (13th February 
2020) is too short. 

The comments that follow are therefore only initial comments and will be 
followed by more detailed considerations after the meeting on 10/Feb/2020. 

 

1) We note that application S20/0098 makes no reference to Planning 
Permission S00/0471/71 and is a Full Planning Permission. We assume, 
therefore, that it is a retrospective application to regularise his persistent 
breach of his permitted development right to shoot for 28 days/year which he 
breached in 2017 (45 days) 2018 (113 days) and 2019 (130 days).  At paragraph 
77 of the planning statement the Agent states; 

As such, we consider that there is broad policy support for the use in this 
location (which is clear from the extant planning consent). 



without stating which planning permission he considers is extant at the date of 
the application. This ambiguity is disturbing and needs to be resolved. 

 

2) We note that the applicant is advertising, on his website, that he currently 
plans to open the Shoot to members of the public on 181 days. This is likely to 
be a minimum in that he also shoots on private days etc. This undermines our 
trust and confidence that the applicant has any intention to abide by the 150 
days/year that he seeks. 

3) If S20/0098 is a new application, seeking to increase the number of 
permitted days from 28 to 150, then it must be treated as such, with the full 
rigour of planning scrutiny. In particular it is not to be regarded as a mere 
extension of refused planning application S18/0075, or lapsed planning 
permission S07/1583/31/71.  

4) The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development without compromising the amenity of the wider 
community. 

 SKDC policy E1 para 6.1.8 states; 

Outside Local Service Centres, rural diversification proposals will be supported 
where it can be demonstrated that it is necessary to meet the needs of 
farming, forestry, recreation, tourism or other enterprises and has an essential 
requirement for a rural location. Such proposals would need to demonstrate 
that they will help to support or regenerate a sustainable rural economy. 

5) Note that the obligation is upon the applicant to demonstrate a “need”. 
There is no need for additional clay shooting in the area. There are nine 
opportunities to shoot clay pigeons within 25 miles of Brandon Wood Clay 
Shooting. Plus, two more, 25 miles from Grantham where many of the Shoot’s 
existing customers live, plus an alternative venue suggested by a Shoot 
customer on social media when Brandon Wood Clay Shooting was closed. A 
total of 12. See Appendix A. 

6) The application has no regeneration statement detailing the economic 
benefits to the area. The application form states that one extra person will be 
employed without any explanation. The planning statement, in the table on Pg. 
23, states; 



The development proposed will provide local employment opportunities and 
will support other existing business uses in the locality through increased visitor 
spend. 
 
but provides no evidence. The applicant should be required to provide 
evidence for this statement. 
 
We would like to point out that there are no shops in Brandon, Stubton, 
Stragglethope or Fenton for visitors to the Shoot to spend money in. Visitors to 
the shoot do not stay overnight in local hotels or B&Bs, and we have no 
evidence that they drink in local pubs. 
 
7) The proposal is also not sustainable in the same sense that Fenton has been 
declared (by SKDC) as “not sustainable”. 
 
Proposals which generate high levels of visitor traffic or increased public use, 
such as large scale sport, leisure or tourist facilities will only be permitted on 
the edge of the towns and Local Service Centres, or where they can be easily 
accessed by public transport, foot and cycle. [my emphasis] 
 
The Shoot is not accessible by public transport. We have no knowledge of 
visitors walking or cycling to the Shoot. Tripling the number of shooting days is 
likely to triple the number of car journeys. 
 
There is, therefore, no presumption to allow this application under Policy SAP4 
or Policy SP1 of the South Kesteven Core Strategy.  
 
8) At Paragraph 7 of the Planning Statement the agent states; 
 
This alternative application approach enables the whole shooting ground to be 
defined within the application site and removes an inconsistency between the 
application site as applied for in 1995 and 2000 and that defined in subsequent 
applications. 

No, it doesn’t. The Site Location Plan submitted for S20/0098 is identical to 
that submitted for application S18/0075 and does not define the planning unit 
as defined in Burdle v Secretary of State for the Environment [1972]. The blue 
line land, to the North of the (unconsented) car park, has frequently been 
used, for shooting, by the applicant and occasionally by the previous owner, 



despite being specifically excluded from shooting by the lapsed permission 
S07/1583/31/71 

 

8) The Site Location Plan is also inaccurate in that it shows the driveway, 
between the end of Moor Farm Lane and the bridleway known as Stubton 10, 
with a distinctive curve which follows the old line of Stubton 10. This was 
illegally blocked, and diverted to the current straight line, by the previous 
owner. The previous route was in use, and marked as such, in document 
“Parking Provision” that accompanied planning application S08/0923. 

The Site Location Plan shows part of the bridleway, known as Stubton 10, 
marked as “track”, which is on Beeswax land, not land owned by the applicant. 
It is not known whether Beeswax Farming Ltd. have given permission for 
members of the public to drive over the bridleway to access the applicant’s 
(unconsented) car park. 

9) The document submitted with the application called “Site Survey”, is not a 
survey of the site. It is a document from 2009, showing the bunded area only, 
which was submitted as part of a previous application. SKDC must insist on a 
satisfactory Site Survey. 

10) The application S20/0098 is not accompanied by a Phase 1 Environmental 
Assessment required for a full planning application when there is woodland 
involved or where there is the possible presence of protected species. In 
document 500195, submitted to the recently abandoned planning appeal, Ms. 
Teri England revealed the presence of bats, badgers and otters on the Shoot, 
as well as unspecified deer, fish, “wild birds” bees and hedgehogs. SKDC are 
therefore required to demand an Environment Assessment, despite the agent 
incorrectly answering question 12a on the application form. 

 

11) At question 5 on the application form, the agent has answered “No” but 
then, in the box intended for “yes” answers, has entered the date 01/08/1995. 
This seems to imply that he is referring to the change of use application 
SK95/0761/71/30, and this needs to be clarified before the application is 
verified. 

12) At question 6b on the application form, the agent has answered “No” but 
the site is known to be heavily contaminated by lead shot after many years of 



shooting on the same piece of land. SKDC needs to require an appropriate 
contamination assessment with the application and to consider placing the 
shooting ground on the contaminated land register. This is the first new 
planning application for many years and should trigger the updating of the 
register. 

13) Question 22 on the application form is also incorrectly answered. The site 
is visible from Stubton 10 and other footpaths. One footpath appears to run 
North- South along the western edge of the woodland known as Stubton 
Gorse. 

14) Section 25 of the application form requires particularly careful scrutiny. It is 
believed locally that the land over which Stubton 10 passes (to reach the 
applicant’s unconsented car park and marked “track”) does not belong to him. 
The land belonged to the previous owner of Gorse Lodge but was sold before 
Gorse lodge was sold to Mr. Crane in 2016. 

Note that the Site location plan submitted with application S16/0680 is 
ambiguous, as is the Land Registry. The applicant should be required to prove 
ownership of the land rather than relying on an inaccurate application form. 

 

These points represent the initial objections to S20/0098. The Meeting 
reserves the right to make further objections in due course. We would 
appreciate confirmation that the procedural objections are being addressed by 
SKDC during the application process. 

 

Mr. D Rawlins. 

Chairman, Fenton Parish Meeting. 

 

Appendix A 

The Agent for S20/0098 has failed to show that there is an economic need for an increase in clay 
pigeon shooting in our part of the East Midlands area. 



There are nine opportunities to shoot clay pigeons within 25 miles of Brandon Wood Clay 
Shooting. 

There are seven CPSA  (Clay Pigeon Shooting Association) affiliated clubs within 25 miles of 
Brandon Wood Clay Shooting. 
 

1) Orston Shooting Ground 8.57 miles away at  NG13 9NX 

2) Cockett Farm Shooting Ground 16.52 miles away at NG22 8JQ 

3) Borders Wood Sg (Ivy Plan Ltd) 17.05 miles away at  NG12 3GE 

4) Nottingham & District Gun Club 17.05 miles away at NG25 0RQ 

5) Nottingham Sporting Clays 20.89 miles away at NG25 0RQ 

6)  Grimsthorpe Estate S.G 22.37miles away at  PE10 OLN 

7)  Hoton Clay Club 22.37 miles away at LE12 6SD 

 

And two non-affiliated venues 

8) Adrenalin Jungle 23.6 miles away at NG22 8SY 

9) The Big Shoot - Haywood Oaks, 25.7 miles away at NG25 0RQ 

 

Plus two more, 25 miles from Grantham where many of the Shoot’s existing customers live. 

 1) Welland Valley Gun Club 24.03 miles at  PE5 7AA 

2)  Quorn Gun Club 24.84 miles away at  LE12 8JH 

 

Plus an alternative venue suggested by a Shoot customer on social media when Brandon Wood 
Clay Shooting was closed 

3) Langar Clay Shooting Club, Harby Road Langar, Nottingham, NG13 9HY 
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Since its publication in 2003 the document “Clay Target Shooting Guidance on the Control of Noise”, 
published by the Chartered Institute of Environmental Health, has become the de facto Code of 
Practice for both Regulators and Developers. The concept of a Shooting Noise Level (SNL) as a 
method of rating shooting noise impact is unique to this document as is the unambiguous advice  

Planning permission should not normally be granted for a major shoot if 
the mean SNL exceeds 55dB where the background level is less than 45dB. 

The 55dB noise limit has been widely accepted by regulators as a benchmark against which Acoustic 
Reports should be judged, Conditions should be imposed, and Applications and Appeals refused. The 
following eight example show a wide variety of regulatory authorities applying the CIEH guidance. 

 

1. Stroud District Council. 13/00421STMAJW Importation of soils and subsoils to create noise 
attenuation bunds associated with clay pigeon shooting and associated landscape works at 
Land adjacent to Folly Farm, Kingswood, Wotton-Under-Edge, GL 12 7QX. 

“…….. is unacceptable that the Application's aim is only to reduce the SNL to 62 dB(A), when 
there is clear policy and guidance which states that such noise should not exceed 55 dB(A). 
The bunds should be designed so as to limit noise to 55 dB(A). The Application should not be 
approved until such time as the Applicant can evidence that noise levels will be acceptable 
according to industry standards” 

 

 

2. Newport Borough Council. Variation of conditions 3 (operating hours) and 4 (location of 
shooting booths) relating to planning application 1/16803 for the use of land as clay target 
firing range and erection of associated buildings affecting public right of way 390/7 

“Condition 04 The noise level shall not exceed 55dB(A) leq at the site entrance. Reason: In the 
interests of the amenities of occupiers of nearby properties” 

 

 

3. Stratford on Avon District Council. Variation of condition no.5 (removal of the need to 
undertake regular noise monitoring as part of the approved noise management scheme) of 
planning permission ref. 12/01384/VARY (Variation of condition nos. 1 (shooting days), 2 
(one-to-one tuition) and 10 (time limit for removal of existing facilities) of planning 
permission ref. 06/02535/FUL). 

“Condition 7. The average Shooting Noise Levels (SNL) during the shooting days (a minimum 
of two) shall not be more than 55dB at noise sensitive locations detailed in the noise 
management scheme as approved by the District Council on 8 April 2009” 

 

 

4. Highland Council. 19/05322/FUL Change of use from agricultural land to clay pigeon 
shooting range (revised application). 
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“Condition 1. No clay target shooting is hereby permitted on this site until the shed from 
which shooting will take place has been moved to the approved location, and the walls, roof 
and external wing walls of the shed have been be clad with noise insulating material, and the 
wing walls increased in height, details to be first submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Planning Authority. Reason: To reduce the noise of shooting to below 55dB when measured 
from the nearest noise sensitive property (9 Braeroy), in accordance with policy 28 of the 
Highland wide Local Development Plan” 

And from the Officer’s report: 

“It is further recommended that the number of shooters is limited to 1 person shooting at any 
one time, unless it can be demonstrated that a noise level less than 55dB can be achieved at 
the nearest noise sensitive premises.” 

 

5. Tewkesbury Borough Council. Inquiry held on 30 September and 1, 2 & 8 October 2009 Site 
visit made on 8 October 2009 by Phil Grainger BA(Hons) MRTPI. The appeal is made by Mr D 
Martin and Mrs M Tarling against Tewkesbury Borough Council. Summary of Decision: the 
appeal is dismissed. Inspector’s comment: 

“However, the impact of noise cannot be measured solely by decibel levels; its nature and the 
associations that go with it can also be important. In any event, even using the appellants’ 
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.” 

 

6. Wiltshire County Council. noise.co.uk Environmental Noise Survey & Assessment Prepared: 
31stAugust 2018. Quote: 

“Wiltshire Council (WC) have provided a planning condition regarding noise that states that 
the Shot Noise Level (SNL) should not be greater than 55dB LShot in external amenity 
spaces. Condition 33 is replicated in Figure 1.” 

And:  

“8.2.2. Figure 4 shows that the levels in the majority of external amenity areas are below SNL 
50dB. Every garden meets Wiltshire Council’s SNL 55dB(A) condition for external amenity 
areas.” 

 

7. Wrexham County Borough Council. Application No: P/2018 /0776 change of use of land from 
agriculture to a mixed use for agricultural and practice rifle firing range in association with 
field and falcon gun shop and gunsmiths. Quote: 

“The results of the assessment have been considered by the EHO who has confirmed that the 
noise levels are within the realms of acceptability, being less than 55dB(A) which is the level 
at which annoyance is less likely to occur.” 
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8. Cotswold District Council. 13/00950/FUL Retrospective application for change of use to a 
shooting school, retention of two sheds, two timber chalets, shipping/storage container, 
portaloo and eight shooting stands at Pinnock Wood Farm Temple Guiting Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire. Refused. Quote: 

“Section 4.11 of Resound Acoustics' noise assessment details their methodology as follows: 
"Ten shots were fired at each of the four shooting platforms listed above, making a total of 
40 shots for each measurement period. All the shots were fired with the 12 gauge shotgun 
with 28g cartridges, and the full set of 40 shots, which were fired over a 20 minute period, 
was repeated for each of the measurement positions." Clearly this methodology is not in line 
with the CIEH guidance and I see no justification or rationale for deviating from the guidance 
to such an extent.” 

 

Unfortunately, the new SKDC Development Plan provides no guidance on noisy sports and 
recreation. However, this is not the case in other parts of the UK. Here is clear guidance from 
Wales. It is taken from “Developers Guide to Noise and Planning February 2019” as is the list 
of Codes of Practice. 

Outdoor sports & 
recreation facilities  

Multi-use games 
areas, all weather 
pitches, stadia, 
leisure centres, clay 
target shooting, 
skateparks & off-
road motorcycle 
sports 

BS 8233:1999 WHO 
(2009) 

Apply specific Code 
of Practice for the 
activity in question. 
If no Code of 
Practice is suitable, 
apply the indoor 
ambient noise levels 
in Table 4 of 
BS8233: 2014 and 
<50dBLAeqT for 
External Areas. 
 

 

Codes of Practice include the following:  

 CoP Environmental Noise Control at Concerts; Noise Council 1999 (under review)  
 CoP on Noise from Model Aircraft, DoE, 1982. 
 CoP on Control of Noise from Pubs and Clubs: IOA 2003  
 Clay Target Shooting - Guidance on the control of noise, CIEH 2003  
 CoP on noise from organised off road motorcycle sport, Noise Council 1984  
 CoP on Powerboat Racing and Water-Ski racing, British Water Skiing Federation 1999  
 CoP for Control of noise from Oval Motor racing Circuits, NSCA 1996. 

That is clear advice. <50dBLAeqT for External Areas or Planning permission should not normally 
be granted for a major shoot if the mean SNL exceeds 55dB where the background level is less 
than 45dB. 
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In his acoustic report Mr. P. Rogers said of the 55dB noise limit “It is my opinion that the CIEH 
Guidance is not sufficiently developed…” and proposed the application of more “relaxed” limits. This 
may be his opinion, but it is counter to all the examples, and advice, given above. 

He has coined the term “Smart Criteria” saying  

“This smart criteria approach would compliment (I think he means complement) the natural variation 
of the existing soundscape, be mindful of the existing baseline that currently exists and improve upon 
it, which would be more appropriate than a fixed crude threshold proposed.”  

Apart from this sentence not making linguistic sense, it fails to explain how allowing a higher level of 
noise pollution from the Shoot would be “more appropriate than a fixed crude threshold of [55dB]”, 
except that it is his opinion. 

His Noise Management Plan is proposing 4 different time periods during which sound monitoring 
would be required to demonstrate compliance with three different maximum sound levels. Adding 
these additional requirements to the, already difficult, monitoring under positive wind conditions 
would make monitoring almost impossible. SKDC should not accept any such Noise Management 
Plan. 

