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1. MEMO".

The Maine Road stadium - home of Manchester City EC. is situated in a predominantly
residential area comprising terraced houses of traditional construction. The housing
dmsity is high. The only other buildings near the stadium are the Manchester city
RC. Social Club. 2 schools. a light industrial unit and a number of small shops.

The streets closest to the stadium are not heavily trafficked. consequently
hndisl‘nllld noise levels are relatively low especially during the evening period.

2. THE Mm APPLICATION.

2.1. In I956 the football club approached the City Council with a proposal that a
one dny pop music event starring Queen and Status Quo should be held at the site.
The officers of the Planning Department were of the opinion that such an event as:
a significant change of use and therefore planning consent was required. It Has
recognised tlmt the potential impact m the area in terms of noise. traffic
smeratim, parking. litter etc. was likely to be greater that that associated with
football antchos therefore the Planning Department consulted residents over a wider
area than normal: A total of 2000 households use consulted directly. In addition
to this the proposals resulted in considerable publicity in the local press.

Objections to the planning application were received from 26 persons at 22
addresses. The event was supported by other residents. local councillors and
leaders of some local community groups.

Z.2.= The Environmental Health Department made an assessth of the effects of the
proposed event on the Ilmenity of the residents. No open-air concerts of this
magnitude had been staged in Nandteeter before tha‘efore contact was made with
other local authorities which had experience of this type of event. notably
Ileuoastle. Leeds and the Greater lmdon Council (G.l.C.).

Data was availnhle from a Queen I Status Quo cmce‘t held in [union (ref.l)
together uith some duta on possible attenuation figures for football stadium
structures. It was predicted that the likely noise level. at the nearest houses to
the Maine Road stadium would be around 70 dBm) Ln ([5 minute). Background levels
were estimated to be 45-50 dBtA) Leq (15 minute). Measured date was not available
in the short tine-ncnle before the planning committee dnndliue dute.
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2.3. The only published guidelines at the time were those produced by the G.L. .

(refit). These suggested that at venues having 3 concerts per annum or less the

Leq (15 minute) outside occupied premises during the concert should not exceed the

Leq (15 minute) during a comparable period when no concert was in progress by more

than 10 till“) [:2th 0700 and 2000 or 6 dBm) between 2000 and 2300. Between

2300 and 0700 no sound should be audible inside the prelim.

/

The predictai data for the proposed concert suggested an increase on background of

not less 20 and). Such increases had led to considerable levels of complaint at

other venues. In view of this the Director of anvil-(mantel Health recommended

that the application be refused.

2.4. At the planning committee meeting a variety of visas were expressed. There Has

a considerable body of opinion that although some disamanity was likely the positive

benefits to the Manchester area were greater. Planning consent was therefore

granted with control conditions. The exact wording of the noise control condition

was to be drawn up by the City Planning Officer in consultation with the Director of

Environmental Health.

2.5. It was the Planning Officer's view that satisfactory noise control could be

achieved by setting a maximum noise level at a specified location. The

Environmental Health Officers (E.|i.0.s) would not accept this approach. How could a

realistic target level be set uhen the best available data suggested such a large

'exceedmce ol' the G.L.C'a guidelines ? It appeared that significmt levels of

complaint Here inevitable — all that could be done was to try to ensure that noise

levels were kept as low as possible in the circumstances. Eventually the following

condition was agreed : '

'An-angements shall be made to monitor noise levels emanating from the concert in

agreement with. and to the satisfaction of. the City Council. The public address and

amplifier system shall be set to the lowest practicable level to ensure minimum

disturbance outside the ground”.

2.6. biscuit-ms were then held between the E.H.0.e and the promoter to draw up a

noise monitoring schedule. The following was agreed :

a! 39.19 .0.f_neise_a¢m§u.liant.
l) to lines with sound mgineus to locate speakers in such away as to minimise

transmission outside the stadium,

ii) to monitor sound checks,

iii) to monitor at the mixer toua‘ throughout the event.

iv) to advise the sound engineers of sound levels and keep a log of action taken

to reduce levels to a practicable minimum.

v) to obtain a series of sample measurements at various locations outside the

stadium.

b) Rfl—DUJfl-fl-Qdi-
l) to obtain continuous data at 3 fixed locations outside the stadium,

Ii) lo' obtnin In series at amaple measurements at various locations outside the

stadium (different to n)v) above).

All data to be I-nde available to both parties after the event.
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2.7. The E.l-L0.s obtained background level data for a typical eveniru during which no
activity was taking place in the stadium.
The arithmetic mean of [9° samples was 43.8 dBtA) from 1600-2000 and 41.3 dBM)
from 2000-2200. Leq data for the same pa‘iode was 55.8 dB“) and 5l.5 leA).

