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Issue 1. The 31 DBA threshold for noise should be reconsidered when the 
person in question is "sound sensitive" 

Issue 2. Noise and anti-social behaviour laws should be re-evaluated and take 
into account when a person is vulnerable..... 

NAC view:  

People have a right to behave normally in their homes, therefore if the threshold is 
changed this could impact on normal family life. It would be difficult to apply 
thresholds based on individual circumstances. 

It is difficult to imagine how an objective noise nuisance assessment could be made 
where the complainant is noise-intolerant, or how we could do otherwise than find in 
favour of the complainant. Such an assessment would be weighted heavily against 
the noise-maker at the outset, with the inherent danger of penalising behaviour 
which might otherwise be considered reasonable. 

It is a precedent of nuisance law that special sensitivities of complainants are left out 
of account when making a nuisance assessment. Otherwise there would be no point 
in objectifying noise measurements or the development of empirical noise criteria 
based on scientific research into sound and the average human response to it. (The 
A-weighted decibel scale is an example of this as it correlates with the average 
human response to sound between 20 and 20000HZ).  

Anti-Social Behaviour legislation already considers the vulnerability, physical health 
and mental health of both the victim and perpetuator of ASB.  However, it would not 
be equitable to deem the noise level of a household anti-social based on who they 
live next door to, as people have a right to behave normally in their homes.  

Should the law be changed to determine that a households level of noise be 
assessed based on the vulnerability of another household, this would require a 
change to every tenancy agreement in the Country. 

The petition was discussed recently at the Environmental Health Central West 
Pollution Group, whose consensus was that the investigation of noise complaints 
would be impracticable where special sensitivities of individuals have to be taken into 
account. 

Issue 3. Adding sound insulation should be looked at where there is poor 
insulation, there is noise nuisance and on assessment it is deemed 
necessary.... 

NAC view 

This is often not a practicable solution as extensive construction work may be 
required to achieve a noticeable improvement.  If this was progressed a process 
whereby a joint assessment by the landlord, environmental health and health 



services to assess practical improvements and cost effectiveness in addressing 
concerns would be required to identify reasonable adjustments.  How will works be 
funded? 

Issue 4. Sound insulation should be able to be added under disability 
adaptations where the person is sound sensitive due to disability or medical 
conditions. 

NAC view 

With the current financial constraints it is not appropriate to have a blanket policy on 
sound insulation as a response to a sound issue. Where it is determined that sound 
insulation would be a solution to an issue, there should be a partnership (including 
the tenant/owner) approach to sourcing the funding required provided that a 
reasonable and cost effective solution can be identified. 

Issue 5. Individuals with criminal history or a history of violence should not be 
allocated next to vulnerable persons or children. 

NAC view 

There are MAPPA arrangements in place for dangerous and violent offenders. It is 
not appropriate to legislate as suggested above, ex-offenders have paid their debt to 
society and the majority will not offend again. Out with MAPPA we have no right to 
know the criminal history of a tenant and this is not something which could be 
managed through the allocation policy. 

Issue 6. Extra points on the council Housing waiting list should be allocated in 
situations as detailed within the petition. 

NAC view 

 Allocation Policy is needs based with points awarded based on levels of need. 
However, allocation of housing would not resolve this issue as we cannot legislate 
for who may move in next door to a noise sensitive tenant at some point in the 
future. 

NAC summary view 

Rather than a series of individual actions, the response to this issue has to be based 
on an integrated partnership review of the needs of vulnerable people on an 
individual basis. The solutions can therefore be tailored to the needs of the individual 
as opposed to a broad stroke change in legislation and policy. 

Revisiting the scenario presented, this would mean that supported by his GP and 
CPN, an assessment would be undertaken by Environmental Health and the landlord 
to determine the impact noise is having and to discuss and agree the best outcome. 
The Outcome could be any of the following: 

 Action against the neighbour if behaviour is anti-social 



 Negotiation and mediation between the neighbours to try and resolve the 
issue. 

 Priority on the housing waiting list with consideration of a different house type. 

 Agreement that insulation would resolve the issue with discussion and 
agreement as to how funding could be secured and the tenant / owner 
supported to apply for this funding if it is an external source.  

 Support for the individual to develop coping mechanisms or best manage the 
impact in the interim or long term basis. 

 

 


