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SPWI’s assessment of PfP APPLICATION in relation to the   

ADOPTED DORSET WASTE PLAN 2019 and submitted by the Stop Portland Waste Incineration campaign as a 

detailed objection. 

 
 
Context: 

• Background, how the rhetoric of sustainability of NPPF in 2012 has changed to 2021 with UK 

Government committed to working on the frontline of climate change to inspire acting ahead of 

COP26. Dates & key events & assessment of Need.  

• SPWI wish to connect the planning officers with the Petitioners, real people in a real place, not a 

paper exercise.  We wish to attend the site visit arranged for the Strategic Planning Committee and 

we wish to know when it is so we can be visible and not be ignored; we will of course adhere to 

protocols. 

• SPWI wish to amplify submissions already made by PTC, WTC, Osmington Parish Council, Freeths, 

Adams Hendry, AQC, Jonathan Cox Ass, Public Health Dorset, Ministry of Justice, Primary Care 

Network, Historic England, Wyke Regis Primary Federation, Civic Society, MEMO Trustees, UKWIN, 

and yet more including Richard Drax MP: 

“this is the wrong development in the wrong place”.  We have asked Secretary of State Oliver 

Dowden to assist in the protection of the UNESCO World heritage coast. 

• We are all part of the environment and need to remember this quote from the EIA, Environmental 

Impact Assessment: “good practice dictates that the “Do Nothing” alternative is given due 

consideration.” 
do nothing saves energy- active and embodied - and does not cause emissions. 

 
It is the Planning Process that is going to decide whether this goes ahead not the Environment 

Agency whose remit is simply to ensure the operators function the plant to legal limits.  The EA 

permits and subsequent published Annual Performance Reports of similar plants confirm that 

nuisance happens.  There are frequent reports of odours, noise, traffic.  These are often brushed 

aside, tabled as unsubstantiated or unavoidable.  The nuisance is part and parcel of the functioning 

of the approved process.  

The planning process is about the Principle – should this happen here? 

Planners in Minerals and Waste are fully aware of the “sensitive receptors” and that living within 

range of any waste facility is no picnic.  We know that if you were a resident living nearby to this 

application and had done some research, you would be sitting on our side of the table. 

2012  Matters have changed significantly since 2012. Then the National Planning Policy Framework 

legislation has the principle at the core - that of Sustainable Development which then in 2012 was 

more of a rhetorical requirement but is there, none the less. This is not a new requirement. 

2013  Portland Port Energy Plant Planning Approved for handling waste rubber crumb and palm oil 

Feb 2014 Dorset Waste Plan 1st public consultation ends  

Sept 2015 Dorset Waste Plan public consultation on Draft Waste Plan ends  

May 2018  Dorset Waste Partnership met in Portland Port to discuss the Eunomia Report advocating RDF 

Processing and shipping out from Portland Port 

June 2018 Portland Port Feasibility Workshop on Waste held –  DWP Emma Macdonald is recorded as 

identifying that the site is not allocated and not in tune with national Planning Policy, namely the 

Proximity Principle. 

July 2018 Eunomia Report commissioned by DWP concludes that Port suitable for use by DWP for processing 

and storage of RDF linked to the Port. 

Oct 2018 Dorset Waste Plan Consultation on the proposed modifications closed. 
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May 2019 “In May 2019, Dorset Council declared a Climate Emergency. As local authority, this means that we 

are looking to take direct action to reduce the negative environmental impact of our services, 

supporting and influencing Dorset communities and organisations to reduce their carbon footprint as 

well as developing a climate emergency plan.”* 
 
June 2019 revised National Planning Policy Framework - its purpose founded on sustainable development 

Resolution 42/187 of the United Nations General Assembly “sustainable development can be 

summarised as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs” 

5th Dec 2019 Powerfuels Portland public exhibition of the proposal. 

13th Dec 2019 Planning department with other relevant DC disciplines visit the site with applicant. 

30th Dec 2019 Dorset Waste Plan adopted. 

Jan 2020 Planning department with other relevant DC disciplines issued to the applicant a detailed, with 

caveats, Pre-Application Advice -  

pg 3  all criteria for unallocated sites must be met.  

pg 13 “The Waste Planning Authority was not made aware of the availability of this land for waste 

uses during the preparation of the Waste Plan.” Why was this included in the text given May 2018 

DWP commissioned a Eunomia report to see if Portland Port was suitable for use for residual waste 

storage/ transfer to facilitate the export.  

pg21*this refers to same quote of May 2019 

pg 22 “evidence to clarify what fraction (if any) of the output of the facility can be classed as 

renewable? This would have a significant bearing on the support that can be given to the proposal.” 