This data confirmed the estimates made during the assessment of the planning
application.

3. EN’I'ERTADMBIT LIKENCEAPPLICATION.

The recommendation of the Director of Enviranmentsl Health was repeated i.e.that the
event should not be permitted because of the serious risk that widespread
disturbance would occur. The Committee approved the application and endorsed the
noise control conditions attached to the planning cmeent.

t. THE 1986 CONCERT.

4.1. At the mixer tower 1 minute Leq data was obtained to enable engineers to be
advised of trends in noise levels, On 5 occasions it was felt necessary to ask for
reductions in levels.

A continuous level recorder trace was also produced.

l5 minute Leqa ranged from 80.7 to 91.] dBtA) with no live music, 97.3 to 100.5
Mi“) during Slnlue Qua and 98.9 to [03.5 min) during Queen.

(.2. Outside tlne stadium spot checks. in the form of 5 minute Leqs, were made at atotal or 14 locations at distances of up to 790 metres from the stage.

Fran this data it can be estimated that most or the housing within 500 metres ofthe Trent of stage was exposed to increases in background noise level in excess ofno aim) and uithtn 700 metres to increases in excess or 6 dBtA).

1.3. Data from the 3 fixed monitoring sites.

4.3.]. Thornton load, microphone 1 metre outside first floor bedroom. approximately
70 metres behind the stage.
Highest value 0].! dllm). Increase on hadcground level 22.7 dam.

4.3.2. Beveridge Road, microphone 1 metre outside first floor bedroom, approximately215 metres from stage. shielded by main (western) stand.
Highest vnlue 70.2 anon). Increase on background 17.6 dBiA).

4.3.3. Carlton Avenue, microphone 1 metre We first floor bedroom (to prevent
potential damage from persons sitting on out-building roofs). window
npnan, npproxinntely 200 metres from stage. direct line of night through gap
between nlmnds.
Highest value "FLO till“). Equivalent to 99.6 dB“) Olllfiida.
LLLe'r a§_aon _becksmun_d__‘_l-?._dMAL
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L4. Subjective asseaemmts were made over a maids-able distance from the stadium.

liusic was audible nnd subjectively loud at least 2 kilometres north of the site. At

1.1 kilometres words of songs were clearly audible, music was clear and undistorted

and described as 'hifi. quality".

4.5. Only 6 complaints were received by the local authority in the weeks following

the event (although a few more 'commente' were made ‘at a meeting of the local

consultative committee). 5 or the G referred to excessive noise.

5. SURVEY OF. LOCAL OPDIION.

5.1. Attempts were made to explain the unexpectedly low level of complaint.

the Council had not arranged for a telephone hot-line for complaints and it was

thought that this may have resulted in en unduly rosy picture of the situation.

Perhaps people who were disturbed by noise during the evmt were not sufficiently

motivated to telephone their complaints during the following days ? Local

councillors had clearly supported the event - it may have been thought that there

was no point in registering a complaint if it would not lead to meaningful action to

prevsnt a recurrence 7

5.2. in an attempt to seek more information the E.H.O.s decided to carry out a small-

scale postal survey. A questionnaire and pro-paid reply envelopes were sent to 200

households dxosen at random from the 2000 canvassed by the Planning Department.
The response rate was 50 x.
A suamary of the results was presented to the appropriate committee in Jamal”

(ref.5).

98 1 of respondents were at home during the concert.
79 I heard "noise from the concert".
[7 1 Judged the event to be ''quiet" or 'very quiet'.
53 2 ‘nuderate'.

25 1. 'noisy" or “very noisy“.
80 1. were "not annoyed at al.1'.
I I were IModerately annoyed”.
i 1 were "very annoyed”.
85 1. [oil that the finish time of the event (10.00 p.m.) was 'aaticfactory'.

G. COMILUSIONS FROM 1986 EVENT.

6.1. The predictions made by E.ll.0.s of likely noise levels were reasonably accurate
‘(see 2.3 above) in spite of the numberv.ol‘ assumptions which had to be made due to

the absence or hard data for the site. Levels closest to the stadium (Carlton
Avenue area) were even higher than predicted with increases in background of
between 22.4 and 41.2 dean during theconcert.

6.2. The expected adverse public response did not occur. The survey indicated a
high deglee ol entislnnumn with the event. The guidance of the G.L.C. code had
failed to predict the public respnnee at this venue. The local population appeared
to he more tolerant ol nniss tlmn people elsewhere.
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6.3. The monitoring carried out at the mixer tower resulted in the conclusion that

it was now possible to specify an appropriate target noise level which represented

'the lowest practicable levelll for the amplification system (as per the planning

condition. Sec 2.5.) If't'uture events were to take place a target of 101 dBtA)

Leq (5 minute) at the mixer would be recommended.