Fenton Parish Meeting has been assured that the protection of residential amenity is a foremost 
concern of SKDC. It is resolutely opposed to the “relaxation” of any noise limit. The upper noise limit 
has not been written into any other planning permission granted to the Shoot*. Now is the time to 
do so. Now is the time to specify with some precision. SKDC should impose an overarching condition 
of one noise limit for the amenity of local residents and that limit should be 55dB(A). 

Of course, a Planning Officer does not have to follow “advice”. Noise pollution limits could be 
“relaxed” if it was in the National Interest, or if it would provide vast economic benefit at a regional 
or local level. Somehow, I don’t think that Mr. Crane’s operation falls into either of those categories. 

*This statement is an error. Updated 27/10/2022. 

On 25/April/2008 Anne-Marie Coultard, of SKDC Environmental Health emailed Kevin Cartwright 
with the proposed Condition below. 

 

 

It subsequently became Condition 12) of Planning Permission of S07/1583/71, the temporary 
permission that existed from 20/May/2008 until 20/Sep/2009. 
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An identical Condition was proposed in the Officer’s Report for Planning Application S11/0594/FULL. 
A decision on this Permission was deferred by the Planning Committee of 20/Sep/2011. The 
Application was withdrawn by the Applicant on 21/May/2012. 

Breach of the 55dB limit was a major reason for Planning Application S18/0075, by the same 
Applicant as for S20/0098, to be refused on 10/Oct/2018. 

 

 

S20/0098 is not the permission to “relax” the 55dB limit. 
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For many years the area around Fulbeck Airfield has been plagued by a variety of noisy motorsports. 
There are two go-kart tracks and the current owner has used the old runways for a variety of rallies 
some of which seem to be family and friends and some of which involve large numbers of vehicles. It 
is the understanding of Fenton Parish Meeting that the go-karts used to have planning permission, 
which they ignored, and which SKDC found was unenforceable. The rallies are infrequent and 
operate under PD rights. 

This ridiculous Noise Management Plan is predicated, in part, on the assertion that the noise of the 
motorsports “masks” the noise of the Shoot and that that this somehow “relaxes” the need for the 
Shoot to conform to 55dB. It is the auditory equivalent of a farmer justifying his discharge of silage 
run-off into a local river by saying “The river is already polluted. My contribution will be “masked” by 
the existing pollution”. 

The author bases his claim on two noise measurements that he made at the roadside at Brandon 
Lodge Cottage, almost due South of both the Shoot and the airfield.  

The first was from 10.24 to 10.43 on Saturday 13/Apr/2019 with an Easterly crosswind. The ambient 
sound level was measured as 31dB ie as quiet as if the Shoot were not shooting at all. He stopped 
recording after 19 minutes because he claims that the (6) shots that he identified were “masked” in 
the ambient noise. Table A7.1 clearly shows that this is not true except for the periodic 10.42 – 10.43 
which he has annotated as Motorsport & Tannoy. He also records that shooting was going on at 
stands 6 & 7 i.e away from the direction of Brandon Lodge Cottage. 

The second was on Sunday 14/Apr/2019 at the same position. He records the wind direction as E-NE 
which I take to mean that the wind backed from Easterly to North-easterly. Ie. a slightly more 
positive wind direction. He measured the background as 30dB and started recording at 10.18. He 
recorded 10 shots but at 10.26 he stopped annotating the shots. He continued the recording. From 
10.43 to when he stopped recording at 10.48, he noted Motorsport Race and Motorsport & Tannoy 
and declared that “… shooting [was]lost in [the] ambient …”. In fact, his graph Fig. A 24 shows that 
there were no shots recorded between 10.41 and 10.50. This sloppy lack of attention to detail is 
typical of the noise assessment. 

 

 

The noise of a shotgun is totally different to the noise of the motor sports. It is highly impulsive. Even 
when a sound level meter cannot distinguish between them the human brain can. I have submitted 
a short video with this document. It was taken at 17.00 on Saturday 7/Apr/2018, by my wife, just 
outside our back door at Fenlea, on Pump Lane. The motor sport had been so loud that she wanted 
to record it to complain to SKDC Environmental Health, but the volume depends on the volume at 
which the video is played. It’s not evidence of volume. However. the Shoot were shooting. They shot 
23 shots in the 2 min 33 s of the clip all of them clearly distinguishable. 

Incidentally, birdsong is also highly impulsive and is clearly distinguishable from the motorsport din. 
Please listen to the file and accept that Motorsport noise does not “mask” shooting noise. 
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This ridiculous Noise Management Plan is predicated, in part, on the assertion that shooting noise is 
strongly anisotropic. The noise assessment that informed the Plan concluded that this was so despite 
the “Test Shoots” being so small that they could not demonstrate a correlation between the 
direction of shooting and the volume of the noise measured at Fenton. Mr. Pete Rogers has assumed 
that the direction of shooting can be combined with the wind direction to reduce the volume below 
his “smart criteria” but his evidence is insufficient to show that this is the case. It is also insufficient 
to demonstrate the size of the effect. 

The direction of shooting during the monitoring of the Sporting round consisted of only 41 shots 
over 20 minutes and Mr. Rogers failed to record the wind direction at the time. His “analysis” was 
limited to ranking the stands by volume. He failed to show any correlation whatsoever between the 
direction of shot and the volumes measured at Fenton. He ignored the discrepancy between Stand 6 
and Stand 4, which both shot towards Fenton but had a 14dB difference, when the difference 
between the loudest Stand (Stand 6, at 64dB) and the quietest (Stand 8, at 47dB) was only 17dB. 

The direction that was actually shot was not witnessed by independent observers or by Mr. Rogers. 
Mr. Rogers, himself, acknowledges that this is a source of “UNCERTAINTY & ERROR”, saying “as I was 
not present at the site at the time, this [the accuracy of the staff’s assessment on the activity they 
were carrying out] cannot be verified 100%.”.  

In the report Mr. Rogers concedes at Figure 2 (shown below) that both the positions of the eight 
stands and the direction of firing are “approximate” 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. 

 

 
Stand Number 

Rank 1-
loudest 

8-quietist 

Average 
Noise 

Volume at 
Fenton 

Quietist  
shot 

Loudest 
shot 

Volume 
range 

1 4 55 52 57 5 
2 2 58 51 62 11 
3 3 58 54 59 5 
4 7 50 48 51 3 
5 5 55 45 59 14 
6 1 64 56 67 11 
7 6 52 44 58 14 
8 8 47 46 47 1 

 

The range of volumes of all shots is 23dB (67- 44). Stands 5 and 7 show more than 50% of the total 
variance and stands 2 and 6 show nearly 50%. This is not atypical of such tiny datasets, but it renders 
them statistically useless. 

I have reproduced Mr.Rogers’ Figure 2 below with the average volume he gives for each Stand. He 
gives no explanation as to why Stand 3 is an average of 5 shots, Stands 6 and 7 an average of 8 shots 
whilst the remaining Stands are an average of 4 shots. There is no correlation between average shot 
volume and shooting direction. 

Stands 2 and 3 have widely different shooting directions but both have a volume of 58dB. Stands 4 
and 6 fire in approximately the same direction yet differ by 14dB. That is a greater difference 
between them than the variance of either of them. Stand 7 and Stand and Stand 1 fire in 
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approximately the same direction yet there is a 3dB difference between them. As the direction turns 
Northwards at Stand 5 there is no further increase in volume but at Stand 3, firing in the same 
direction as 5, there is a further increase in volume of 3dB. Stands 6 and 7 are virtually back to back 
and, on average Stand 6 is 12dB louder but the loudest shot at stand 7 (58dB) is 2dB louder than the 
quietest shot (56dB) at Stand 6. The dataset is too small. There is no correlation between average 
shot volume and shooting direction. The dataset is too small. 

Despite this Mr. Rogers claims to be able to “predict” the noise levels from each of the stands under 
different wind directions. For example, Fulbeck Grange has two Stands, 5 & 3, firing towards them. 
The volumes of 55dB and 58dB respectively were measured at Fenton under (we think) a SE wind 
direction. The data tells nothing about the volume that will be experienced at Fulbeck Grange under 
a SW wind direction. 

Finally, Figure 2 shows the configuration of the stands on 13 & 14/April/2019. The direction of 
shooting depends totally on the presentation of the target clays by the management. This changes 
approximately weekly so that returning customers have a new challenge. The Shoot use other 
configurations such as Sport Trap and Skeet on the open field, Game Simulation Days, and Charity 
Shoots. https://soldierscharity.org/events/nottinghamshire-clay-pigeon-shoot/ They set up 
temporary Stands and they have built two extra permanent stands since April 2019. 

They have also declared an intention to shoot Helice ZZ and shooting, under lights, at night. 

Also compare Figure 2 below with Table 1 on Page 13 of the (ridiculous) Shooting Noise 
Management Plan. Notice that Mr. Rogers has incorrectly identified the Highest Risk Receptor for 
Stand 4 as Fulbeck Grange. This is the “expert” who is going to build a Shooting Noise Predictor and 
train others in how to use it! 
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In his Acoustic Report Mr. Rogers cites an example of control that an LPA might apply to a musical 
venue as the result of “intensification”. It is reproduced below. 

 

12.4.1 The common example in noise terms would be a one off music annual festival 

on the village green, where a high impact might be agreeable because of the 

temporary nature of the impact; verses the impact caused by a weekly live 

music night in a public house, which would need to be more tightly controlled 

in order to be acceptable in terms of impact. 

 

Despite this he then proposes to relax the controls on the shoot as it intensifies from 50 

days/year to 150 days/year, by increasing the “acceptable” noise levels affecting residents 

to 60 or 65dB. This is madness. 

 

The unworkable Noise Management Plan is not designed to protect the amenity of local 

residents.  It is designed to hoodwink SKDC that it constitutes “mitigation” so that they, the 

Shoot, can claim a defence of “Best Practicable Means” should SKDC ever seek to enforce 

the proposed conditions of S20/0098. The Acoustic Report is quite explicit on this. In the 

section headed Regulatory Risk Mr. Rogers writes; 

 

13.2.1 The defence, if action was taken, would be establishing that Best 
Practicable Means measures were in place, which would require at least 
the top five mitigation point(s) in 13.5.1 to be implemented in my opinion. 

 

The five mitigation points referred to in the paragraph above are given below. 

 

 Reconfigure the Skeet shoot or stop its operation all together at certain times 
 

 Offer as part of a condition to carry out a test shoot with SKBC and 

representative  residents from Fenton, Stubton and other key 

receptors to be invited to whatever the positive wind direction is 

occurring at the time to confirm the noise reductive qualities of 

different cartridge types and the benefit of the new Skeet 
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orientation as part of additional mitigation measures to inform and 

include within a shooting noise management plan and the proposed 

criteria listed in 12.2.7, 

 Offer as part of an agreed condition to revive or replace the site 

weather station so that it captures continual data, which can be 

made available for morning briefings and kept on record to support 

decisions for the chosen noise management profile for the day, 

 Draft a shooting noise management plan, which includes stand 

configurations that work with the wind directions (eg. four 

configurations) 

 Include a complaints procedure to capture if this is not effective, 

 

You can see that most of these have been rolled up into the proposed “Noise Management Plan”. I 
have covered elsewhere why this plan wont work. Here I want to emphasise that it is not designed to 
“work”. Compare and contrast it with the Noise Management Plan below. This Plan  hoodwinked SKDC 
Environmental Health officers into raising no objection to planning application S07/1583/31/71 
because a “Management Plan was in place”. 
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Note the tug-on-the-heartstrings of point three. Note the “where practicable” clauses which were 
never carried out. Note the similarities of not shooting towards Fenton or not shooting when the 
wind is from the SE. But, note too that Mr. Rogers’ plan says nothing about high velocity (noisier) 
cartridges or limiting the size of the cartridges. This is because Mr. Crane intends to introduce Helice 
ZZ, which typically uses high velocity cartridges, just as he has intensified beyond all comparison with 
the Shoot as it was in 2000.  

The Noise Management plan was translated, by Mr. Cartwright, into “suitable” planning conditions 
proposed in his report to committee for the meeting on 20/May/2008. 

They were; 
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1. The clay shooting ground shall not be used for business purposes outside the 
hours of 10.00am to 8.00pm Monday to Friday. 

2. The Clay Shooting ground shall be used for business purposes on two weekends 
per month only and shall not operate outside the hours of 10am to 8,00pm 
Saturday and Sunday. 

3. The Clay Shooting ground shall operate for a maximum of 120 days per year. 
4. The operator shall keep precise records of nature and number of shoots on any 

one day and these shall be available for inspection by the local planning authority. 
The records shall include the type of event, the duration of event and the number 
of shooters. 

5. There shall be a maximum of four hours cumulative shooting on any one day. 
6. Only Laporte Pro II Shotguns, or any other shotgun with comparable technical 

specifications and acoustic characteristics as agreed in writing by the local 
authority shall be use for Corporate Days and private lessons. 

7. All sunken shooting stands shall be positioned as close as is reasonably practicable 
to the existing bunding. 

8. All shooting stands within the bunded area shall be lowered by a minimum of 1 
metre. 

9. All clay traps shall be positioned within the site to ensure that the direction of all 
shooting is to the north. 

10. All shooting shall take place within the permitted area as shown on the site 
location plan received by the planning authority from the applicant’s agent on 26 
March 2008. 

11. Cartridges with a maximum load of 28 grammes only shall be used at the shooting 
ground. No high velocity cartridges shall be used. 

12. The mean shooting noise level must not exceed 55dB(A) when measured at the 
points as detailed in the acoustic report undertaken by Kirby Charles Ltd. dated 
June 2007. The mean shooting noise level must be determined using the guidance 
on the Control of Noise from Clay Target Shooting published by the Chartered 
Institute of Environmental Health, January 2003. 

 

Each of these proposed conditions was flawed in terms of being Precise, Monitorable and 
Enforceable, and demonstrate the inadvisability of accepting “Management Plans” proposed by an 
applicant. 

1. The clay shooting ground shall not be used for business purposes outside the hours 
of 10.00am to 8.00pm Monday to Friday. This is immediately subverted by “for 
business purposes”. It is not Precise. It leaves the Shoot able to shoot 24 hour/day 
provided the it is not declared as “business purposes”. 

2. The Clay Shooting ground shall be used for business purposes on two weekends 
per month only and shall not operate outside the hours of 10am to 8.00pm 
Saturday and Sunday. This too is subverted by “for business purposes”. It is not 
Precise. It leaves the Shoot free to shoot every weekend provided the it is not 
declared as “business purposes”. “…. shall not operate outside the hours of 10am 
to 8.00pm Saturday and Sunday” is Precise and is, potentially, Monitorable. 
However, The Association would expect to see the hours of shooting permitted to 
conform to the CIIEH guidance for weekend shooting. 
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3. The Clay Shooting ground shall operate for a maximum of 120 days per year. This 
was the thrust of Application S07.1583.31.71. It is potentially Precise if clarification 
of “operate” is defined as shooting. It is also, potentially, Monitorable given that 
many inconvenienced residents will, quite happily, record shooting activity occurring  
at the site. 

4. The operator shall keep precise records of nature and number of shoots on any 
one day and these shall be available for inspection by the local planning authority. 
The records shall include the type of event, the duration of event and the number 
of shooters.  
This is an interesting condition in that it was not proposed by the applicant and so 
presumably originated with Mr. Cartwright. It sounds Precise but does not say when 
or why the records will be inspected, nor by whom. It is not Monitorable in that it 
relies on the applicant to maintain accurate records and SKDC would have no way of 
verifying their accuracy. It is certainly not Enforceable. 
 
When asked to present their records for the 15 months that S07.1583.31.71 was in 
operation the management were unable to provide information on the Duration of 
each event or the number of shooters. 
 

5. There shall be a maximum of four hours cumulative shooting on any one day. 
This condition failed to define the definition of “cumulative shooting”. It arose from 
the applicant’s insistence that not all the hours allowed in a day were used for 
shooting. However, it is completely un-Monitorable and therefore has no 
justification as a condition. Conditions suggested by applicants should be treated 
with suspicion. 
 

6. Only Laporte Pro II Shotguns, or any other shotgun with comparable technical 
specifications and acoustic characteristics as agreed in writing by the local 
authority shall be use for Corporate Days and private lessons. 
This condition is pure propaganda. It has all the weakness of 1 and 2 above in that it 
constrains only corporate days and private lessons and yet it sounds technical and 
impressive.  

The significance of Laporte Pro II guns is that they have a moderator which, when 
used with sub-sonic cartridges, makes them 6-10dB quieter than a “standard” 
shotgun. The moderator itself makes little difference. The applicant was able to 
bring the noise level at Court Leys below 55dB at the test shoot by using sub-sonic 
cartridges. The purchase, and use of, the guns still had not happened by Tuesday 
20/Sep/2011 when the Development Control Committee considered application 
S11/0594. 
 