“Concerns have been raised as to whether the heat will actually be utilised or wasted.” “Dorset 

Council’s Sustainability Manager has also raised the issue of the source of waste, suggesting the 

proposed facility should be managing Dorset’s waste rather than imported waste. In this regard it is 

considered important that the proposal is compatible with our own waste so that we don’t end up 

importing waste from far away.” 

 
Feb 2020 Planning department with other relevant DC disciplines issued to the applicant, with caveats, the 

advisory Environmental Scoping Report to define the applicant’s extent of submission.  

pg3 “concerns have also been raised about the merits of the proposal itself.”  

pg6 “any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and long term, permanent and temporary, 

positive and negative effects of the development . . . risk to human health, cultural heritage or the 

environment;”  

“Any proposed mitigation measures should be considered in the following order of preference: 

avoidance, reduction, compensation and remediation.” 

pg7 “It is noted that the issue of odour from the operation has been scoped out of the ES.”  

pg9 “It is noted that impacts on tourism are scoped out of the ES.”  “Dorset Council’s Conservation 

Officer considers that the impacts of scheduled monuments and listed buildings to be 

Underestimated”    “The potential for human health effects from contact with ground gasses post-

construction has been scoped out of the ES.” 

pg10 “Any impacts of loss of allocated employment land (to waste management uses) should be 

considered within the planning application,” 

pg11 “greater weight should be given to the impact of local climatic/wind conditions on the impact 

zone for deposition of pollutants around the stack area, to ensure that the impacts of nutrient 

deposition are fully understood. This is of particular importance as the underlying SSSI unit (33-Verne 

Common) directly adjacent to the application area is in unfavourable declining condition due to scrub 

incursion and additional nutrient deposition has the potential to add to the existing problem. The 

cumulative impact . . . In-combination effects should also be included to ensure the impacts of this 

application can be fully understood.” “no equal anywhere on the South Coast and are perhaps unique 

with a combination of Oceanic, Southern Oceanic and Mediterranean-Atlantic bryophytes and lichens 

not known elsewhere in Britain.’ Great weight should be given to the importance of this habitat,” 

pg14 Noise and vibration . . . “scoped out of the ES.” 



 

18.05.21  SPWI assessment of PfP APPLICATION in relation to the ADOPTED DORSET WASTE PLAN 2019      Page 3 of 20 

 

pg16 “Portland Harbour,  . . , is a Sensitive Marine Area and thus habitat of national significance; it is 

unique in England for its deep sheltered mud habitats supporting sea pens.” “Natural England do not 

consider the thresholds suggested to be appropriate given that there is only one way on and off 

Portland which runs directly adjacent to international, national and local designated nature 

conservation sites.” 
 

Sept 2020 Application is registered 

Jan 2021 Adrian Lynham Head of Waste & Resource Management at WYG (Tetra Tech) Ltd appointed as DC 

case officer 

21 Jan 2021 Court of Appeal ruling in ClientEarth v Secretary of State for BEIS & Anor that, when considering a 

proposed development, the adverse impacts of greenhouse gas emissions from that development 

can be given "significant, or even decisive weight in the planning balance and are even capable of 

being "treated as a freestanding reason for refusal". 

 

March 2021 Planning department 1st of regular meetings with PfP set up as fortnightly – has this been the case?  

Are there minutes published? 

April 2021 Planning department notifies local Councillors that it is expected to consider this application at 

October DC Strategic Planning Committee.  Is this still the case? 

May 2021 DC issued Regulation 25 of the T&CP EIA Regulations 2017 – request for further information from PfP 

with no time limit. 

SPWI consider the DC questions are vague and lack definition asking “in reference to the points 

raised”, and questions limited by “as appropriate” are not transparent to scrutiny. 

SPWI are concerned that the questions do not include a requirement to clarify the source(s) and 

content of the RDF.  Without this how can DC be sure that the waste processed will be genuinely 

diverted from Landfill and how can the applicant truly demonstrate that the waste input will consist 

of materials unable to be processed higher up the waste hierarchy? 

