

NEW LONDON VILLAGE COUNCIL

Workshop – Monday, October 12, 2026 @ 6:00 p.m.
Present: Shawn Pickworth, Mike Crabbs, Jason Anderson, Ed Fannin, John Gerlak, Steve Roeder, Dawn Hess, Joe Hicks, Natalie Schulte, Wayne Christopher, Jessica Christopher, Rick Bowers, Natalie Bowers, Donna Schneiter and Marvin McCallister. 
Mayor Toby Thomas called the workshop to order to discuss noise ordinance enforcement and possible revisions.
Village Council discussed concerns regarding noise generated by motocross track operations on property zoned light industrial, particularly the track located north of Biglow Parkway. The discussion focused on interpreting and enforcing the village's existing noise ordinance, establishing consistent sound-measurement procedures, and identifying potential solutions that balance residents' concerns with the property owner's rights to operate a business.

Shawn Pickworth explained that the properties in question had been zoned light industrial for many years. The property had reportedly remained undeveloped for approximately 40 years before being purchased and developed for motocross activities.

Shawn stated that, based on his interpretation of the zoning code, the proposed motocross activities were consistent with the existing light-industrial zoning classification. He explained that he had not identified a zoning provision that would allow him to prohibit the use under the current classification.

Shawn acknowledged the concerns raised by neighboring property owners but stated that he would need direction from the village's legal counsel, a court, or Council before changing his interpretation.

Discussion also addressed the village zoning map, which was reportedly updated around 2013. A property owner questioned the map's accuracy, stating that a portion of property acquired from an adjoining owner was classified as residential even though the map appeared to show it as M-1 industrial. Shawn Pickworth indicated that the discrepancy might relate to the information available through the county and would require further review.

Rick and Natalie Bowers expressed concerns about noise from the motocross activities, particularly from the track north of Biglow Parkway, which is located behind their home.

They clarified that their primary concern was not necessarily the existence of the motocross business itself, but whether the village's noise ordinance was being followed and consistently enforced.

Concerns included:

· Noise reaching nearby homes during practices and racing events.

· The cumulative effect of repeated motorcycle noise over several hours.

· Uncertainty regarding how and where sound levels should be measured.

· Disagreement over reported decibel readings and whether the measurements reflected the requirements of the ordinance.

· The need for an impartial and consistent method of evaluating complaints.

Mr. and Mrs. Bowers stated that sound readings taken at different locations could produce different results and questioned whether measurements presented by the property owner used the appropriate equipment and measurement standards.

Wayne Christopher stated that the property had been purchased and developed in reliance on its light-industrial zoning classification. The owner explained that the business had invested in the property and had operated within what the owner understood to be the applicable zoning and operating requirements.

Mr. Christopher reported that the business had only been open approximately 25 days since the beginning of the year, including practices and events, and had held approximately six races during the season. Practices were described as generally lasting about four hours, while racing events could last longer.

Mr. Christopher presented information previously provided to Council, including photographs, sound readings, and descriptions of the track layout. He reported readings of approximately 58 to 61 decibels at locations on the property near the adjoining residential property and stated that the readings had remained below the ordinance's stated 75-decibel threshold.

Mr. Christopher also described existing trees and other natural features that could act as sound barriers. He stated that portions of the north track were located approximately 123 yards from the neighboring property line.

Mr. Christopher expressed willingness to work with residents and Council toward a practical solution, including considering additional sound barriers, while questioning the cost, effectiveness, and long-term durability of temporary measures.

Council reviewed the existing noise provision as written in the village codified ordinances.
As discussed during the meeting, the provision states that noise shall not exceed an average of 75 decibels during the applicable period. Members observed that the language does not clearly establish several important requirements, including:

· The specific sound-measurement scale or weighting.

· The type and technical specifications of the sound-level meter.

· The location at which measurements must be taken.

· The period over which sound levels must be measured.

· Whether the ordinance regulates average sound levels, maximum readings, or both.

· How intermittent or short-duration noise should be evaluated.

· Who is authorized to conduct measurements and determine whether a violation has occurred.

Council members agreed that these uncertainties make consistent enforcement difficult and could lead to disagreements between residents, business owners, and village officials.