7. All sunken shooting stands shall be positioned as close as is reasonably practicable 
to the existing bunding. 

8. All shooting stands within the bunded area shall be lowered by a minimum of 1 
metre. 

9. All clay traps shall be positioned within the site to ensure that the direction of all 
shooting is to the north. 
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These three conditions were suggested by the applicant at a site meeting on 
5/Mar/2008 between the Agent for Spawforths, Jenifer Peacock, and Mr Kevin 
Cartwright and Anne-Marie Coultard of SKDC. The assumption was that they were 
“mitigation” to the noise problem. In fact, none of them were ever carried out. SKDC 
never monitored that they had been carried out., and they are un-Enforceable. 
“conditions” suggested by the applicant. As such they should be treated with 
suspicion. 
 

10. All shooting shall take place within the permitted area as shown on the site 
location plan received by the planning authority from the applicant’s agent on 26 
March 2008. 
This was a major concession on behalf of B&D Burtt Ltd. The site location plan is 
reproduced below. 
 

 
The effect of the condition was to prohibit shooting on the grassy field outside of the 
bunded area. The condition is Precise when accompanied by a map, but it is difficult 
to Monitor and even more difficult to Enforce. 
 
It is worth noting that: 
 

a. This area is outside all the acoustic bunding and is the worst area for shooting noise 
as far as Fenton is concerned. 

b. There is no such constraint proposed by Mr. Rogers’ Noise Management Plan. 
c. Mr. Crane has repeatedly used this area for shooting since he reopened the Shoot in 

2017, particularly for Skeet shooting. 
d. It is the obvious place for Skeet,  Helice ZZ and for shooting under arc lights all of 

which Mr. Crane has advertised that he intends to offer. 
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e. The “red line” on the latest site plan submitted as part of S20/0098 encompasses 
this area but the outline is not identical to it. 

f. The Acoustic Report by Mr. Rogers did not include any shots from this area. If it had 
done so it is highly likely that shooting noise higher than the measured SNL of 71-
72dB at Fenton. 

 

11. Cartridges with a maximum load of 28 grammes only shall be used at the shooting 
ground. No high velocity cartridges shall be used.  
This condition was also suggested by the applicant and is the result of a “test shoot” 
conducted on 24/May/2007. The shoot was witnessed by Mr Kevin Cartwright and 
Anne-Marie Coultard of SKDC. Despite this the “test shoot” was not compliant with 
CIEH guidance in that the wind was recorded as SW and this is not a positive vector 
for Court Leys which lies ESE of the Shoot. It is also not clear whether the “test 
shoot” was at a rate of 160 shots/half hour. 
 
The “test shoot” used a mix of Eley High Velocity No.6 cartridges and Standard 
Olympic Trap 28g cartridges and recorded a SNL of 57dB. By eliminating the readings 
from the high velocity cartridges (The report does not make it clear how this was 
done. There was no further testing carried out.) the consultant was able to bring the 
SNL down to 55.3 i.e below the 55dB limit. 
 
As with all conditions suggested by the applicant this condition was imPrecise and 
totally unMonitorable and totally unEnforceable. 
 

12. The mean shooting noise level must not exceed 55dB(A) when measured at the 
points as detailed in the acoustic report undertaken by Kirby Charles Ltd. dated 
June 2007. The mean shooting noise level must be determined using the guidance 
on the Control of Noise from Clay Target Shooting published by the Chartered 
Institute of Environmental Health, January 2003. 

This condition was defined by Mr. Cartwright. It was a noble attempt to limit the 
noise produced by the Shoot and it was the first time that such a limit had been 
imposed. It was not specified in permission S00/0471/71. This is the extant 
permission under which the Shoot claim to be running whilst S20/0098 is being 
considered. 

The 55dB limit was agreed by the agents, Spawforth Solicitors. It conforms to the 
CIEH guidance. It is reasonable and achievable. When Mr. Cartwright’s 
recommendation to approve application S07/1583/31 was put before the Planning 
Committee meeting of 20/May/2008, this was the condition which convinced the 
elected members to approve conditionally. The limit needs to be re-imposed in 
S20/0098. 

However, as drafted in 2008 it is not precise. If the purpose of the condition is to 
protect resident’s amenity, then the noise limit needs to be “as measured at any 
residential property”. This leads to the problem of measurement. The elected 
members of the Planning Committee meeting of 20/May/2008 chose to impose a 
13th condition, much to the irritation of Spawforth Solicitors. This was; 
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This permission is valid for a limited period only, expiring 15 months after the date 
of this notice. 

The reason given for the condition was “To allow the local planning authority to 
assess the proposal.” and this leads to problem of monitoring. The condition is 
eminently Monitorable. All it takes is a competent person with a suitable sound 
level meter on the ground at the time when the noise is thought to be excessive. 

SKDC have not measured the noise from the shoot since Janet Evans recorded an 
average of 67.7dB. LAFmax at Fenton on 23/Aug/2005.  

The problem is that SKDC Environmental Health do not have the ability (or 
inclination?) to make noise measurements at the time required and at a moment’s 
notice. The solution is to delegate the collection of data down to the Parish level. 
SKDC could easily train and equip community volunteers from each affected Parish. 
Their contact details could be publicised in Parish Magazines as Church Wardens and 
Speedwatch volunteers are today. Any annoyed resident could contact the Parish 
volunteer who would drive to their residence and carry out a half-hour recording at 
the edge of their curtilage. The householder would instantly know whether the noise 
was above or below 55dB. The wind direction becomes irrelevant. The Noise 
Sensitive Receptors also become irrelevant. They were chosen in 2008 as being 
closest to the Shoot. All other residences are further away. What matters is that a 
measurement is only triggered by an annoyed resident. If a resident doesn’t mind 
the shooting noise then they don’t call for a measurement. That way the condition 
can be worded “as measured at any residence”. What matters is whether the 
resident has a justifiable complaint or not. 

The proposed complaint procedure is a farce. It proposes that an annoyed resident 
complains to the Shoot, rather than SKDC, but that they have no evidence of the 
noise level. The Shoot check that their defence of using the ‘best practicable means’ 
is in place and tick the box marked “unreasonable”. Complaint ignored. 

Using community volunteers to make noise measurements means that every 
“complaint” passed to the Shoot is a documented breach of 55dB and then the 
condition becomes Enforceable. 

The Association would prefer to see an immediate halt to shooting as soon as 55dB 
was breached but perhaps the Shoot could be given one chance to alter their 
shooting direction, close down some shooting stands, switch to  low noise cartridges 
or stop Skeet shooting. A further half-hour measurement would demonstrate 
whether their measures had proved effective. In the event that the noise limit was 
achieved then shooting could continue. If, however, they failed a second time then 
shooting should be stopped for the rest of the day. That day should be counted as 
one of their days/year. The following day they could shoot as they like until an 
annoyed resident triggers a further noise measurement and the procedure is 
repeated. If no one is annoyed by their noise, then a noise measurement is not 
triggered. Only when they realise that their allotted 50 days/year are being used up 
with no income coming in will they seriously adopt noise mitigation measures. 

Best of all from the Association’ point of view would be a switch to laser clays. 
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'Days Open' per month/per week 
Clay 'Grounds' - England & Wales: summer 2020 proposed ‘opening’ (pre Corona virus)
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Source: 'Clay Shooting' Magazine (March 2020) – "Where to shoot“: 203 ‘grounds’ listed England & Wales; no. of  ‘days’ (summer) checked to individual websites as req’d

Less than 4% of all ‘shoots’ listed were scheduled to operate 7 days per week 



Weekdays (Mon-Fri): Most Typical ‘Closing’ Time*
Clay 'Grounds' - England & Wales: scheduled to operate 3 or more days a week – ‘summer’ 2020**
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Source: 'Clay Shooting' Magazine (March 2020) – "Where to shoot“ – 75 ‘grounds’ apparently operating 3 or more days per week (summer) - hours extracted from ‘websites’

• Only 25% of ‘grounds’ offer ‘lates’; most just one night p/w
• No ‘grounds’ found offering ‘lates’ every weekday night
• Why does Brandon Wood seek permission for 5 ‘late’ nights 

p/w to 8pm ?  Commercially necessary ? Appropriate ?

* ‘Lates’ rarely equate to ‘typical closing time’ since most grounds only offer ‘lates’ one or two nights per week   **All data/analysis prior to Corona virus impact  



Sundays: ‘Closing By’ Time
Clay ‘Grounds’ – England & Wales: scheduled to operate 3 or more days a week – ‘summer’ 2020 (pre Corona virus)
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Over 37% of ‘major’ 
grounds do not
‘shoot’ on Sundays

Source: 'Clay Shooting' Magazine (March 2020) – "Where to shoot“ : 75 ‘grounds’ apparently due to operate 3 or more days per week (summer) – hours extracted from ‘websites’

Why should Brandon Wood 
be allowed to ‘shoot’ 
beyond 2pm on Sundays? 
(CIEH guidelines)



Sunday: Hours ‘Open’ 
Clay ‘Grounds’ – England & Wales‘: scheduled to operate 3 or more days a week – ‘summer’ 2020 (pre Corona virus)
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Source: 'Clay Shooting' Magazine (March 2020) – "Where to shoot“:  75 ‘grounds’ apparently due to operate 3 or more days per week (summer) - hours extracted from ‘websites’

Over 37% of 
‘major’ grounds 
do not ‘shoot’ on 
Sundays Brandon Wood’s request to open 6.5 hours on a 

Sunday would put them ‘top end’ as regards 
potential ‘duration’.  Necessary ? Appropriate ?



Number of ‘Days Open’ per week
CPSA Premier/PremierPlus Clay ‘Grounds: England & Wales - summer 2020 schedule (pre Corona virus)
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Source: 'Clay Shooting' Magazine (March 2020) – "Where to shoot“ – 36 ‘grounds’: CPSA Premier/PremierPlus:  ‘days open’ per/week (summer) extracted from ‘websites’

Why does Brandon Wood require a 7 day a week 
‘permission’ ? (Within an overall 150 days p.a.)

Most major venues operate on less days p/week



Why does Brandon Wood need such long hours ?
(* Opening hours for summer 2020 as advertised on individual ‘ground’ websites - pre Corona virus)

Hours: Mon-Fri 
(Summer) *

Hours: Sat & Sun
(Summer) *

Total Maximum 
Hours Per Week 
(Summer)*

Hours Indexed 
vs  Brandon W 
% 

Brandon 
Wood

Benchmark: based 
on hours ‘sought’

10am – 8pm 10am – 4.30pm 63 100%

Bisley ‘Gold Award’
‘Best Ground’ 2020 #

9am - 5pm 9am – 5pm 56 89%

Ian Coley 
Sporting

‘Silver Award’
‘Best Ground’ 2020 # 

9am – 5pm Sat: 9am – 5pm 
(Closed Sun)

48 76%

E J Churchill ‘Bronze Award’
‘Best Ground’ 2020 #

8.30am – 5.30pm Sat: 8.30am - 5.30pm
(Closed Sun)

54 86%

Orston
(Notts)

Due to host Clay 
Shooting Classic 2020

9am – 5pm
(Closed Mon/Tue)

9am – 5pm 40 63%

Grimsthorpe
Estate (Lincs)

Winner CPSA: ‘Club –
Ground of Year’ 2019

9.30am – 5pm
(Closed Mon/Tue)

9.30am – 5pm 37.5 60%

# Source: ‘Best Ground’ Awards – Shooting UK; umbrella site for Shooting Times, Sporting Gun & Shooting Gazette (awards based on public vote) 



Fenton Parish strongly objects to Planning Application S20/0098. The seven objections below 
specifically relate to policies in the recently adopted SKDC Local Development Plan. 

1) E5: Expansion of Existing Businesses 
The expansion of existing businesses will be supported, provided that: 
d) the expansion will not impact unacceptably on the local and/or strategic highway network; 
 
The proposed increase in the number of shooting days from the 50 days/year currently consented to 
150 will cause a tripling of car journeys along Moor Farm Lane. This country lane is totally unsuited 
to such an increase. See supporting document “Appendix B Moor Farm Lane is not suitable for 
Increased Traffic” 
 
e) the proposal will not have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the area 
and/or the amenities of neighbouring occupiers. 

The proposed increase in the number of shooting days from the 50 days/year currently consented to 
will clearly have an adverse impact on the amenities of local residents.  The submitted noise 
assessment demonstrates this. 

 

2) E7: Rural Economy 
Proposals for the following types of small business schemes will be supported, provided that it is 
demonstrated that the business will help to support, or regenerate the rural economy: 
Sport and Recreation;  
 
Proposals must demonstrate that they meet all of the following criteria: 
 
a) be of a scale appropriate to the rural location.  
 
In 1995 the scale of the Shoot considered appropriate to this location was 50 days/year and a noise 
limit of 55dB. The current proposal represents an unacceptable increase in scale and should be 
rejected. 
 
b) be for a use(s) which is(are) appropriate or necessary in a rural location, providing local 
employment opportunities which make a positive contribution to supporting the rural 
economy; 
 
The current application has failed to demonstrate how a 300% in the number of days/year will 
provide local employment opportunities. The application is in the personal name of Mr. Crane rather 
than one of his companies. He must be required to demonstrate, by means of an analysis as to the 
number of employees he currently employs, and how many full-time-equivalent local employment 
opportunities will be created as the result of his proposals, and which of his companies will employ 
them, how the proposal will provide local employment opportunities. A failure to provide such 
evidence should render the application invalid or lead to automatic refusal. 
 
There is no evidence whatsoever to support Mr. Sibthorp’s statement, on page 23 of the planning 
statement, that; 
 
“the development proposed will provide local employment opportunities and will support other 
existing business uses in the locality through increased visitor spend.” 
 



This statement should be challenged. There are no shops or pubs in the locality of Brandon, Stubton 
or Fenton. The applicant should be required to demonstrate where the “increased visitor spend” will 
take place. 
 
c) the use / development respects the character and appearance of the local landscape, having 
particular regard to the Landscape Character Assessment, and will not negatively impact on 
existing neighbouring uses through noise, traffic, light and pollution impacts;  
 
The noise assessment submitted with application S20/0098 has clearly demonstrated that the 
proposal will have a negative impact on the residential amenity of Mr.Crane’s neighbours. The 
mitigation measures proposed therein are unworkable and insufficient to mitigate such harm. 
 
d) avoid harm to areas, features or species which are important for wildlife, biodiversity, natural, 
cultural or historic assets, including their wider settings. 
 
The current application has failed to demonstrate a lack of harm to the protected species, described 
in the document written by Ms. Teri England submitted to the public enquiry 
APP/E2530/C/18/3216945 and referenced as document No.500195. The applicant should be 
required to demonstrate such lack of harm by submission of an Environmental Survey. A failure to 
provide such evidence should render the application invalid or lead to automatic refusal. 
 
Proposals which generate high levels of visitor traffic or increased public use, such as large scale 
sport and leisure facilities should only be permitted within or on the edge of the towns and Larger 
Villages, or where they can be easily accessed by public transport, foot and cycle. 
 
Fenton Parish considers that the proposal will generate levels of visitor traffic that are only 
appropriate on the edge of towns or larger villages. The site is not easily accessed by public 
transport, foot and cycle, and should be refused on this account. 
 
 
3) E9: Visitor Economy 
 
Proposals for development of the local visitor economy will be supported where these: 
 
b) enhance existing tourist and visitor facilities; aid the retention and/or enhancement of 
existing overnight accommodation and the provision of new overnight accommodation. 
 
The Shoot should be required to demonstrate how its customers contribute to “the retention and/or 
enhancement of existing overnight accommodation”. The recent conversion of Gorse Lodge from a 
residential to commercial use as visitor accommodation may well demonstrate the provision of 
overnight accommodation but it is not new. It merely replaces the accommodation lost as the result 
of planning permission S16/0680 Conversion of shooting lodge with living accommodation to 
dwelling. This this application stated that “Commercial Activities ceased”. This enabled the agent at 
the time to state; 
 

“Most importantly this proposal represents a form of sustainable development by significantly 
reducing the amount of car and other vehicle journeys undertaken when the premises is used as a 
shooting lodge.” 



This argument was accepted by Case Officer Joe Mitson and granted under delegated powers. It 
follows that the conversion of Gorse Lodge back into visitor accommodation undoes that sustainable 
development. 
 
The relationship between the business at Gorse Lodge and the Shoot is unclear. The property is 
excluded from the Red line in application S20/0098 and Gorse Lodge is not included in the rateable 
value of the Shoot. This was declared on 15/August 2017 as “Shooting ground and clubhouse” In the 
second sound test conducted in 2018 Gorse Lodge is described as “… the administration offices for 
the shoot…” and in the noise testing conducted in April 2019, it was excluded as a noise sensitive 
premises. 
 