SPWI note that there are no questions relating to the conflicts between the self-sufficiency  

objectives of DWP and Dorset’s Need since the waste sources identified, by the applicant, include 

coming from places beyond Dorset such as the Channel Islands and Ireland. 

Nov 2021 UK Government committed to working on the front line of climate change to inspire action ahead of 

COP26.  Now the term SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT has to be true and we must safeguard our 

future and we have to get it right NOW as we all know that time is not on our side with reducing 

emissions now there is a slim chance of success.  Never before has the term existential threat been 

used by Government – I had never expected to hear that – ever - and yet still there is insufficient 

reaction. 

12 May 2021  House of Commons Library Briefing Paper 08515 Plastic waste in the UK, including statistics on plastic 

waste, plans and ambitions to reduce avoidable plastic waste, a plastic packaging tax, producer 

responsibility reform, deposit return scheme, consistency in household recycling, levy’s bans and the 

plastics innovation fund: towards zero waste fund. 

18 May 2021 Rebecca Pow’s re a Moratorium of EfW Incineration: “Budget 2018 set out the Government’s 

long-term ambition to maximise the amount of waste sent to recycling instead of incineration 

and landfill. Should wider policies not deliver on the Government’s waste ambitions in the 

long-term, the introduction of a tax on the incineration of waste will be considered, including 

how such a tax would work alongside Landfill Tax and the possible impacts on local 

authorities.” “On the issue of a moratorium on new EfW capacity in England, we will revisit 

our waste projections over the coming months to help understand future residual waste 

infrastructure capacity needs, taking account of waste prevention measures, our high 

recycling ambitions and municipal waste landfill reduction goals. This capacity analysis will 

also help us to further develop our preferred options for residual waste treatment as we move 

towards a circular economy and focus on delivering our net zero ambitions.” 
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Government issued this in June 2020.  Sea water pathogens, coastal flooding, drought, crop 

compromise, respiratory deaths, illness.  The issue has been clearly stated.  We have to adapt. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dorset Plan sets the Climate and Ecological 

Emergency centrally in all matters 

and is in place till 2024.  The 

planning obligation via NPPF 

Sustainability has been in place 

since at least 2012 amplified in 2019 

as a core requirement. 
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This application is not needed: 

2015: 2,170,000 tonnes of waste in area, 85% from area, 15% imported = 325,500.  322,000 tonnes 

exported, so Dorset is a net importer.  

 
2018 Karen Punchard, Corporate Director for Place Based Services confirmed:  

Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW): 57,877 tonnes 

 Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste:  

para 2.20 not responsible for all commercial waste approx.   447,000 tonnes 

 Construction, Demolition & Excavation (CDE)waste: 

 Hazardous waste: can also arise from all sources LACW, C&I and CDE 

 total for 2018 862,000 tonnes 

 

2019/20 Gemma Clinton, Head of Commercial Waste & Strategy email 02.03.2:  

Dorset Council used a variety of outlets for its kerbside collected residual waste. The principal delivery 

destination for this material were as follows: 

 New Earth Solutions (NES) (Canford Dorset) MBT some goes on to be RDF 51,239 tonnes 

 Veolia Environmental Services – Blue Haze transfer station nr Verwood  

for onward delivery to the Hampshire ERF Network  4,116 tonnes 

 Viridor – Dimmer (Castle Carry) and Walpole (Nr Bridgwater)  

Landfills via Dorset Council Transfer stations  1,525 tonnes 

 Veolia Environmental Services – Blue Haze  

 Landfill nr Verwood        997 tonnes 

 Total 57,877 tonnes 

 Of the residual waste processed at New Earth Solutions, 39,289 were sent for thermal treatment of which 

the majority of this material was bailed and wrapped as RDF. 
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https://environment.data.gov.uk/portalstg/home/item.html?id=2b3d34c0a5c1409cbe2f2b99d592050c    

2018 Waste Data Interrogator 

 
 

2018 Landfill in Dorset is inert mainly arising from Construction is 58,795 tonnes 6.8%  

well below the 10% under government target.  PfP submission is counter factual.   

 

 
Government calls for 65% re-use by 2035, Dorset already achieves this.    
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Latest data on Incineration capacity in the South West 2019 shows a surplus and this is before the 

Bridgwater ERF comes shortly online. 

