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ANC Gym Acoustics Guidance – Consultation Draft 
 
 
Nominated BAG Review Panel:  Mr.  James Healey  (AESG) 
  Mr. Ben Burgess  (Buro Happold) 
  
 
 
The draft document in its current form contains a good source of information on the 
subject and it is clear a lot of effort has gone into it. 
 
The main body of the document could be more concise, with the explanatory 
information placed in an appendix. 
 
Selected observations are noted below: 
 

 The document presents a staged approach in evaluating risk and then impact and 
mitigation, but this approach does not follow through into the guidance document. 
What function does the Stage 1: Initial Site Risk Assessment have? 
 

 It is recommended that better explanation is given as to why the LAmax,fast noise limits 
for lifts as recommended in BS 8233: 2014 are mentioned. 
 

 What about the WHO Night Noise guidance on LAmax,fast events? 
 

 It is welcomed that definitive noise criteria have been selected. It is considered likely 
that these criteria align with a low probability of adverse comment, although it is also 
noted that achieving these can be very challenging. 
 

 It is recommended that the same definitive approach is taken regarding vibration 
limits. Furthermore, with planning class changes in 2020 meaning permitted 
development of gyms – these might start to appear in buildings with lightweight, 
composite commercial floor slabs. 
 

 We suggest some guidance is given on what constitutes a low background noise 
level, referring to Section 2.2 in particular. Some would say the threshold of hearing 
is a low level. 
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 The guide covers mitigation in terms of coverings but does not detail suitable 
supporting structures that can enable gym activities. Is there any more detail that can 
be provided? 
 

 No reference is given as to suitable equipment type and specification when 
measuring vibration. It is recommended that this also covers more detail on mounting 
techniques too. 
 

 Section 4 presents a simplified SEA method based on equipartition of energy across 
two systems – an excited floor and the acoustic air space below it. The exposition of 
the method is very clear and correctly highlights the influential effect of correcting the 
‘perfectly elastic contact’ assumption inherent in the forcing estimate with an 
appropriate ‘contact time’ in milli-seconds. Getting this right results in an observed +-
6dB correlation with measurements. Given the precision of the sample noise criteria 
in Table 2, this degree of correlation might be too low for an acoustic consultant to 
rely on explicitly so we doubt that the method will find common usage. Nevertheless, 
it could be presented as a tutorial on how impact noise if formed and which physical 
processes matter most? That way the reader gains a deeper understanding of why 
mitigation works the way it does? 

 
 Some example build-ups for each class of mitigation (in the form of diagrams) would 

be a useful addition to Table 3 of the document. 
 

 Experience suggests that the floor loadings are not always defined accurately by the 
gym client. This can result in incorrect spacing of spring / elastomeric isolators under 
floating floors. This can reduce sound and vibration isolation, but as seriously, can 
result in unacceptable levels of deflection / yield in the floating floor for the user. This 
raises the general comment that, whilst the document refers to the need to consider 
stability, it does not provide any detail on how this may be specified. 

 
- - - END - - - 