The vast majority of the Shoot’s customers do not stay overnight. They make no contribution to the 
retention and/or enhancement of existing overnight accommodation. 
 
 
In all cases proposals should be of a scale appropriate to the setting of the area and a 
sequential test should be applied where appropriate.  
  
The current application represents an unacceptable level of intensification  
 
 
Proposals which generate high levels of visitor traffic or increased public use of tourist facilities 
should only be permitted within or on the edge of the towns and Larger Villages, or where they 
can be easily accessed by public transport, foot and cycle. 
 
Fenton Parish considers that the proposal will generate levels of visitor traffic that are only 
appropriate on the edge of towns or larger villages. The site is not easily accessed by public 
transport, foot and cycle, and should be refused on this account. 
 
 
4) EN4: Pollution Control 
Development should seek to minimise pollution and where possible contribute to the protection 
and improvement of the quality of air, land and water. In achieving this: 
Development should be designed from the outset to improve air, land and water quality and 
promote environmental benefits. 
Development that, on its own or cumulatively, would result in significant air, light, noise, land, water 
or other environmental pollution or harm to amenity, health well-being or safety will not be 
permitted.  
 
The noise assessment submitted with the current application clearly demonstrated noise levels that 
will harm the amenity of local residents. That harm cannot be mitigated to levels acceptable to local 
residents. The application should not be permitted. 
 
Development will only be permitted if the potential adverse effects can be mitigated to an 
acceptable level by other environmental controls, or by measures included in the proposals. 
 
The noise assessment submitted with the current application clearly demonstrated noise levels that 
will harm the amenity of local residents. That harm cannot be mitigated to levels acceptable to local 
residents. The application should not be permitted. 
 
Where development is situated on a site with known or high likelihood of contamination, 



remediation strategies to manage this contamination will be required. 
 
The soils and vegetation of the shoot are heavily contaminated with lead shot. See supporting 
document “Lead contamination at Brandon Clay Shooting Ground. A briefing document.” 

 
 
Subject to the Policies in this Plan, planning permission will be granted for development on land 
affected by contamination where it can be established by the proposed developer that the site can 
be safely and viably developed with no significant impact on either future users or on ground and 
surface waters. 

The applicant should be required to submit a professional assessment of the existing degree of 
contamination and how the risk to soils, wildlife, and surface waters (specifically the ponds on the 
site) can be mitigated or decontaminated. 

 

Para 2.129 Where development is proposed on a site which is known or has the potential to be 
affected by contamination, a preliminary risk assessment should be undertaken by the developer 
and submitted to the local planning authority as the first stage in assessing the risk. 
Preliminary risk assessments and subsequent investigations should be carried out in 
accordance with the Environment Agency’s Contaminated Land Report (CLR 11) ‘Model 
Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination’, or any subsequent replacements. 
 
No such risk assessment has been received. The application should not be considered as valid until a 
full report of the contamination in accordance with the Environment Agency’s Contaminated Land 
Report, has been received from the applicant. 
 
 
5) DE1: Promoting Good Quality Design 
To ensure high quality design is achieved throughout the District, all development proposals will be 
expected to: 
 
b. Ensure there is no adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring users in terms of noise, light 
pollution, loss of privacy and loss of light and have regard to features that minimise crime and 
 
The noise assessment submitted with the current application clearly demonstrated noise levels that 
will harm the amenity of local residents. That harm cannot be mitigated to levels acceptable to local 
residents. The application should not be permitted. 
 
The applicant has previously shot at night under powerful arc lights (13/Sep/2017) and was reported 
to J. Short as a breach of planning permission S00/0471. Despite this he has declared his intention to 
offer this facility to his customers in the future. This represents an unacceptable level of light 
pollution. The current application does not address this issue. 
 
 
 
6) ID2: Transport and Strategic Transport Infrastructure 
South Kesteven District Council and its delivery partners will support and promote an efficient and 
safe transport network which offers a range of transport choices for the movement of people and 
goods reduces the need to travel by car and encourages use of alternatives, such as walking, cycling, 



and public transport. 
 
The current application increases the need to travel by car. There is no public transport to the site. 
There is no evidence of customers walking or cycling to the site since it was reopened by Mr. Crane 
on 15/Aug/2017. The current application does nothing to encourage the use of alternatives, such as 
walking, cycling, and public transport. 
 
All new developments should demonstrate that they have applied the following principles: 
 
a. Are located where travel can be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes 
maximised; 
b. Reduce additional travel demand through the use of measures such as travel planning, safe and 
convenient public transport, dedicated walking and cycling links and cycle storage/parking links 
and integration with existing infrastructure; 
 
The current application contains no such demonstration. 
 
 
Compliance with the criteria of this policy should be demonstrated through the provision of a 
transport Statement/Assessment and/or a travel plan as appropriate. 
 
The applicant should be required a full Transport Assessment. This should include a record of the 
post codes of each customer from which they start their car journey so that the mileages an be 
calculated. This will enable a true comparison of the current intensity of 50 days/year with the 
proposed 150 days/year. This will enable the sustainability to be assessed. 
 
7) SP5: Development in the Open Countryside 
Development in the open countryside will be limited to that which has an essential need to be 
located outside of the existing built form of a settlement. In such instances, the following types of 
development will be supported: 
b. rural diversification projects 
 
In 1995 the conversion of agricultural land to permit clay shooting permitted by SK95/0761/71/30 
was viewed as an example of rural diversification by a local farmer. It permitted an increase in the 
number of days/year, from the 28 permitted under Permitted Development, to 50. The increase of 
22 days/year was seen as an acceptable compromise of the amenity of local residents given other 
constraints such as a 55dB limit, the number of guns limited to two at a time, the restrictions on the 
hours of shooting. 
 
The current owner of the Shoot has opened it as a commercial business. The current application 
seeks an unacceptable intensification. The applicant was refused an application for 120 days in 2018. 
The harm is not outweighed by economic benefit. 
 
History 
 
A) Application S03/1093/71 (for 120 days) was refused on 17 October 2003  
 
B) Application S04/0345 Shop, Office, WC block, Tower and operating hours was Refused on 
18/May/200 because of propose increase in opening hours. 
 
C) Application S05/0357/71. Applicant was told that; 



 
“By virtue of the proposed operational hours that form part of this proposal it is the opinion of the 
planning authority that the use of the premises outside of the hours originally approved under 
application S00/0471/71 (dated 19 June 2000) would be likely to give rise to issues of noise and 
disturbance that would be detrimental to the residential amenities of the occupiers of dwellings in 
nearby settlements. 
 
For this reason, it is considered that the proposal would be contrary to Policy EN1 of the South 
Kesteven Local Plan and the national planning guidance contained in PPG24.” The application was 
withdrawn by the Applicant on Thu 8 September 2005 
 
D) S06/0367/71 Application to increase the number of days of shooting to 120. Applicant told that it 
would probably be refused and it was withdrawn. 
 
E)  S07/1583/31/71 Increase of number of shooting days from 50 to 120 received. Approved 
conditionally, for limited time period, with the reason for 12 of the 15 conditions  

“To protect the amenity of nearby residential occupiers in accordance with Policy EN1 in the saved 
Policies of the South Kesteven Local Plan” The permission expired on 9/9/2009 

F) S11/0594 Variation of Condition 1 of S00/0471 to permit an increase in the number of shooting 
days from 50 to a maximum of 120 days per calender (sic) year. 21/May/2012 Application S11/0594 
withdrawn by the applicant, Mr Spilsbury, after severe criticism of the applicant’s Noise Assessment 
by MAS Environmental Ltd. 
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Executive Summary 

1. The sound assessment carried out on 13 & 14/Apr/2019 contained 46 technical errors which 
I believe render the conclusions of the assessment largely invalid. 

2. I have presented the conclusions which can be drawn from the assessment in this document. 

3. Over confidence in his conclusions, coupled with a lack of knowledge of the context of the 
Shoot, identified as 17 Contextual errors, leads the consultant to make proposals that he 
construes as planning conditions to be “offered” to SKDC. This is to misunderstand the 
purpose of the planning process as it seeks to balance the social and economic benefits of a 
proposal against the harms of a proposal. 

4. The report is presented in poor English which renders it incomprehensible at times. 11 
examples are highlighted here but, throughout, the standard is incompatible with that of a 
professional report.  

5. I have discussed some conditions which might be appropriate for planning application 
S20/0098. 
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Introduction 
This Review was carried out by Mr. D Rawlins BSc. Cert. Ed. on behalf of the Brandon Wood Clay 
Shooting Residents Association and is presented to South Kesteven District Council (SKDC) in 
opposition to Planning Application S20/0098 “Continuation of use of shooting ground (for up to 150 
days per annum)” received by SKDC on 21 January 2020. This document summarises the comments 
made in “Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers 
with comments” also provided to SKDC.  

Peter Rogers, hereinafter referred to as the author, is a senior consultant with Sustainable Acoustics 
Ltd. and was commissioned by Mr. Tim Willis, of Shoosmiths Solicitors LLP, to conduct an 
investigation into the Noise Impact from Clay Target Shooting at Brandon Wood on 8/Apr/2019. 

“Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers” is the 
result of that investigation and was presented to Mr. Willis on 16/Aug/2019. It was intended 
originally to support Ground (a) in Planning Appeal APP/E2530/C/18/3216945, an Enforcement 
Notice Appeal that was due to be heard by way of an Inquiry commencing on 25/Feb/2020. This held 
that Planning Application S18/0075 “Variation of Condition 1 of planning permission S00/0471 - to 
increase the number of shooting days from 50 to 120.” should not have been refused by SKDC on 
10/Oct/2018. Thus, when the author, at para. 1.3.1. says “The reasons for refusal draw heavily on 
this conclusion” he is referring to Planning Application S18/0075. 

The document was repurposed to support Planning Application S20/0098. It was presented by 
Shoosmiths Solicitors LLP to SKDC on 17/Dec/2019. On 19/Dec/2019 there was a meeting between 
the Applicant, Mr. Crane, and SKDC officials on 19/Dec/2019. At that meeting, in the words of Mr. 
Willis, officers agreed to “support the application for no less than 150 shoots per annum”. 

The document “Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter 
Rogers” is a little more than a straightforward acoustic report. The author goes on to discuss 
previous reports, the limitations of the CIEH guidance on Clay Shooting Noise and suggests possible 
conditions that might be applied to Planning Application S20/0098.  

“Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers” is the first 
acoustic report to attempt to fully address the requirements of the CIEH guidance. In particular the 
author has sought to address the criticisms of the two earlier noise assessments submitted to 
support Planning Application S18/0075. These criticisms were put forward by the Environmental 
Health Department to planning officer Mr. Cartwright, incorporated into his Officer Report, and 
were instrumental in his refusal of that application. 

“Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers” is, 
however, riddled with errors. In the document “Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC 
Expert Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers with comments” I have use yellow highlighting to emphasise 
these and red text to comment upon them. Inserting large amounts of text has frequently disrupted 
the formatting, in particular the paragraph numbering, for which I apologise. The paragraphing may 
be very different from the original. I ask, therefore, that this review be read in conjunction with the 
“with comments” version despite the fact that I have left it in a mess. 

That version contains extra tables of information and calculations which do not appear in this 
summary. 
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The errors in “Brandon Wood Shooting Ground Appeal V SKBC Expert Acoustic Report of Peter 
Rogers” fall into four categories which I have termed Linguistic, Contextual, Technical and Planning. 

Linguistic Errors. 
These range from trivial spelling mistakes which demonstrate a lack of proof reading, to long 
rambling sentence structure which render the sentences incomprehensible. In themselves they are 
indicative of a degree of carelessness which undermines the reader’s confidence in the 
professionalism of the author. This type of error overlaps with Technical Errors where the author has 
used incorrect scientific units. Examples include; 

1) The author repeatedly refers to South Kesteven District Council by the acronym SKBC, even in 
the document title. There are another 10 instances thereafter. 

2) The author repeatedly uses the word “trail” rather than “trial”. 

3) At paras. 6.2.6, 9.1.2, 9.1.4 and 10.1.28 the author has used m/s instead of ms. The use of 
LAeq,125m/s  ,instead of LAeq,125ms, demonstrates a level of carelessness that does not inspire the 
reader’s confidence in the professionalism of the author. 

4) At para. 6.2.1 the author writes: 

“This recognised what is covered previously 4.1.5 and it  is therefore clear that the 
methodology is intended to provide a guide for objectively assessing the noise levels, and 
whether it is likely to then cause annoyance, and whether than impact is appropriate in 
relation to amenity and quality of life remains a matter which then needs context to be 
considered carefully.” 

Even if punctuated correctly, I suspect that the sentence would not make sense. 

5) At para. 12.5.1 the author writes:  

“It is my view for the reasons stated that the evidence shows that are (sic) would not suffer 
adverse impact to the character of the area, and the peace and tranquillity would be preserved 
for the majority of the daytime periods and in the later evening and night time, unaffected by 
this application.” 

This sentence does make sense, or allow us to understand the author’s view. 

6) At para. 14.1.1 the author writes: 

7) “A 3 fold increase in days shot is proposed, and it is concluded that the existing levels provide 
a baseline but impact should be reduced from the existing levels for the impact to be 
acceptable over that increased in shooting days.” 

Even if punctuated correctly, the sentence would not make sense. 

8) At para. 9.1.1 the author writes: 

“These [contemporaneous residual levels] are used to correct the Lshot values, and the log 
average of these levels are (sic) taken to represent the residual when there is are (sic) not the 
25 shots occurring.” 

9) At para 8.1.1. the author writes:  

“Prior to attending site I made contact with name sake Mr Pete Rogers (PR) of SKDC on the 
18th April” 

This is an unexplained contradiction. How can contact with Mr. Rogers on 18th April be prior 
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to the site visits on “my own visit over two weekend days (13th and 14th April 2019)” described 
at paragraph 2.3.2. This level of carelessness undermines the confidence in the 
professionalism of the author. 

10) At paragraph 5.4.1 the author writes: 

“The site falling within the north end of South Kesteven.” A short sentence which doesn’t make 
sense. 

11) At paragraph 10.1.16 the author, in discussing the Kirby Charles Noise assessment of 2010, 
muddles the two meanings of the word “prevailing”. The author of the Kirby Charles Noise 
assessment of 2010 uses it meaning “the conditions appertaining at the time”. The author 
uses it in the sense of “prevailing winds” meaning the commonest wind direction in a region 
over a period of time” and comments sagaciously “SE is not the prevailing direction”. 

12) At paragraph 13.3.1 the author writes “compliance is the CTSG methodology is appropriate 
and necessary, with a or rigorous consideration of background levels in the area was needed.”  

This sentence, like so many others in the report, does not make sense. 

13) The author repeatedly misuses terms such as “cardinal”, “analysis”, “validation”, and “align”. 
It is my view that this use of English demonstrates a degree of carelessness, inappropriate to 
a paid, professional report. 

 

Contextual Errors 
1) The author repeatedly (paras. 14.1.5, 3.2.4) attempts to ignore his own LA90 measurements 

and characterise the area as other than the tranquil rural area that it is. He attempts (at para 
3.2.3) to show that “overflying aircraft are a regular feature in the soundscape” based on a 
two-day visit. This is incorrect as any local resident could tell him. 

2) He attempts (at para. 12.2.5) to characterise a poor soundscape “when motorsport is 
occurring, high transportation activity or agricultural work” that can excuse further 
degradation by clay shooting. 

3) The author substantially misquotes the SKDC local plan at paragraph 5.5.2. I can only think 
that he was working from a draft copy. 

4) The author repeatedly asserts (e.g. para. 12.1.2) that the Shoot “has been operating for at 
least 50 times a year since 2000”. This is not true, and he offers no evidence for the assertion.  

5) At paragraph 12.1.3 he attempts to argue that just because Mr. Crane has been allowed to 
breach his permission for 50 days/year by such huge margin, he should now be allowed to 
continue if it is “only” for 150 days. 

6) At paragraph 4.4.1 the author quotes Coventry v Lawrence (2015) (UKSC 13) as “RELEVANT 
CASE LAW”. It is not. The Shoot has not acquired a right by prescription to cause a nuisance. 

7) At paragraph 12.5.6 the author correctly describes the top priority of the Stubton 
Neighbourhood Plan as tranquillity. At paragraph 14.1.4 he then characterises the Stubton 
Neighbourhood Plan as supporting clay shooting, whereas it clearly refers to game shooting. 

8) The author repeatedly asserts that the sound of clay pigeon shooting is “masked” within the 
ambient noise during go karting. As evidence (at para. 9.1.7) he cites readings at NSRs C and 
D taken with a negative wind vector but does not present the data because SNLs could not be 
calculated. The human ear is quite capable of detecting impulsive gunshots above go karting 
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noise when the wind direction is positive and so to the human ear the gun shot is NOT masked 
by the sound of go-karting. 