 
Canford Mechanical Biological treatment (MBT) Composting Facility, Arena Way, Wimborne BH21 3BW is 

where Dorset’s waste is processed into RDF…  then goes to current final RDF treatment… 

• Canford Magna to is at Veolia’s Marchwood (Southampton) ERF – 29 miles away, 44 mins 

• Canford Magna to Portland Port proposed site is 40 miles, 1hr 2 mins 

• Canford Magna to Veolia Portsmouth ERF is 52 miles, 1hr 3mins 

• Canford Magna to Veolia Chineham ERF (Basingstoke) is 60 miles 

• Canford Magna to new Pinnacle Power Bridgwater WtE is 79 miles, 1hr 44mins 

• Canford Magna to Viridor Exeter ERF is 84 miles 2hr 10mins 

• Canford Magna to Viridor Avonmouth ERF (Bristol) is 87 miles, 2hr 2 mins  

The two Hampshire waste areas nearest to the Marchwood EfW Incinerator have recycling rates that are 

under 30% (or thereabouts), so if Hampshire improves its recycling rates, as indeed it must, there will be a 

shortfall of RDF to fulfil their capacity... Dorset RDF could supply all our RDF to that EfW, allowing Hampshire 

to improve it's recycling rates without compromising the capacity of the Marchwood EfW, whilst allowing 

Dorset to comply with the proximity principle as it is only 29 miles away and serviced by major roads.   

Therefore, if an incinerator was built in Dorset, that would undermine the Nation's policy on improving 

recycling rates, as Hampshire would have to keep burning recyclables to keep Marchwood going. Also given 

the best way to reduce emission is not to make any - the “Do Nothing” makes the best use of the already 

high embodied energy in the already constructed high investment specialist facility. 

“DWP pg23 para 4.3 Objective2 

 To optimise self sufficiency, through the provision of an appropriate number and range of well designed, 

appropriately sized facilities for the management of waste, recognising that some waste requires specialist 

management facilities of a strategic nature.  SPWI consider EfW Incineration specialist facilities. 

DWP Pg 23 para 11.14 “Due to the specific requirements for the management of hazardous wastes and the costs of 

establishing specialist facilities (which are likely to serve a national or regional need) facilities generally 

have a wide catchment area.” 

Given the responses to question posed by SPWI on ways to reduce contamination of waste streams 

and Gemma Clinton’s reply 02.03.21 there is as yet not data being collected or plans to separate.  

Therefore, could do a lot better to recycle more and reduce waste.  Therefore, the anticipated 

problem up to 2033 needs more work to reduce waste overall, so the planned 2033 figure is not 

fixed in stone and indeed must change with COP26 Government initiatives etc. 
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Current Local Plan Policies applicable on the application site: 

ECON 2. PROTECTION OF KEY EMPLOYMENT SITES 

i)  Within key employment sites (as identified on the policies map) applications for B1 (light industrial), 

B2 (general industrial), B8 (storage and distribution) and other similar uses will be permitted subject 

to proposals not having a significant adverse impact on surrounding land uses. 

ii)  The use of key employment sites for employment purposes other than B1, B2 and B8 may be 

appropriate if it can be proven that the use provides on-site support facilities or demonstrates an 

economic enhancement over and above B1 / B2 / B8 uses. Such development will not prejudice the 

efficient and effective use of the remainder of the employment area. 

iii)  Retail uses will not generally be supported. Exceptionally, uses which have trade links with 

employment uses or are un-neighbourly in character (such as car showrooms, tyre and exhaust 

centres, or trade counters) may be permitted on employment sites which have good access to a range 

of transport options. 

iv)  Other uses that do not provide direct, on-going local employment opportunities will not be permitted 

SPWI noted that the site area of 2.14ha with the proposed use will be employing 33 workers but at any one time only 

11 people on site.  This is a very low employment use for a large piece of land.  It is unneighbourly use adjacent to 

undeveloped land with opportunity of employment which will be negatively impacted. 
 