The discussion addressed the difference between various sound-measurement methods.
It was noted that a maximum reading may capture a brief sound peak, while an averaged measurement evaluates sound over a specified period. Council recognized that selecting an appropriate method would affect how the ordinance is applied to motocross activities, manufacturing operations, vehicle noise, and other sources throughout the village.

Shawn Pickworth explained that he had purchased a relatively inexpensive sound-level meter for village use and acknowledged that additional research might be needed to determine whether the instrument was appropriate for enforcement purposes.

Council also discussed the importance of establishing a consistent measurement location, with the adjoining property line suggested as a possible standard. Questions were raised about how officials could reliably identify property lines when responding to complaints.

Several attendees recommended using a qualified, independent third party or establishing a consistent procedure for measurements conducted by authorized village personnel.

No final measurement method, equipment specification, measurement duration, or enforcement procedure was adopted during the discussion.

Toby Thomas discussed provisions of the Ohio Revised Code relating to motor-vehicle noise limits and measurement requirements. Figures cited during the meeting included different decibel limits depending on vehicle type and speed.

Council recognized that these provisions might provide useful background but that statutory requirements for vehicles operating on roads may not directly apply to motocross activities on private property or establish the appropriate standards for the village's general noise ordinance.

Other municipalities, including Sandusky and other communities with noise regulations, were mentioned as potential sources of information regarding measurement equipment, sound limits, averaging periods, and enforcement practices.

Council also discussed consulting applicable federal guidance, including occupational and environmental noise standards. No determination was made that any particular outside standard would automatically govern the village ordinance.

Council members emphasized that any revision to the noise ordinance should address the village as a whole rather than focus exclusively on the motocross business.

Other potential sources of noise discussed included:

· Industrial and manufacturing operations.

· Rail traffic.

· Vehicle and motorcycle traffic.

· Community events, including Labor Day activities.

· Intermittent industrial impacts, such as the dropping or handling of heavy materials.

It was noted that some noise sources produce brief, loud sounds, while others produce repeated or sustained noise over longer periods. Council expressed concern that a revised ordinance should account for these differences and be practical to enforce across different types of properties and activities.

The discussion also recognized that properties zoned industrial may reasonably have different operating characteristics from residential properties. However, the need to protect residents from unreasonable noise and maintain consistent standards throughout the village was also acknowledged.

Council members questioned Mr. Christopher about the possibility of installing large round hay bales or similar materials along portions of the motocross property to help reduce noise traveling toward neighboring homes.

Mr. Christopher indicated a willingness to consider this approach.

Discussion about the potential benefits and limitations of the proposal, included:
· Whether the barriers would provide a meaningful reduction in noise.

· The number and placement of hay bales required.

· The cost of installation.

· Deterioration caused by weather and the eventual need for replacement.

· Whether a temporary trial could help determine the effectiveness of the measure.

· Whether a more permanent sound barrier might be considered if the initial approach proved effective.

The proposal was discussed as a possible temporary or trial solution. No formal requirement, installation schedule, cost-sharing arrangement, or performance standard was approved.

Council members agreed that additional information was needed before the village could determine how best to clarify and enforce the noise ordinance.

The discussion identified the following priorities:

1. Establish an appropriate sound-measurement method and technical standard.

2. Determine where measurements should be taken.

3. Establish the duration and conditions under which measurements should be conducted.

4. Identify appropriate sound-level meters and determine whether independent testing is necessary.

5. Review noise ordinances and enforcement practices used by other municipalities.

6. Consult the village's legal counsel regarding the existing ordinance and potential amendments.

7. Consider whether the ordinance should distinguish between intermittent noise, sustained noise, and special events.

8. Evaluate the proposed hay-bale barriers as a possible interim measure.

9. Review the accuracy of the village zoning map and resolve any discrepancies identified during the discussion.

Council emphasized that the matter would require additional research and that an immediate, comprehensive resolution was unlikely.

The discussion concluded without a final determination regarding whether the reported motocross noise constituted a violation of the existing ordinance.

No formal amendment to the noise ordinance was adopted during the discussion, and no final sound-measurement standard was established.

The principal outcome was recognition that the existing ordinance requires further review and clarification to provide consistent, enforceable standards for noise throughout the village.

	A temporary sound-barrier approach using hay bales remained a potential option for further consideration.
The workshop was adjourned
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Nancy Howell
                             Toby Thomas
Fiscal Officer                                 Mayor