9) At paragraph 5.1 the author correctly quotes the NPPF over the need to: 
“Identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by 
noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason” 

but, by arguing that the area is not “tranquil” implies that this does not apply to our area. This 
ignores the classification of the area as “tranquil” by the Campaign to Protect Rural England. 
At paragraph 14.1.5 he presents this view as one of his conclusions. 

10) The author, at paragraph 5.4.10 misquotes the SKDC Local Plan. He identifies the “area of 
interest” from Figure 4 of the Plan. Figure 4 is a Key Diagram. 

11) At paragraph 12.2.2 the author states that shooting does not happen “at all in the later 
evening or night time”.  This is not true, but the applicant is unlikely to have told him that they 
shot at 21.00 on Wednesday 13/Sep/2017, under arc lights, and that he planned to offer this 
as an option for his customers. 

12) It becomes obvious at paragraph 9.1.11 that the author has no idea why he was required to 
collect information on cartridge types. He fails to ensure the collection of sufficient data to 
enable identification of the cartridge to determine whether they are sub sonic (muzzle velocity 
<390 m/s or 1050 feet/s) “standard”, (390 m/s – 420 m/s or 1050 feet/s to 1399 feet/s) or 
high velocity (muzzle velocity => 420 m/s or 1400 feet/s). 

13) At paragraph 9.1.11 it becomes apparent that the author has no idea of the historical context 
of the type of gun that is used at the shoot. He does not mention La Porte II Pro guns. 

14) At paragraph 3.1.1. the author correctly identifies that the nearest residential properties in 
Fenton are 1.2 km from the centre of the shoot but fails to present the CIEH guidance which 
says that “………. a noise buffer zone of at least 1.5 kilometres in the general direction of 
shooting and not less than 1 kilometre in the rearward arc is advisable.” 

15) At paragraph 4.1.5 the author lists 15 “…… factors that affect how noise can affect us”. He 
then repeats the list at paragraph 4.3.1 saying that the factors must be considered but fails to 
do so. I have commented on each of them in the context of noise from the Shoot. Diagram B 
is taken from “Auditory and non-auditory effects of noise on health” by Dr Mathias Basner, 
MD  Wolfgang Babisch, PhD Prof Adrian Davis, PhD Mark Brink, PhD Charlotte Clark, PhD 
Sabine Janssen, PhD et al. Lancet. 2014 Apr 12; 383(9925): 1325–1332. 

16) At paragraph 5.3.7 the author comments that noise annoyance can give rise to “… adverse 
health effects.”, but the graph showing the loss of 654,000 Disability-adjusted life years (Dalys) 
per annum is taken from the paper cited above. 

17) At paragraph 12.1.2. the author states “This noise impact (of shooting for more than 50 days) 
has not been determined to be causing an actionable nuisance, and so it can be considered to 
be a baseline against which the impact of extending to 150 days can be considered.” 

18) The author is quite fond of repeating 4) above and describing it as an “acceptable baseline”. 
Here, and elsewhere, he cites the lack of complaints to SKDC. This is to ignore the “impact” of 
the 2017 -2019 period (for which the days/year figures are known) which has been the cause 
of a huge number of objections including complaints to SKDC Planning Department, SKDC 
Planning Enforcement, and SKDC Environmental Health Department. There were objections 
to planning application S18/0075 from Hough on the Hill Parish Council and Fenton Parish 
Meeting along with 41 personal letters of objection. There were 27 individual letters written 
to the public inquiry appealing S18/0075. 
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Eventually action was taken by SKDC by serving, first, a PCN and second an Enforcement 
Notice. 

19) The author also fails to consider the context of the vehement local opposition to any increase 
in the number of days/year above 50 in the following 6 planning applications. 

a. Planning application S03/1093/71 (for 120 days) was refused on 17 October 2003 
because: “….it would give rise to issues of noise and disturbance that would be 
detrimental to the residential amenities of occupiers of dwellings in nearby 
settlements. Such a detrimental impact would be contrary to Policy EN1 of the South 
Kesteven Local Plan.” 

 

b. Planning application S04/0345 Shop, Office, WC block, Tower and operating hours 
was Refused on 18/May/2004 because: “By virtue of the proposed operational hours 
that form part of this proposal it is the opinion of the planning authority that the use 
of the premises outside of the hours originally approved under application 
S00/0471/71 (dated 19/Jun/2000) would be likely to give rise to issues of noise and 
disturbance that would be detrimental to the residential amenities of occupiers of 
dwellings in nearby settlements. For this reason, it is considered that the proposal 
would be contrary to Policy EN1 of the South Kesteven Local Plan.” 

 

c. Planning application S05/0357/71. Applicant was told that: “By virtue of the proposed 
operational hours that form part of this proposal it is the opinion of the planning 
authority that the use of the premises outside of the hours originally approved under 
application S00/0471/71 (dated 19 June 2000) would be likely to give rise to issues of 
noise and disturbance that would be detrimental to the residential amenities of the 
occupiers of dwellings in nearby settlements. For this reason, it is considered that the 
proposal would be contrary to Policy EN1 of the South Kesteven Local Plan and the 
national planning guidance contained in PPG24.” The application was withdrawn by 
the Applicant on Thu 8 September 2005 

 

d. Planning application S06/0367/71 Application to increase the number of days of 
shooting to 120. Applicant told that it would probably be refused. Withdrawn by 
applicant B & D Burtt Ltd. 11/May/2006 

 

e. Planning application S07/1583/31/71 Increase of number of shooting days from 50 to 
120 received. Approved conditionally, for limited time period, with the reason for 12 
of the 15 conditions “To protect the amenity of nearby residential occupiers in 
accordance with Policy EN1 in the saved Policies of the South Kesteven Local Plan” 
The permission expired on 9/9/2009 

 

f. Planning application S11/0594 Variation of Condition 1 of S00/0471 to permit an 
increase in the number of shooting days from 50 to a maximum of 120 days per 
calender (sic) year. 21/May/2012 Application S11/0594 withdrawn by the applicant, 
Mr Spilsbury, after severe criticism of the applicant’s Noise Assessment by MAS 
Environmental Ltd. 
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20) The author is probably unaware of the “context” that between 25/March/2003 and 
9/Nov/2003 the Shoot shot on 77 days. This was recorded by Mr. J Britten (Fenton Parish 
Clerk) on Event Record Sheets provided by SKDC. The sheets were returned to SKDC as 
complaints but were ignored. 

 

Technical Errors 
There has been some attempt to closely follow the CIEH guidance. For example, the author has 
clearly identified the Noise Sensitive Receptors (NSRs) (though see Technical errors 6, 31, 41 and 42) 
and has presented the calibrations certificates of his instruments. He has made some attempt to 
measure the noise at Fenton with a positive wind vector – the first ever to do so. However, I have 
identified the following errors which render some of his conclusions, and hence recommendations, 
extremely dubious. 

1) At paragraph 2.4.1 the author reports using an anemometer and “visual cues such as trees” to 
guess at the wind direction. An anemometer is really only used for wind speed. 

2) In APPENDIX 2 he presents wind direction data from Retford Gamston Airport data rather than 
Cranwell/Waddington data declaring it to be the closest station. At 32.66km it is certainly not the 
closest station, as shown by his own map showing the distances to Waddington and Cranwell. 

3) In APPENDIX 2 the wind direction data from Retford Gamston Airport indicates that there was 
only a positive wind direction for 54% of the time that he was making measurements on Saturday 
13/Apr/2019 and 67% on the Sunday.  

Despite this, the author claims that the readings were made with a positive wind vector “during 
survey periods”. The information he provides is insufficient. Each time history graph of a half hour 
period should be noted as to the wind direction and any significant deviation noted. This is clearly 
stated in the CIEH guidance. 

4) My own analysis of the wind direction, using Cranwell/Waddington data for 10.00 – 1600 on 
13/4/2019 and for 10.00 – 13.00 on 14/4/2019 suggests that the wind was a positive wind vector 
for 45% of the shooting periods on the Saturday, and 36% of the time on the Sunday. The figures 
are shown in APPENDIX 2. 

5) 15 half hour time histories are presented in the report, though at A5.9 the author failed to identify 
the NSR. I have assumed that it was Fenton. Period 3 is headed SAT: PERIOD 3 – 11.00 TO 11.00 
which demonstrates carelessness and a lack of proof reading. 

It is debatable whether this is sufficient to establish a Mean SNL for Fenton. Certainly, it does not 
fulfil the CIEH criterion “over several months” or “five separate events”. 

6) The selection of the 25 loudest shots was a major issue in the two original sound assessments 
submitted in support of Planning Application S18/0075. I therefore requested the raw data from 
Sustainable Accoustics Ltd. to carry out my own calculations of the SNLs for each half hour time 
histories. 

7) The data in the table in the report, for period 14 or 1133-12.03 on the Sunday, was included in the 
author’s calculation. However, it did not match the raw data. It was eliminated from my 
calculation. When the raw data was substituted it produced an SNL of 75dB not 67dB. The 
calculations are shown below the 15 half hour time histories. 

8) The data from period 11 or 15.00-15.30 on the Saturday, was included in the author’s calculation 
despite not being compliant with the CIEH guidance of a 25-shot minimum when measuring a 
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“regular event”. It was eliminated from my calculation. 

9) The individual SNLs are shown in the table below the 15 half hour time histories. The author 
appears to have, incorrectly, used a log average to calculate a Mean SNL for Fenton producing a 
figure of 71dB. At para. 8.A5.9. he identifies that the guidance says that it should be arithmetic. 

10) The arithmetic mean of SNLs calculated from loudest 25 shots correctly selected from raw data 
supplied by Sustainable Acoustics (left hand columns), with period 11 eliminated, is 71.87dB. 

11) A similar analysis has not proved possible for NSR B. (Moor Farm). Measurements were made here 
on both Saturday and Sunday under a negative wind vector and the author has not provided time 
history graphs as required by the CIEH guidance.  

12) At APENDIX A5.15 the author presents eight tables of data for measurements taken on the Sunday. 
Seven of these appear not to be LAeq,100ms data. The Lshot figures are identified by 1 second 
timestamps. Sampling at LAeq,1 second is not compliant with CIEH guidance. Table 8 is missing an 
LA90 figure 

13) The author has calculated SNLs for the eight periods on Saturday and for four periods on the 
Sunday. He then failed to correctly transcribe the SNLs to Table 5 in the body of the report. The 
table that I have provided in APPENDIX A5 .15 correctly shows the eight periods on Saturday and 
the four periods on the Sunday and the correct average SNL for Saturday. The level of carelessness 
that these errors demonstrate, in my opinion, indicates professional negligence. I suggest that all 
conclusions as to a Mean SNL for Moor Farm be disregarded. 

14) The author then carried out a “Test Shoot” as described at paragraph 9.1.8. He claims that this 
was compliant with CIEH guidance saying, “This was considered a test shoot, in accordance with a 
squad round, as described in the note at the bottom of A5.5 of Appendix 5, CTSG”.  This is not true. 
The guidance has nothing to say on a “squad round”.  What it does say is. 

  
a) The number of shots fired during a test shoot shall exceed 25. For a 
small shoot 60 shots, and for a major shoot significantly more (160) 
would not be unreasonable. The shots should be fired within a 30-
minute period. 

15) The author has correctly identified this requirement at paragraph 6.2.6. but then failed to build it 
into his design of a test shoot.  This is a gross error and it has two important consequences. The 
SNL is highly dependent on the number of shots fired in any given period, i.e. the more shots fired, 
the higher the average of the loudest 25 shots will be. Conversely, low rates of fire will include 
quieter shots in the loudest 25 shots. 

16) The second consequence is that the sample size is unacceptably small. This is a gross error. The 
data is extremely suspect. An average of 5 shots per stand is such a small sample that it is 
statistically invalid. The range of Lshot figures in Stand 5 (14dB) and Stand 6 (14dB) account for over 
half the range of all 41 shots (23dB). This “Test Shoot”, with a total of 41 shots over 35 minutes, 
would have to be repeated several more times before a statistically robust correlation between 
direction of shooting and the noise experienced at Fenton could be established. 

17) At paragraph 9.1.8 the author states; 

“The measured values cannot be treated in the same way as the CTSG SNL values, and are a 
range of Lshot values that enable the noise from each location to be ranked in terms of [noise] 
level at Fenton” 

but at Appendix 3, A6 that is what he does, with a time history graph described as Figure A 28: 
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Test shot levels - Stands 1-7 despite the fact that there were eight stands. (Note that the 
formatting of this graph has been irreparably damaged by me. Sorry) 

18) In the table below the graph, he presents the Lshot data. It is not clear whether they have been 
corrected for residuals. He also describes them as Laq 100 metres/second which is sheer 
carelessness. It is not clear whether he has used a log mean (as he indicates) or an arithmetic 
mean for each stand in the table because, with such a tiny sample, there will be no difference. 
However, he then uses a log mean to produce a pseudo-SNL of 58dB which if correctly calculated 
would be 55dB. 

19) He then presents the summary of the results at paragraph 9.1.9, in a table misspelt as “Table 6: 
Trail summary shoot values for the Sporting 50 round at NSR A under worst case  wind (+WV)” 
which he describes as Table 5. 

20) One consequence of a sample size of only 41 shots is that there does not seem to be much 
correlation between shooting direction and noise level. Examination of Figure 1 indicates that 
stand 6 and stand 4 were both, broadly, firing towards Fenton yet there is 14dB range between 
them. The total variance between all the stands was only 17dB. 

21) Despite this, at paragraph 12.6.2, the author states “The test shoots show that noise level this (sic) 
is highly dependent on shot direction….” and at paragraph 13.4.3, “Test Shoot data from my 
investigation that (sic) direction of fire is also critical in controlling noise level ….. “. This is as fine 
an example of observer bias as I have ever seen.  

22) The author conducted a second “Test Shoot” as described at paragraph 9.1.10. The expressed 
purpose of this test was to identify the stand position, and hence direction of shot, that most 
affected the noise level at Fenton.  

23) At paragraph 9.1.10 the author states “This was also considered a test shoot, in accordance with 
a Skeet round for a person, as described in the note at the bottom of A5.5 of Appendix 5, CTSG”. 
The note “.. at the bottom of A5.5 of Appendix 5” reads: 

“Note: It is the responsibility of the shoot to set up a realistic test shoot since they may be 
held to the resulting levels at a later date.” 

The author has interpreted this as a measurement of a “Typical Event” and confused it with 
the design of a “Test Shoot” ie 160 shots in half an hour. 

24) The author presents the results at APPENDIX 3 A6 in a table below a time history graph as LAeq 100 
metres/second. This data is also an extremely small sample size of only 20 Lshot figures. Note that 
it would fail the “Typical Event” criterion of a 25-shot minimum. The variance of stand 2 alone 
(11dB) accounts for 66% of the total variance (27 dB) in the dataset.     

25) The author then calculates a pseudo SNL of 70.5dB, although it is not clear whether it is a log 
average of seven log averages as he states. 

26) At paragraph 9.1.2 the author incorrectly states that the range in the Lshot figures is 22dB. This is 
incorrect. The range of Lshot figures is 27dB (79-52). Arithmetic carelessness does not inspire 
confidence in the professionalism of the author. 

27) At paragraph 9.1.2 the author jumps to the conclusion that “This shows that the Skeet round is 
considerably higher in noise level that the sporting 50 round”. This assumption is unwarranted. 
The Skeet Test Shoot was not carried out at the same time as the Sporting Test Shoot and vice 
versa. The 14 Skeet rounds which took place on Saturday, and 6 Skeet rounds on the Sunday were 
only identified by reference to the site records. There is no indication that they coincided with the 
“Typical Event” periods 1-12. The author has assumed that they did. 
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28) The only “conclusion” that can be drawn from these two badly designed test shoots is:  

There is some indication that, with the wind blowing in a positive vector towards Fenton, the 
residents might have to  put up with shooting noise as low as 47dB (as little as 11dB above a 
background of 36dB and within the 55dB limit) and up to 64dB, 28dB above the background 
figure. When they are Skeet shooting, individual shots might range from 52dB up to 79dB with 
an average of 71dB. This is provided that the shooters are using a 12 bore Rizzini, with 7.5 size 
cartridges loaded with 28g of shot. 

29) The author fails to ensure enough detail is captured over the two days as to the type of cartridge 
used. Only 6 of the 67 records collected enable the cartridges to be categorised as sub sonic 
(muzzle velocity <390 m/s or 1050 feet/s) “standard”, (390 m/s – 420 m/s or 1050 feet/s to 1399 
feet/s) or high velocity (muzzle velocity => 420 m/s or 1400 feet/s). 