ENV 1. LANDSCAPE, SEASCAPE AND SITES OF GEOLOGICAL INTEREST  

i) The plan area’s exceptional landscapes and seascapes and geological interest will be protected, taking 

into account the objectives of the Dorset AONB Management Plan and World Heritage Site 

Management Plan. Development which would harm the character, special qualities or natural beauty 

of the Dorset Area of Outstanding Beauty or Heritage Coast, including their characteristic landscape 

quality and diversity, uninterrupted panoramic views, individual landmarks, and sense of tranquillity 

and remoteness, will not be permitted. 

ii) Development should be located and designed so that it does not detract from and, where reasonable, 

enhances the local landscape character. Proposals that conserve, enhance and restore locally 

distinctive landscape features will be encouraged. Where proposals relate to sites where existing 

development is of visually poor quality, opportunities should be taken to secure visual enhancements. 

Development that significantly adversely affects the character or visual quality of the local landscape 

or seascape will not be permitted. 

iii) Appropriate measures will be required to moderate the adverse effects of development on the 

landscape and seascape. 

iv) Development should maintain Regionally Important Geological and Geomorphological Sites (RIGS) for 

their scientific and educational value. Development that significantly adversely affects local geological 

features will not be permitted unless comparable sites can be identified or created elsewhere or the 

impact adequately mitigated through other measures 
 

ENV 4. HERITAGE ASSETS 

i. The impact of development on a designated or non-designated heritage asset and its setting must be 

thoroughly assessed against the significance of the asset. Development should conserve and where 

appropriate enhance the significance. 

ii. Applications affecting the significance of a heritage asset or its setting will be required to provide 

sufficient information to demonstrate how the proposals would positively contribute to the assets’s 

conservation. 

iii. A thorough understanding of the significance of the asset and other appropriate evidence including 

conservation area character appraisals and management plans should be used to inform development 

proposals including potential conservation and enhancement measures. 

iv. Any harm to the significance of a designated or non-designated heritage asset must be justified. 

Applications will be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal; if it has been demonstrated 

that all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the existing use, find new uses, or mitigate the 

extent of the harm to the significance of the asset, and; if the works proposed are the optimum 

required to secure the sustainable use of the asset. 

v. The desirability of putting heritage assets to an appropriate and viable use that is consistent with their 

conservation will be taken into account. 

vi. Where harm can be justified, appropriate provision will be required to capture and record features, 

followed by analysis and where appropriate making findings publicly available. 

SPWI ask why this site was ever considered viable at the pre-planning application assessment stage? 
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SPWI working through the provisions of the adopted Dorset Waste Plan to make clear how an EfW 

Incinerator on Portland fails the legal requirements embodied in this statutory document: 

 

Policy 1.   Sustainable waste management Not in accordance with this Policy 

“the presumption in favour of sustainable development” 

 This development will compromise the ability of future generations.  EfW Incineration is not 

renewable energy. 

“to promote the circular economy” 

 EfW Incineration removes material from being reused, disincentives recycling and disincentives 

investment in remanufacturing using recyclates. The Environment Bill with extended producer 

responsibility and deposit return schemes will reduce residual waste 

“to secure development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area” 

 Local Businesses including the Verne Prison have objected strongly, the impact of cruise ship docking 

in the emission zone has not be quantified yet Southampton have chosen grid power for bunkering. 

Public Health Dorset and Primary Care Trust states serious concerns over the impact on health and 

wellbeing especially because of the location topography, emissions and traffic impacts. 

The EIA   “good practice dictates that the “Do Nothing” alternative” is the preferred response given 

the unique and “the Outstanding Universal Value“ and protected status of the setting. 

“demonstrate that waste is being managed at the highest appropriate level” 

 Burning material means that it is never possible to reuse. The use of IBA into aggregates is challenged 

as safe. Smart Landfill offers capture of biogas, future remining and is sequestration easy. Legacy 

Landfill are now nature reserves. 

“move towards net self-sufficiency” 

 Evaluation on specialist technology is a regional and national issue.  

“appropriately located relative to the source of the waste” 

Portland Incinerator is 40 miles from Dorset RDF source which is 29 miles from existing Marchwood 

Incinerator. Contravenes the proximity policy.   