7. EVENTS SURE 1986.

7.1. Concerts have taken place every year except 1959 with a maximum of 5. in any

one year. The current; planning consult allows for concerts on a maximum of 4 days

per annum.

7.2. 14 events have taken place which have been subjected to a maximum noise level

of 101 dB“) Let] (5 minute) at the mixer tower. This control condition has been

imposed as part of the Entertainment Licence.

7.3. Bands involved have included Pink Floyd. Rolling Stones, Simple Minds. Dire

Straits and Guns N Roses. Sound engineers have found the target level achievable

but tough. Most concerts have involved minor exceedences of the target level but it

has been considered that the infringements have not been sufficient to warrant

action for breach of condition. It should be noted that the target level is a 5

ninuta Leq (this was chosen deliberately to pmit a high degree of control by the

local authority). This time period tends to penalise bands who play long numbers

with short breaks between them. It is possible that in future consideration may be

given to changing the target a 15 minute Let].

7.4. The level of complaint has remained low (a "handful" per annum). In Him a

repeat of the 1986 survey was carried out (with a slightly modified questionnaire).

(1151.6).

This time the response rate was 10 z

56 1 were not annoyed by any of the concerts.

ll 1 were annoyed 'a lnt'.

25 1 were annoyed 'a little'.

or those expressing any annoyance 16 '1 referred to noise, 25 1 to litter and 25 1

to car parking problems.

Although the overall level of nnuoyance has increased slightly there appears to he

no illdicotinu that this is due to noise.

0.11iEl-‘UTUEE.

8.1. The 11.5.0 I Home Office draft guidance on health. safety etc. at pop concerts

(rel'.'/) includes recmnmnndnumuc as to the maximum levels of noise to be emitted

from surl- events.

Section 4'10 suggests that a venue having 2 to 12 concerts per nnnum the event

noise level (F..N.I.) i.e. Leq (15 minute) at Ihe I’ncnde _nl' any mine sensitive location

should not. exceed the hnckgrnund level 17y more than 25 mm). In addition the

maximum F5." ould nnl. exceed 75 till“).  
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8.2. A study of the data collected at Maine Road shows that the venue cannot meet

this revised standard. Noise levels inside the worst affected houses exceed the

maximum E.N.l.. level to be achieved outside by about 15 dB(A). Even the houses

behind the speakers are subject to levels about 6 dBtA) above the suggested

maximum E.N.L.

8.3. The II.S.C I Home Office document refers in sections 468 and £69 to the

subjective aspects of community response to noise. It appears. from the experience

gained in Manchester that sud: factors may be of prime importance at some values.

9. A “NOISE TOLERANT ZONE' 7

9.]. Uhy are the residents of the area close to the Maine Road stadium satisfied

vi th noise levels which would cause numerous complaints elsewhere ?

It is suggested that n wide variety of factors are involved — many of these are

likely to be of u highly subjective nature.

9.2. The aren has a high unemployment rate especially among young people and has

witnessed n rise in all the indioes now associated with inner-city deprivation.

During monitoring outside the stadium it was clear that many people were thoroughly

enjoying a I'ree concert. During some events a carnival atmosphere prevailed. It.

Has also evident that the events bring positive financial benefits to some residents

hy virtue of a wide range of activities including the provision of catering
facilities. “ulternntive' concert merchandise and in some cases temporary seating

arrangements on the roofs of outbuildings etc.

Many residents am strong supporters of Manchester City Football Club and any
therefore welcome any events likely tn help the club's finances.

To fully understnnd this unpredlcted noise tolerance would require complex studies
beyond the resources of the Environmental Health Department.

I 0. COMILIISTOIB.

i0.1. When the first concert. not; proposed in mm". the best advice availnhlo uno
used to predict likely noise levels nnd the public response.

Although the noise level prediction worked renaminth Hell tho prediction of public

response one o toth failure.

l0.2. Recently proposed guidelines would also fail to predict the public response at
this venue.

[0.3. The Entertninment Licence condition uhiCh sets the maximum level at the mixer
or lot dll(A) Leq ('3 minute) to nchievahls try most bends most of the time.
This standard provides tho heel prncticuble level of control at this site.

IOJI. 11m. procedures used by City Council officers do not at thio stone require
significant revision. A review would only become ueceemu'y if. for some reason. the
level of cumplnint increased subotnntiol'ly.
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10.5. Extreme caution should be used when using guidelines for musical events.

Subjective factors and local circumstances are very important.

10.6. There is a need for more research.
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