30) The six robust records are  
Gamebore velocity 28g 7.5  1400 feet/s High velocity 
Gamebore velocity 28g 7.5  1400 feet/s High velocity 
Hull Superfast 28g 7.5  1500 feet/s High velocity 
Hull Superfast 12g 7.5  1500 feet/s High velocity 
Auto Eley Superb 24g 411 

m/s 
1350 feet/s Medium velocity 

White gold Gameborne 
28g 

 1450 feet/s High velocity 

 

At paragraph 9.1.12 the author limply concludes “….. size 7.5 cartridges with 28g of shot. There 
is a variation up to size 9 to 6 (sic) for cartridges over the two days, so a good variety of gun 
types and cartridges that are on the market.” 

31) At paragraphs 9.1.20 and 9.1.2 the author repeats the use of units of metres per second when the 
context indicates that he means milliseconds. The use of metres per second instead of 
milliseconds, demonstrates a level of carelessness that does not inspire confidence in the 
professionalism of the author. 

32) At paragraph 10.1.33 the author identifies “Moor House” in Table 9 as been the worst affected 
NSR at 5% of the time”. Moor House is not a Noise Sensitive Receptor and doesn’t appear in Table 
9. There is no NSR affected 5% of the time. 

33) The selection of NSR Fenton at 53°02’46”N 0°41’16”W may have been agreed with the 
Environmental Health Department of SKDC as described at para. 2.2.3. but it is not the best 
location for noise measurement at Fenton. It was selected for the Noise Report Jan 2018 & Noise 
Report Jun 2018 and can therefore be used to demonstrate the difference that a positive wind 
vector makes when compared with the negative wind vectors used in those reports. A better, 
closer, location would be the curtilage of Dunston House on Pump Lane. This gives a better vector 
and encompasses the village better. Ideally two or more locations should have been used to reflect 
the North – South distribution of houses in Fenton. 

 

 

34) At paragraph 10.1.30. the author presents Table 9 which he titles “Table 9: Estimated Occurrence 
- How often positive wind direction are likely to occur at each receptor, corrected for 150 days, 
assuming equally spread”. Exactly how he has estimated the figure of 13% of the year for Fenton, 
from the information in Appendix 2, is not made clear. If it is accepted that the axis from the centre 
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of the Shoot to the NSR at Fenton is exactly along a line SE to NW then a positive wind vector is 
plus or minus 450 or from due East to due South. My table, immediately below, shows the best 
estimate of the wind is in a positive vector for Fenton for 25-26% of the year. 

35) At paragraph 12.2.11 the author repeats (incorrectly) a figure of 13% of the year that the wind is 
in a positive vector for Fenton.  

36) The author’s treatment of wind direction data in APPENDIX 2 is very odd. He has downloaded 
good 16 point (ordinal) data and for both Cranwell and Waddington and presented it as simplified 
wind rose or open radar plot. Then he “simplifies” the data to cardinal data. How he does this is 
not clear. He then presents the data as “a simplified cardinal plot”. Why he should do this is not 
clear. He then merges the cardinal data for the two stations by averaging the percentages for the 
cardinal points and presents a radar plot of the merged data. All this was inserted into the 
appendix between the illustration of the weather station positions and the legend “Location of 
weather stations relative to site” 

37) On or around 15/May/2019 he has downloaded from https://weatherspark.com the annual wind 
direction graph for Cranwell alone. Below that he presents a radar plot entitled Cranwell 
Validation 1980 – 2016. This is based on cardinal data in a table next to the plot, but it is not clear 
where this has come from. It is different from the merged Cranwell/Waddington data. 
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N 13% 13% 13% 19% 

E 7% 12% 9% 17% 

S 35% 41% 38% 26% 

W 44% 34% 39% 38% 

 

38) Finally, below the radar plot, he states  “So from the S-W quadrants accounts for approximately 
64% of the wind conditions anually on average”.  

The grammar is poor. Annually is incorrectly spelt. It is not clear what he means by the word 
“quadrant”.  Conventionally it means a quarter of a wind rose. Does “S-W quadrants” mean two 
quadrants i.e. half a wind rose? He uses the word “conditions”, does he mean SW as a wind 
direction? It is not clear what the figure 64% refers to, how approximate it is, or how the author 
arrived at the figure from the data he has presented. 

39) At paragraph 3.2.16 the author refers to APPENDIX 2 saying “…. and the averaged result is 
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presented in Appendix 2 and shows that the 77% of wind directions are from the S and W cardinal 
quadrant. 

Now he seems to be referring to a single “quadrant”. Does he mean the quadrant from South to 
West? If so, where does the figure of 77% come from “presented in Appendix 2”? I cannot see 
how he obtains a figure of 77% from the averaged Cranwell/Waddington data. 

40) At paragraph 10.1.16 the author, in discussing the Kirby Charles Noise assessment of 2010, again 
refers to APPENDIX 2. 

“The prevailing wind can be seen to be Appendix 2 that between 64% and 77% of the time the wind 
is from the SW region, which is prevailing.”  

This time two figures are quoted neither of which is supported by the data in Appendix 2. The 
author presents them as a range of values and uses the term “region” rather than “quadrant”. 

 
41) At paragraph 9.1.17 the author presents Table 3 described as “Table 3: Positive Wind Vectors for 

each NSR measurement location, with cardinal references”. (The title is misleading. Four of the 
18 references are cardinal, the rest are ordinal). The bearing for Fenton is incorrect. This is 
probably because it is approximated from a Google image, and therefore obliquely distorted, 
rather than a map. It is marked (NE) which it is not. Fenton lies approximately NW of the Shoot. 
The correct bearing is 2980. The correct positive vector is therefore 740 to 1640. 

 

42) The second line of Table 3 is also incorrect. The correct bearing for Moor Farm is 2160 not 2250. 
The positive wind vector is therefore 3550 to 850. Note that I have not checked the remaining 
headings, but I expect them to be up to 100 degrees inaccurate because they were not taken from 
a map. 

 
43) At paragraph 12.2.11 The author states “As the wind is only in the direction of Fenton for around 

13% of the time over the year (as the data in Appendix 2 indicates, and table 9 summarises) 
…….”.  The figure of 13% does appear in Table 9 but it is not at all clear how the author has 
derived the figure from Appendix 2. At paragraph 10.1.30 I have shown how, if a single vector is 
projected along the NW-SE axis (a reasonable assumption as the North of the village is on a 
bearing of 3150) then, using the combined ordinal Cranwell/Waddington data, the wind would 
be in a positive vector for 26% of the year.  

 
44) NSR C is variously described as Lodge Farm, Lodge Farm proxy., Lodge Farm/Brandon Lodge, 

BRANDON LODGE COTTAGE/ LODGE FARM, Brandon Lodge and Brandon Lodge (On Stubton 
Road). The illustration and coordinates given indicate that the two handheld measurement were 
on the south side of the Stubton-Brandon road outside Brandon Lodge Cottage. Comparison 
with data from Lodge Farm from earlier assessments cannot therefore be made. 

 

45) On page XLIV in appendix A, the author presents a time history labelled “Table A7-3: 16 minute 
time history at NSR D during shooting on 13/4/19 under light E breeze of 1-2m/s (10◦C) 60% cloud 
cover, incomplete set of data as shooting lost in ambient with notes on what was audible, and 
interrupted by light precipitation(which then stopped)”.  At A7.5, headed NSR D – Brandon Lodge 
(On Stubton Road), it is clear that he has muddled it with NSR D – COURT LEYS FARM. Note that 
the illustration is mine. 

46) Table 1 is headed “Table 1: Numbers of participants over from till receipts” but, with typical 
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carelessness, it doesn’t record the number of “participants” it records the number of rounds that 
they shot. Counting the number of guns declared (38 on the Saturday, 28 on the Sunday) doesn’t 
help because there is no record of what percentage of customers completed the (voluntary) 
declaration form. 

 

 

This catalogue of errors ranges from careless misuse of incorrect units and muddled reporting to 
fundamental design flaws for the “test shoots” that render any conclusions drawn to be invalid or, at 
best, tentative. No credence can be given to conclusions drawn about wind directions or their 
frequency given the author’s treatment of the Cranwell/Waddington data. 

 

Conclusions 
The best conclusions that I can agree to from two days of sound monitoring are: 

a. When measured correctly at Fenton, the noise of “typical activity” on one weekend 
in April was around 71- 72dB SNL for the 10 periods of valid measurement. 

b. The figure of 71-72 dB is likely to be an underestimate given that the wind direction 
may have been positive for only 54% and 67% of the time using the author’s Retford 
data or 45% and 36% of the time using my historical Cranwell/Waddington data. 

c. When the measurement of “typical activity” noise experienced at Fenton in the 
current assessment is compared with previous noise assessments taken under 
negative wind conditions, it would suggest that wind direction is influential in the 
propagation of shooting noise. 

d. It is possible that Skeet shooting, in the configuration that was used on one Sunday in 
April 2019, was louder than the Sporting shooting on the same Sunday. 

e. There is no good evidence that the direction of shooting in the Sporting shooting, in 
the configuration that was used on 14/April/2019, influences the noise measured 
correctly at Fenton. 

f. There is some indication that the bunding is ineffective in containing the “typical 
activity” noise at Fenton. 

g. An average of 5 LA90 readings taken over the weekend is 32.4dB. This agrees well with 
LA90 readings from previous assessments and confirms the character of the area as 
quiet, tranquil and peaceful. 

h. Traffic was recorded passing Brandon Lodge Cottage on the Stubton-Brandon road at 
a rate of 18 vehicles/hour “during the shooting” on Saturday 13/Apr/2019. This is 
lower than expected and it is possible that some vehicle passes were not noted. 

i. Traffic was recorded passing Brandon Lodge Cottage on the Stubton-Brandon road at 
a rate of 20 vehicles/hour “during the shooting” on Sunday 14/Apr/2019. This is lower 
than expected and it is possible that some vehicle passes were not noted. 
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Planning 
The author seems to have an odd view of planning conditions. He appears to view them as a series 
of negotiating points required to get planning approval by SKDC rather than constraints on the 
operation of the Shoot by the current management.  

1) At paragraph 14.1.6. he makes the extraordinary proposal that the Shoot should; 

“Offer as part of a condition to carry out a test shoot with SKBC (sic) and representative  
residents from Fenton, Stubton and other key receptors to be invited to whatever the positive 
wind direction is occurring at the time to confirm the noise reductive qualities of different 
cartridge types and the benefit of the new Skeet orientation as part of additional mitigation 
measures to inform and include within a shooting noise management plan” 

Whilst this may be a desirable thing in itself (or may not given the author’s poor design of 
“test” shoots) the idea that it should constitute a planning condition is bizarre. 

2) The author appears to have no concept that that all planning conditions should be Precise, 
Monitorable and hence Enforceable. 

3) At paragraph 12.2.1 he introduces the concept of “smart criteria”, by which he proposes to 
do away with a single noise limit of 55dB, although at paragraph 11.1.6 he describes them as 
“targets” rather than limits. At paragraph 11.1.1 he regards the CIEH guidance as “…. unfairly 
and overly critical, in my opinion”.  

 
Mon-Sat (10:00 – 19:30) with motorsport = SNL 65dB 

Mon - Sat (10:00 – 19:30) with no motorsport  = SNL 60dB 

Sundays (or BH) with motorsport  = SNL 60dB 

Sundays (or BH) with no motorsport  = SNL 55dB 

 

The author is proposing 4 different time periods during which sound monitoring would be 
required, to demonstrate compliance with three different maximum sound levels. Adding 
these additional requirements to the, already difficult, monitoring under positive wind 
conditions would be completely un-monitorable. Perhaps this is his intention, but the 
proposal falls at the second requirement of Precise, Monitorable and Enforceable. 

4) To do away with the 55dB noise limit not only goes against the CIEH guidance which clearly 
states; 
 
“Planning permission should not normally be granted for a major shoot if the mean SNL 
exceeds 55dB where the background level is less than 45dB.” 
 
but it would represent an extremely unwelcome intensification over every planning 
permission that has applied to the Shoot for the last 25 years. 55dB is also something of a 
benchmark for other local planning authorities. See also 9) below. 

 

5) At paragraph 13.3.2 the author states;  
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“(SKDC) appear to by applying the CTSG as it is where a new site, rather than an existing 
operation that is intensifying. To do so should look at the change in impact and not simply the 
impact as rated through the CTSG” 
 
I translate this to mean, “SKDC appear to be applying the CTSG (CIEH guidance) as if it were a 
new site, rather than an existing operation that is intensifying. Correctly, they should consider 
only the increase in impact and not simply the impact as rated through the CTSG.” 
 
Presumably this was written when the document was designed to support planning 
application S18/0075. Planning application S20/0098 is a new planning application. Any 
deviation from the 55dB noise limit should not be considered.  
 

6) The author draws heavily on the mitigating effects of changeable wind direction. 
Unfortunately, his treatment of the Cranwell/Waddington data does not support his 
frequency assertions in his Table 9. He argues that 150 days/year will have an “acceptable 
impact” on the amenity of local residents, but the level of “acceptable impact” has already 
been decided by SKDC. It was decided at a site meeting on 6/July/1995 between Anne Briggs, 
SKDC Planning officer, and R.D. Brogden of Brown & Co. to agree limits on use. The wind 
direction frequencies have not changed since then. 

 
7) Planning application SK95/0761 was for an increase to 50 days shooting per year. Mr. Hobbs, 

in his report to the Planning Committee of 2/Apr/1996 stressed “In effect, the proposal is to 
increase the number of days of shooting from 28 to 50 days.”. To now reverse the limits of 
55dB and 50 days/year imposed specifically “in the interests of the amenities of the locality” 
would be perverse. The author, of course, has failed [context error 16] to appreciate that the 
“acceptable baseline”, the compromise between residential amenity and the right to produce 
annoying noise has been long settled. It is a 55dB limit for no more than 50 days/year. 
 

8) The author proposes five other measures which he regards as “mitigation”.  

a. Reconfiguring the Skeet shoot, so that it does not shoot towards Fenton, using 
distance to reduce the noise levels along the direction of fire; or suspending its use. 

This proposal is based on technical error 24). My conclusion d) is that, evidence that 
Skeet shooting is louder than Sporting shooting is highly tentative. It is possible that 
refraining from Skeet shooting could lower the overall SNL but there is no good 
evidence that the direction of shooting influences the noise levels at Fenton 

b. Draft a shooting noise management plan, which includes stand configurations that 
work with the wind directions (four configurations are a suggestion). 

As I understand it, this proposal is that the Sporting shooting “stands”, now 
numbering 10 rather than the eight that were extant in April 2019, should remain 
fixed but that customers would only use a sub-set which shoot against the wind 
prevailing at the time. Unfortunately, the author’s poor design of a test shoot has not 
provided good evidence that the direction of shooting influences the noise levels. 

 

 

c. Set out a complaints procedure. 
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I don’t understand what the author is proposing here. Who is going to complain to 
whom? What are the consequences of a complaint? Nevertheless, the idea has 
potential. A feedback mechanism to inform the Shoot when they are in breach of 
the 55dB noise limit, to enable them to immediately change to a different noise 
management configuration or to cease shooting, could be considered. 

d. Offer as part of an agreed condition to revive or replace the site weather station so 
that it captures continual data, which can be made available for morning briefings and 
kept on record to support decisions for the chosen noise management profile. 

 
The author seems to regard this proposal to be part of a negotiating position with 
SKDC to convince them to approve planning application S20/0098. It presupposes 
the adoption of b) above. 

e. Recognise Sunday as a day where full controls must be applied, and where it may be 
prudent to not permit Skeet to open (restricting to Saturday and weekdays), unless 
the motorsport track is running, which may prompt an alignment of event calendars. 

 

This proposal, again, draws on the author’s assumption that Skeet shooting is 
substantially louder than Sporting shooting, the evidence for which is poor. It also 
assumes that the noise of shooting is “masked” by the noise of go-karting which is 
not the case. It makes the assumption that Sunday is still regarded as a “day of rest” 
by the local community which is not the case in my experience.  

 
9) The measures a – e above may correctly be seen as possibilities to inform a “Noise 

Management Plan” but not as planning conditions. In the long history of the Shoot’s 
interaction with SKDC there have been too many “conditions” imposed that are not Precise, 
Monitorable and Enforceable. Many of the “conditions” were suggested by the previous 
owners were vague, relied on the management to monitor them and were never enforced. 
This is particularly true of planning permission S07/1583/31/71. Application S20/0098 should 
be seen as an opportunity to tightly condition the activities in the interest of the amenity of 
surrounding residents. 

 

10) I would like to present a condition that goes some way to being Precise, Monitorable and 
Enforceable. It was condition No. 7 in Planning Permission 6.22.108.FUL Approved 
conditionally by the Planning Committee of Harrogate Borough Council on Tuesday, 13th 
September, 2016. 

 
 A mean shooting noise level of 55dB shall not be exceeded at the boundary of any 
residential premises. Any assessment to be in accordance with Clay Target Shooting: 
Guidance on the Control of Noise Published January 2013 by the Chartered Institute 
of Environmental Health. Should this shooting noise level be exceeded then shooting 
must stop with immediate effect. In order to restart shooting a further scheme of 
noise mitigation measures designed to meet the shooting noise level must then be 
provided by a suitably competent person and such a scheme shall be fully employed 
and then assessed by a suitably competent person, in accordance with the Clay Target 
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Shooting: Guidance on the Control of Noise Published January 2013 by the Chartered 
Institute of Environmental Health. Such an assessment must adequately demonstrate 
that the shooting noise level has been achieved and shall be provided in a report 
format to the Local Planning Authority for their written approval. Shooting cannot 
restart until written approval by the Local Planning Authority has been provided. 

 
This condition is fairly Precise. (The CIEH guidance was published in 2003 not 2013) It applies to “any 
residential premises” which is a little unfair when Mr. Crane. Ms. Teri England and Mr Partridge 
would regularly experience noise above 55dB but have declared that it doesn’t bother them. 
Consideration would have to be given to the application of the condition if they sold their properties. 

Perhaps consideration should be given to what would trigger the assessment in the second 
sentence. The annoyance of a resident perhaps. 

Nor does it say who is going to carry out the assessment. The problem of SKDC enforcement has 
always been that they are not able to do a sound assessment at the time when the noise of the 
Shoot is annoying residents. This has led to the approach that “monitoring” by SKDC is to sit back 
and do nothing unless a tsunami of complaints is received. See also Context error 17). Two possible 
solutions would be a) continual year round monitoring, which would be difficult given that a dozen 
or so properties might need to be monitored or b) a resident could do the monitoring. Potentially 
the condition is Monitorable. 

The consequences of a breach of the noise level is fairly clear. The shooting must stop immediately. 
This would have to be “immediately that the Shoot are informed that they were in breach”. 
Consideration would have to be given to what would happen if they didn’t stop. Service with a pre-
prepared Stop Notice perhaps? Served by whom, and when? Potentially the condition is 
Enforceable. 

11) Mr Crane bought Gorse Lodge as a residential property in 2016. He chose to reopen the Shoot 
as a business on 15/Aug/2017. It was not bought as a going concern and Gorse Lodge was not 
registered as part of the business. He was visited on 12/May/2017 by Kevin Cartwright (SKDC 
Planning) and Pete Rogers (SKDC Environmental Health) but it is not clear what “pre-
application advice” he was given. 

12) Mr. Crane appeared unaware of all the provisions of S00/0471 beyond that he was permitted 
to shoot for 50 days/year. However, there were a total of 10 “conditions” and these were well 
known locally.  

 

a. Maximum of 50 days per year. Our interpretation of this condition is any shot 
coming from the shoot constitutes a day of shooting as does the more than 
2,500 shots shot on 15/08/2017 the opening day of Mr Crane’s operation. It 
should be redrafted to make it Precise. It is eminently Monitorable. The 
Association has many members who will voluntarily monitor this for SKDC. It 
should then be Enforceable. 

b. Week-day corporate use: 10am — 8pm. It was breached on Tuesday 
12/Sep/2017 and Wednesday 13/Sep/2017 when they shot under arc lights 
at 21.00. The drafting should be made Precise so that it covers all shooting. It 
is eminently Monitorable. The Association has many members who will 
voluntarily monitor this for SKDC. It should then be Enforceable. Note that 
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the number of weekdays is not constrained. It is covered by a) above. 
However, shooting on more than two weekdays would not be acceptable. 

c. Weekend use (2 per month maximum) 10am — 4.30pm. This condition was 
routinely breached in the past both as to the number of Saturdays in a month 
that shooting took place and to the finishing at 4.30. Mr Crane interpreted 
this to mean “every other weekend” throughout much of 2018 and 2019. It 
was not, but it could be redrafted to mean that. Residents really appreciate 
shooting free weekends but realise that weekends are likely to be 
busiest/most profitable. Every other weekend is a reasonable compromise 
provided that a) above is enforced. The condition could be made Precise, 
Monitorable and Enforceable. 

d. Shotguns of various descriptions, including 4-10 bore and 12-bore to be 
used. This condition is largely meaningless. It was proposed by the applicant. 
It is not being monitored by the Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents’ 
Association and should be discarded 

e. 24-28 gram cartridges to be used. These are light load clay cartridges. This 
condition is largely meaningless. It was proposed by the applicant. It is not 
being monitored by the Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents’ Association 
and, as far as I know, has never been checked or enforced by SKDC. It should 
be discarded. Note that these are not the quieter sub-sonic cartridges. High 
velocity (noisier) cartridges could be excluded but as part of a Noise 
Management Plan not as a planning condition. 

f. Number of Guns. Maximum of two shooting at any one time.  This condition 
has been ignored many times in the past. It is being monitored by the Brandon 
Wood Clay Shooting Residents’ Association but it is difficult to monitor. Mr 
Crane has increased the number of stands to 10, whereas in 1995 it was 2. Mr 
Crane has also introduced Simulated Game Days during which 5-7 people 
shoot at a time. 
 

On 25 August 2017, in an email to a Fenton resident, Mr Gray (ex-
manager/instructor) described this condition as “ludicrous” and appeared to 
be unaware that it was a condition of S00/0471 under which he claimed to 
be running the shoot. It should be redrafted to make it Precise, Monitorable 
and Enforceable or discarded. 

 

g. Corporate entertainment days to typically comprise 25-50 people. Our 
interpretation of this condition is that there should be a maximum of 50 
paying customers per day. It was breached, according to Mr Gray, on 
15/08/2017 when they had “more than 250 people”. It is a difficult condition 
for residents to monitor. S00/0471 was never intended to permit a 
commercial shoot open to the public. The business model of the then owner 
was that “corporate guests” would be brought, by minibus, from Belton 
Woods Hotel in Grantham to shoot clay pigeons. The condition could be made 
Precise but perhaps not Monitorable or Enforceable 

h. All access via Moor Farm Lane. This condition is largely meaningless as Moor 



Summary Review of “BRANDON WOOD SHOOTING GROUND APPEAL V SKBC (sic) Expert 
Acoustic Report of Peter Rogers” 

 

Page 20 of 22 
 

Farm Lane is the only feasible access to the site. [It is, however, the subject of 
the letter, dated 12/Sep/1995, received by Mr. J Britten, then Fenton Parish 
Clerk, reassuring the Parish that Pump Lane would not be used as an access 
to the Shoot, referred to in the decision document for S00/0471. It should be 
retained as a condition to prevent the remote chance that access via routes 
other than Moor Farm Lane are opened up. 

i. No use by members of the public. As noted above this condition has largely 
been ignored by the previous owners and has certainly been ignored by Mr. 
Crane who has opened the shoot to members of the public as “paying guests”. 
As drafted, it is easily subverted by making “members of the public” join a 
“club” on their first visit. Mr.Crane  has also had Game Simulation Days for 
teams of 15-21, Charity Days and days where he has offered shooting to 
Customers staying at Gorse Lodge for the day or week-end. As a condition it 
would destroy Mr. Crane’s business model and could perhaps be negotiated 
away. 

j. Shooting will be in daylight hours. Mr. Crane has declared his intention of 
offering shooting in the dark to his customers. That may be possible in the 
winter months when it is dark before 8pm. This condition could fall away 
provided that b) and c) above are enforced. 

 

 

Residents Association View 
 

Planning application S20/0098 should be seen by SKDC as an opportunity to restore the level of 
residential amenity that was negotiated in 1995 and confirmed in 2000. The errors of previous 
planning permissions, poor drafting of planning conditions and lack of enforcement over the years 
can be redeemed by correcting the mistakes that were made by Mr. G. Oxborough, F.R.I.C.S., 
M.R.T.P.I. 
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Introduction 
Since being elected Chairman of the Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents Association at a Fenton 
Parish Meeting on 4th September 2018 I have attempted to represent the interests of all SKDC 
residents affected by Brandon Wood Clay Shooting as well as the residents of Fenton Parish.  

One of the legal tests for any condition applied to a planning permission is that it is to be 
Reasonable. This consultation exercise was carried out in an attempt to consolidate one viewpoint 
as to the Planning Conditions which were felt to be reasonable by the majority of residents affected 
by the Shoot. I will then attempt to represent this composite viewpoint to members of the Planning 
Committee on 9th December 2020. 
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Principle Findings 
 

Detailed findings of the survey can be found below, in the section headed The Responses.   

The principle findings were as follows: 

The top priority for the majority of those surveyed was controlling the number of days of shooting. 
42% of those surveyed believed that the current 50-day limit must be adhered to, however a 
substantial minority (31%) did accept that it would be possible to increase the number of days 
PROVIDED that other conditions are enforced.  The other conditions which were most important in 
this respect were for the noise level to be capped at 55dB (90% of respondents stipulated this) and 
for the number of shooting weekends to be controlled (86% felt that it must not be increased 
beyond 2 weekends a month). 

The main reason  given for limiting weekend shooting was that people need respite from the noise, 
pointing out that it is untenable to have noise from the shoot weekend after weekend in the 
summer when people want to enjoy being outside.  Also, that people need to be clear as to when 
there will be no shooting, so that they can plan their weekends accordingly.    

The main reason given for the requirement to adhere to the 55 dB level was because this is the 
widely accepted standard for all other shoots and that it is illogical, and wholly wrong, to expect 
residents to suffer higher levels. 

Whilst there was a wide range of views regarding the number of hours of shooting, the majority did 
not wish to alter the shooting hours significantly (10 hours on a weekday, 6 or 6.5 hours at a 
weekend).  However, there was a view that the duration of shooting during these hours was also 
important – there needs to be time without shooting during those hours to give respite. 

 

The Two Constituencies 
Association Members. 
The Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents Association was re-formed as a successor organisation 
to the Stubton Gorse Clay Shoot Residents Association and the earlier Fenton Forum. It currently has 
52 members. It was re-formed at a Fenton Parish Meeting on 4th September 2018. The majority 
(85%) live in Fenton though villagers from Brandon and Fulbeck Low fields have joined since. It is 
made up of SKDC residents who have been adversely affected by the Shoot. The majority are older, 
and many remember the settlement of 1996 that led to the 2000 Permission. They also bitterly 
remember SKDC’s lack of Enforcement and poor conditioning over many years. They were polled by 
email. The response rate was only 77% largely because they seldom check their email. 

Fenton Residents 
The residents of Fenton village who are not members of the Association (69 voters) were included in 
the poll to ascertain their views. They tend to be younger and many have moved into the village 
since 2012 when the wedding venue business closed. They don’t remember the 2000 permission and 
experienced the 2012 – 2017 hiatus when there was no commercial shooting from the Shoot. They 
view the Shoot as a new business and have no experience of SKDC’s behaviour pre-2012. They were 
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polled by paper questionnaires through their letter boxes. 31 responses were received from this 
group. The percentage return was therefore 45%. 

No additional weighting was given to the responses of Association Members, although, by definition, 
they are more affected by the noise from the Shoot. There were three null responses from Fenton, 
residents who declared that they did not wish to take part in the consultation. 

 

The Association Position 
 

• Maximum of 50 days per year should be replaced by; 

1) There shall be no clay-shooting, beyond a maximum of 50 days in any calendar year. The year 
shall run from 1/Jan to 31/Dec. 

• Week-day corporate use : 10am – 8.00pm should be replaced by; 

2) Clay shooting on a weekday shall be restricted to the hours 10am – 6.00pm. Within that time 
interval there shall be no more than a maximum cumulative duration of 4 hours. Note that this 
conforms to the CIEH guidance 

• Weekend use (2 days per month maximum) 10am – 4.30pm should be replaced by three 
conditions. 

3) Clay shooting on a Saturday shall be restricted to the hours 10am – 6.00pm. Within that time 
interval there shall be no more than a maximum cumulative duration of 3 hours. Note that this 
conforms to the CIEH guidance. 

4) Clay shooting on a Sunday shall be restricted to the hours 10am – 2pm. Within that time 
interval there shall be no more than a maximum cumulative duration of 3 hours. Note that this 
conforms to the CIEH guidance. 

5) Clay shooting at a weekend shall only occur only on alternate weekends. Note that this gives the 
Shoot more weekend shooting in 5-weekend months but provides certainty for residents as to which 
weekends will provide respite. It also overcomes the ambiguity when a weekend occurs over a 
change of month. 

 

In addition, the consultation exercise has highlighted concerns addressed by the following additional 
conditions. 

6) Clay shooting shall be limited to a maximum of three days in any week. 

The purpose of this condition is to prevent the “bunching” of shooting days into the summer months 
when residents most want to enjoy their gardens. Its effect would be to enable the Shoot to shoot 
on three weekdays but not at the weekend in one week, followed by a week where they were 
permitted to shoot on one weekday and Saturday and Sunday. 

7) Clay shooting shall not be permitted when it causes noise above a Shooting Noise Level (as 
defined by the CIEH guidance) of 55dB, when measured at the curtilage of any residential 
property. Upon such a measurement being recorded, and notified to the shoot, shooting shall 
cease for the rest of that day regardless of any business considerations. 
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Note that this condition is considered as necessary to preserve residential amenity. The Applicant’s 
upper limit of 65dB as part of the “management plan”, and not as a planning condition, is not 
acceptable. 

 

8) Clay shooting shall not be permitted after dark. 

Note that this condition is considered as necessary to preserve residential amenity. Shooting after 
dark was unknown in 1996. The condition is designed to prevent a recurrence of the incident when 
the Applicant, on Tuesday 12/Sep/2017 and Wednesday 13/Sep/2017, shot under arc lights at 21.00 
and advertised that they intended to offer this facility to their customers. 

 

These eight conditions, suitably worded so as to make them completely wriggle-proof, are felt to be 
the minimum necessary to condition this business. The remainder of the 31 suggestions have been 
judged to be unreasonable, un-monitorable or unenforceable. For example, suggestion number 24, 
No shooting on Sundays or bank holidays, ignores the fact that Mr. Crane’s business is in the leisure 
industry and needs to do business on Sundays and Bank Holidays, and those suggesting limiting the 
number of shooters are unmonitorable and therefore unenforceable. 

 

Finally, the consultation exercise revealed a widespread scepticism, particularly amongst the 
members of the Residents Association, that SKDC, after many years of non-enforcement, are now 
committed to enforcing the conditions on this business. Therefore, we expect to see a written 
procedure that defines the action that SKDC will take immediately a planning condition is breached.  
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The Questionnaire  
 

A copy of the questionnaire can be found at Appendix 1 

The opening two paragraphs attempted to explain, as dispassionately as possible, what I was asking 
the respondents to do and why. 

Question 1 
This question attempted to assess the strength of feeling about the different types of conditions by 
ranking each type, but it was widely misunderstood with many respondents entering figures other 
than 1-5. Although it was not stated that the ranks were exclusive many responses assumed that 
that they were. Only where responses were clearly ranked were the figures included in the analysis.  

The question gave the opportunity for up to four adults per household to express a view. The 
majority of households returned two adults, five returned a single adult and one returned three 
adults. 

Question 2 
This question stated the increase in number of days sought. It also emphasised the need for Planning 
Conditions to the “reasonable”. It asked for a figure and a free response. It was well answered with 
many of the responses equating “reasonable” with fairness. 

Question 3 
This question sought to establish whether there was support for the existing condition in the 2000 
permission limiting shooting to two weekends per month. The responses show that the question was 
well understood. It asked for a yes/no response and a free response. 

Whilst a ‘yes’ response meant that it should continue to be limited to two weekends a month, a  
“no” response represent either a suggested increase or decrease.  

Question 4 
This question sought to ascertain views on the “reasonableness” of the current hours permitted 
shooting at on a weekday. It asked for a yes/no response, a chance to state the number of hours 
considered reasonable, and a free response for further elaboration. Yes responses were recorded as 
support for 10 hours of permitted shooting. The question was well answered with many cogent 
comments. 

Question 5 
This question sought to ascertain views on the “reasonableness” of the current hours permitted 
shooting at on a Saturday, Sunday, or Bank Holiday. It asked for a yes/no response, a chance to state 
the number of hours considered reasonable, and a free response for further elaboration. “Yes” 
responses were recorded as support for 6.5 hours of permitted shooting. The question was well 
answered with many cogent comments. 

Question 6 
This question sought views on an upper noise limit. The opening sentence refers to 

a) Condition 12 of planning permission S07/1583 suggested by Spawforths Solicitors and approved 
by the Planning Committee on 20/May/2008 
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b) The view taken by Kevin Cartwright (at Reason No.1) in his report on application S18/0075 
recommending refusal. 

c) The view expressed by Harry Rai and Alex Jelly at the meeting of 20/Feb/2020 that 55dB was a 
reasonable limit and should be retained. 

The second sentence refers to  

a) The CIEH Guidance 2003 “Planning permission should not normally be granted for a major shoot 
if the mean SNL exceeds 55dB where the background level is less than 45dB.” 

b) The 12 examples of Shoots detailed in the PowerPoint document “Planning Inspectorate Cases – 
Clay Shooting” by Ian Taylor 

The final sentence uses the word “decibels” in full to clarify the unit of dB and, correctly states that 
65dB is 10 times “more powerful” that 55dB rather than 10 times “louder”. The question therefore is 
considered to provide just enough information for an unbiased response. 

The question asks for a yes/no response, a figure, and a free response. The answers show that it was 
well understood. 

The Free Response 
This area was provided to account for other forms of conditioning which might be important to 
residents. The five examples given have all been suggested or imposed in the past, and there was 
the reminder that all planning conditions must be reasonable. Answers show that the opportunity 
was well understood with many responses elaborating on earlier answers along the lines of “6.5 
hours of shooting at a weekend but only on 2 weekends per month” 

 

 

The Responses 
Question 1 - Priorities 
Only 35 of the 65 respondents clearly marked their priorities.  Of those the majority, 23 out of 35, 
said that the control of the number of days was their highest priority. 

The second highest priority was equal between limiting the number of shooting weekends to two 
per month and limiting the noise level to 55 dB. 
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Question 2 - Number of days/year considered reasonable  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

However when  

 

 

The difference in response  reflects the fact that many of these respondents remember the 2000 
permission and the creeping intensification that has been allowed since 2000. 

“Because if they get 150 days it would not stop there.  150 days is too much.” 
 

Association Member 

Taking all the 
responses, they 
ranged from a low 
of 14 days/year to 
a high of 150. 

A majority, 42%, 
opted to retain 
the current 50 
days. 

There was a 
substantial 
minority, of 31%, 
who felt that 90-
100 days was 
reasonable. 

When only 
members of the 
Residents 
Association are 
considered, over 
half believe that 
50 day/year is 
reasonable. 

The number in 
favour of a 
substantial 
increase in the 
number of days 
falls to 22%. 
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A second factor is the widespread disillusion with SKDC’s commitment to enforcement. 
 
“This is the existing permission - currently exceeded. If the permission is increased, we have no faith 1 
it would be respected or 2 enforced” 
 

Association Member 
 
But the main driver for Association Members to feel that 50 days/year is reasonable is that they 
remember, as SKDC apparently does not, that this was the number of days agreed in 1995. 
 
“This [50 days] is the number of days on the original planning consent and should be adhered to.” 
 
 
          Association Member 

Where Association Members have opted for more than 50 days/year it is clearly with great 
reluctance and is seen as a compromise. 

“We need to appear reasonable and understand he's running a rural business” 90 days. 
 

Association Member 

Often the agreement to an increased number of days is linked to other conditions and to rigorous 
enforcement. 

“This takes into account 2 weekends a month and a top limit of 2 days a week as I am sure not all 
months in winter will be used” 100 days. 

Association Member 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When the 
responses of only 
Fenton Residents 
who are not 
members of the 
Association are 
considered, the 
percentage that 
favour 50 days falls 
to 31%, whilst the 
number who feel 
that an increase is 
reasonable rises to 
41% 
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In this case, reasonableness of the condition is also equated with fairness between the competing 
rights of the villagers and the business needs of the Shoot. Many comments linked the concession of 
increasing the number of days allowed to other restrictions which controlled the level of noise. 

“As long as the noise level is considerate of our surroundings, a few extra days is acceptable to me” 
90 days. 

              Fenton resident 
 
Many comments revealed a concern for the level of week-end shooting and that any increase in the 
number of days should not be allowed to increase the number of weekend days, a concern which is 
reflected in the responses to Question 1. 

“Twice their current, with the restriction on weekend shooting it allows fairness but stops a takeover 
of weekends” 100 days. 

 

             Fenton Resident 

The mean number of days/year felt to be “reasonable” amongst all responses was 71.6. 

 

Where a priority was expressed, controlling the number of days per year was highest priority, with 
23 out of 35 respondents giving this a ranking of 1, meaning their top priority. 

 

 

 

Question 3 – Number of weekends per month 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

At 86% the 
responses of all 
respondents were 
overwhelmingly in 
favour of the 
retention of the 
restriction in the 
2000 permission 
that there shall be 
shooting on only 
two weekends in 
any month. 

There was no 
discernible 
difference between 
the constituencies. 
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Of those who felt that the restriction should not be retained approximately half wanted to decrease 
to 0 or 1 weekend a month, and half wanted an increase to 4 weekends a month. 

Typical comments include; 

“Any more weekends would encroach on people's peace and quiet. Disturbance levels should be 
limited” 
 

          Fenton Resident 
 
“We don't want any more noise, especially when we are all at home at the weekend” 

          Fenton Resident 
 
  

 

Where a priority was expressed, the number of weekends per month was given the second highest 
priority (together with capping the noise level). 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 4 - Shooting hours on weekdays. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The majority of 
respondents, 31%, 
felt that the current 
10-hour restriction 
was reasonable but 
that means that 
69% were in favour 
of some restriction. 
Of these the 
majority felt that 8 
hours was 
reasonable. 
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Many respondents who suggested restricted hours referred to when those hours should be allowed 
in order to protect residential amenity. 

“9am to 6pm. This timeframe will coincide with the majority of local residents working hours and 
thereby reduce nuisance” 9 hours. 
 

Association Member 
 
Such comments fail to recognise that the Shoot is a leisure business and that most of their 
customers will want to shoot in “leisure time”.  

Linking the number of hours to other restrictions was common 

“Only two weekdays per week at the very most, or if you have a bank holiday that's three days.” 10 
hours. 
 

Association Member 
 

Some of those that felt 10 hours is acceptable on weekdays qualified the “reasonableness” by linking 
them to other restrictions. 

“Provided that the maximum days of shooting is retained at 50 [days/year]” 10 hours 
 

Association Member 
 
“Shooting between 10 and 8 is OK, but there should be a limit on the duration of the shooting, maybe 
3-4 [hours]a day, and there needs to be days when there is no shooting at all.” 10 hours. 
 

Association Member 

 

The latter comment is a reference to the CIEH guidance which suggests that the concept of 
cumulation duration might be useful.  

(i) Mondays to Fridays: 09.00 to 18.00 with a maximum cumulative duration of 4 hours 

CIEH guidance 2003 
 

The “cumulative duration” was a common concern. 
 
“One of my main issues is the continual exposure which is very distressing.  Noise exposure in 
industry is very strictly controlled and so should this noise exposure be.  It is damaging to the health 
and wellbeing of the local residents.”  5 hours. 
 

            Association Member. 
 
 
The mean number of hours felt to be reasonable was 7.3.  

Where a priority was expressed, most respondents saw hours on weekdays as their lowest priority. 
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Question 5 – Shooting hours at a weekend. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Many responses showed a concern for freedom from shooting noise at the weekend and that 
shooting-free time is more valued at the weekend than during the week. 

 

 

Comments from those favouring a substantial reduction in hours reflect this. 

“When it comes to having family around at the weekend it would be nice to enjoy it” 0 hours 
Association Member 

 
Comments were often linked to concepts of cumulative hours and/or restrictions on the number of 
weekends/month. 

“If limited to 2 weekends a month” 
 

Fenton Resident 
 
“Either 4 hours every weekend or 10 to 4.30 two per month” 
 

        Association Member 

 

Only 26% of 
respondents felt 
that the current 
restriction on the 
hours of shooting 
at the weekend, of 
6.5 hours, was 
reasonable. 

 60% felt that 6 
hours was more 
reasonable.  

Only 2% felt that an 
increase in hours 
was reasonable. 
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Amongst those who felt that 6 or 6.5 hours was reasonable, the linkage between this restriction and 
the 2 weekends/month was common. 

“So long as it is just 2 weekends a month, and I know which weekends they are.  Very important to 
me.”  6.5 hours.  

           Association Member 
 

 
As with the weekday hours there was concern over the cumulative hours. 
 
“These hours are OK, but not every weekend and with a limit on duration of shooting.” 
 

Association Member 
 
The comment above refers to the CIEH guidance which suggests that the following might be 
reasonable durations. 
 
(ii) Saturdays: 10.00 to 18.00 with a maximum cumulative duration of 3 hours 
(iii) Sundays: 10.00 to 14.00 with a maximum cumulative duration of 3 hours 
 

CIEH guidance 2003 
 
 
 
The average number of hours considered to be reasonable was 5.5.  
 
Of those who expressed a priority, this averaged around 2.7 (with 1 being highest priority and 5 
being lowest priority. 
 
 
. 
 
 

 

Question 6 Decibel Limit 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There was a 90% 
majority that an 
upper noise limit 
should be imposed 
and that that limit 
should be set at 
55dB. The outliers 
who suggested that 
10dB and 70dB 
were reasonable 
are deemed not to 
have understood 
the question. 
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The overwhelming support for a 55dB limit arose from a number of areas. 

“Above 55 Db is particularly intrusive. CIEH guideline.  Consistency, SKDC has previously conditioned 
at this level, why change now?” 
 

Association Member 
 
“The Institute of Environmental Health have identified 55dB as the maximum level if annoyance and 
nuisance is to be avoided.” 
 

Association Member 
 
“This has been accepted as a reasonable limit for other shoots” 
 

Fenton Resident 
 

The average noise level considered reasonable was 58.8. 

Of those who expressed a priority, this was the second highest priority along with control of the 
number of weekends.  

 

Other limitations considered “reasonable” 
The following comments/restrictions were recorded.  

1. No Shooting on a Sunday  
2. Limit bore of guns to stay below 55 Db   
3. No shooting after 6pm  
4. Number of shooters limited to 4 at any one time  
5. The days used for shooting should be equally spread throughout the year to avoid heavy use 

in summer   
6. There should be a limit on guns, as some days it has been so constant, we have had to go 

inside.  
7. Absolutely no shooting after dark as I'm sure planners would not want shooting after dark 

where they live   
8. Not more than 2 guns at a time 
9. No bank holiday shooting  
10. No shooting after dark   
11. No shooting on a Sunday or a bank holiday  
12. Existing permissions should be adhered to   
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13. Over 55 Db affects health  
14. Written confirmation from SKDC guaranteeing that they will take action when conditions are 

breached, as they will be, and what those actions will be   
15. A maximum of 3 days shooting in any calendar week, even during peak summer months  
16. Late night shooting beyond 6pm no more than once a week    
17. We feel that if the conditions listed are agreed then further conditions are required.  If it 

changes, then no more than 2 shooting days a week.   
18. Unless there is a specific business reason don't see a reason to change   
19. Why changing the planning permissions and conditions in the original application?  The 

present owner was aware of it when he purchased.   
20. I feel it should be limited to 2 guns at any one time.   
21. If the shoot breaks any of the rules set, we need to be sure that planning enforcement will 

act immediately, maybe one point of contact    
22. No shooting after dark to prevent light pollution in a very rural area  
23. A maximum on 3 shooting days in any week  
24. No shooting on Sundays or bank holidays     
25. Sunday is a day of rest; please can these days be respected.  
26. Max 6 guns at one time 
27. Max of 3 shooting days in any week   
28. Restriction in the number of guns shooting at any one time to 2 or 3 max.  
29. Restrictions on the length of time without a break, say 3 times 30 minutes breaks, so as to 

limit continual exposure to noise  
30. That the shoot publicises, in advance, the times when they will use the days permitted.  Days 

cannot be changed so that residents can plan their outdoor activities.  
31. Shooting days to be pre publicised and adhered to.  So, if a day is missed or cancelled it 

cannot just be moved to another day.  

 
The 2000 Permission. 

In 2018 Mr. Sibthorp, agent for the current Application, described the 2000 permission as follows. 

“The 2000 planning permission, S00/0471/71, was granted subject to one condition, which reads as 
follows. 

1. This permission shall only be carried out in strict accordance with the details submitted by the 
applicant to the Local Planning Authority by letters dated 25 July and 12 September 1995. There shall 
be no variation from these details without the express permission with the Local Planning Authority. 

The reason for the condition was: 

In the interests of the amenities of the locality. 

 

The letters of 25 July and 12 September set out the manner in which the use was to operate, 
including the following; 

• Maximum of 50 days per year 

• Week-day corporate use : 10am – 8.00pm 

• Weekend use (2 days per month maximum) 10am – 4.30pm 
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• Shotguns of various descriptions, including 4-10 bore and 12-bore 

• Cartridges to be 24-28grm. 

• Corporate entertainment days to typically comprise 25-50 people. 

• All access via Moor Farm Lane 

• No use by members of the public 

These letters combined with Condition 1 of the permission, effectively defined the terms under which 
the use could operate.” 

Note that these are not Planning Conditions but “the terms under which the use could operate”. The 
Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents Association now seeks Planning Conditions which are 
Reasonable, Precise, Monitorable and hence Enforceable that ensure the local amenity at 
approximately the level intended by the Planning Committee Meeting of 2/Apr/1996. 

It is considered that the following restrictions are irrelevant and/or incapable of translation into 
planning conditions suitable to condition this new business. 

• Shotguns of various descriptions, including 4-10 bore and 12-bore 

• Cartridges to be 24-28grm. 

• Corporate entertainment days to typically comprise 25-50 people. 

• All access via Moor Farm Lane 

• No use by members of the public 
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Appendix 1 
 

On 9/Dec/2020 the Planning Committee of South Kesteven District Council will meet to discuss the 
Planning Application which would allow the Clay Pigeon Shoot to shoot for 150 days/year, with an 
upper noise limit of 65 decibels, between the hours of 10pm and 8am on weekdays and 10pm on 
weekends and Bank holidays. 

I hope to speak before the Committee to represent your views and ask for conditions to be placed 
on the Shoot’s Planning Permission. Normally I would call a meeting, but as that is not possible I’m 
asking if each adult in your household could complete this questionnaire to express their views.  I 
will collect them on Wednesday evening. If you would prefer me not to call at the house them please 
email me, urgently, for an electronic version of the questionnaire at dave-rawlins@gmx.com. Thank 
you. 

1. Please rank, from 1 – most important to 5 – least important, the following types of Condition 
which may be placed on the Shoot 

   ADULT 1           ADULT 2          ADULT3      ADULT 4 

 

  Name    __________             ____________                ____________             _________ 

Number of shooting 
Days/year 
 
Number of shooting 
Weekends/month 
 
Hours of shooting on 
A weekday 
 
Hours of shooting on 
A weekend 
 
A maximum noise  
Level in decibels 
 
 

2. The number of shooting days per year is currently 50 days. The Application asks for 150 days. 
Planning conditions must be reasonable. How many days per year do you consider to be 
reasonable?   

 
 days   Briefly say why:   
 

 
 

3. The current permission only allows shooting on two weekends in each month. The Application 
would allow them to shoot on every weekend in a month. Do you think that the two weekends a 
month condition should be retained?  
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 Yes/No (please delete).    Briefly say why:   
 
         Turn over to continue 

4. The current permission allows shooting from 10 am to 8 pm on any weekday. The Application 
proposes no change. Do you consider these hours reasonable?  
 

Yes/No (please delete).  

If you answered No, what hours would you consider reasonable on a weekday?  
 
hours   Briefly say why:   
 

 
 
5. The current permission alows shooting from 10 am to 4.30 pm on any Saturday, Sunday or Bank 

Holiday. The Application proposes no change. Do you consider these hours reasonable? 
 
Yes/No (please delete). 

If you answered No, what hours would you consider reasonable on a weekend or bank holiday?  
 
hours   Briefly say why:   
 

 
6. At present there is no upper noise level imposed on the shoot although, in the past they have 

been limited to 55dB to protect “residential amenity”, and this has been considered reasonable. 
55dB is also a limit on many other Shoots. The Application suggests that the upper limit is set at 
65dB. Because decibels are a logrithmic measurement, 65dB is 10 times as powerful as 55dB. Do 
you think nn upper noise should be imposed? 
 

Yes/No (please delete) 

If you answered Yes, what upper noise limit do you think is reasonable? 
 
Limit.   Briefly say why:   

 
 
Please use the space below to write down any other Conditions which you feel are important to you. 
For example, conditions which have been imposed before such as “Only 2 guns shooting at a time” a 
limit of “50 guns shooting in a day” or “No shooting on a Sunday” or “A maximum of three shooting 
days in any week” or “No shooting after dark”. Remember that they must be “Reasonable”. 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to express your views. I shall try to take them into account and reach a 
majority/consensus view of our community. 
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Dave Rawlins 
Chairman, Fenton Parish Meeting 
Chairman, Brandon Wood Clay Shooting Residents Association. 
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