Emma Macdonald: statement Portland Port Feasibility Workshop 01/06/2018: 

 

 

 

 

Policy 2.  Integrated waste management facilities Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for waste management facilities which incorporate different types of waste management activities at the same 

location, or are co-located with complementary activities, will be supported unless there would be an unacceptable 

cumulative impact on the local area” 

 

“The main purpose of the Waste Plan is to plan for an appropriate network of facilities to manage waste arisings” 

Portland provides no co-location 

 

 

 

Policy 3.   Sites allocated for waste management  Not in accordance with this Policy  

“The Waste Plan identifies Allocated Sites” 

The process of preparation of a Dorset West Plan is diligent. The timeline and events are set out 

earlier in this document. Portland Port is not an allocated site even though it could have been 

allocated within the preparation timetable of the adopted Plan. 
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Policy 4.   Application for waste management facilities not allocated in the Waste Plan 

Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for waste management facilities on unallocated sites will only be permitted where it is demonstrated that they 

meet all of the following criteria:” 

a. There are available allocated sites which address the need with no additional disadvantages and two 

of the three allocated site are already progressing the same function.  

b. the proposal would sterilise and will prejudice the delivery of an allocated site. 

c. the Spatial Strategy states:  

“Provision will be made for residual waste treatment facility(s) to manage waste derived throughout the Plan area. The 

need for strategic residual waste treatment facilities will primarily be addressed through new capacity in south east 

Dorset. However, additional capacity may also be appropriate elsewhere to ensure the capacity gap is adequately 

addressed and when it will result in a good spatial distribution of facilities providing benefits such as a reduction in waste 

miles.”  

New capacity is already in progress on allocated sites.  EfW Incineration capacity is already in surplus 

in the South West even without the new Bridgewater faciality.  Marchwood is nearer than Portland 

to the source of Dorset Waste. This application does not support the Spatial Strategy. 

d. the proposal does not comply with relevant policies of this Plan 

 

 

 

 

Policy 5.  Facilities to enable the recycling of waste Relevant 

Recycling is defined under the Waste Framework Directive as: 

"any recovery operation by which waste materials are reprocessed into products, materials or substances whether for the 

original or other purposes. It includes the reprocessing of organic material but does not include energy recovery and the 

reprocessing into materials that are to be used as fuels or for back filling operation "(Directive2008/98/EC,Article3)  

You may get the impression that reuse as energy is seen as recycling but this is incorrect. 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy 6.  Recovery facilities  Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for the recovery of non hazardous waste, including materials recovery, mechanical biological treatment, 

thermal treatment, anaerobic digestion and biomass facilities, will be permitted where it is demonstrated that they meet all 

of the following criteria:” 

a. This application does not support the Spatial Strategy. 

b. This application would displace that which is already managed or likely to be managed in Parley, 

Canford Magna, Mannings Health, Marshwood, Bridgewater. 

c.    

d. This application does not include combined heat and power with no proposal for dealing with 

summer excess heat arising and these adverse impacts. 

e. N/A 

f. This proposal will adversely affect the integrity of the European sites and have a negative impact on 

recreation in and around Portland Harbour. 

Residues arsing in IBA are not able to be processed at or close to the source with potential accidental 

breaches allowing be leaching of poisonous elements into the enclosed waters of the harbour 
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Policy 7.  Final disposal of non-hazardous waste Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for the disposal of non-hazardous waste should only be considered as a last resort “ 

c. there is no clearly established need which cannot be met at existing facilities closer to the source of 

the waste arising. 

d. there will be unacceptable adverse impacts on both local amenity and the environment. 

“7.10 Table 2 Total Waste LA and C&I = 1,025,000 tonnes pa in 2033” 

Yet Eunomia Fig7 Commercial and industrial waste arisings in England and British Plastics Federation all 

predict an ongoing reduction in residual waste. 

 
The British Plastics Federation predictions show how unnecessary this PfP application is:
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https://www.bpf.co.uk/roadmap 

 
Policy 8.  inert waste recovery and disposal Relevant 

It is to be noted that Portland already has numerous lorry movements bringing quarry materials from 

the island and inert waste landfill back to the quarries undergoing reclamation. 
 

Policy 9.  Special types of waste Relevant 

EfW Incineration process generates 20% residual IBA which is toxic hazardous waste which can not 

be treated close by. 

Javelin Park which is a similar plant combusted 183,144 tonnes of waste, consumed 3,506 tonnes of 

raw materials 501,562 litres of fuel oil; generated Air Pollution Control Residue 4,993 tonnes of Air 

Pollution Control Residue and 36,282 tonnes of IBA  all in 2020. 
 

Policy 10.  Decommissioning and restoration of Winfrith Nuclear Licensed Site Relevant 
“f. The restoration programme should have regard to the opportunity for land at the northern end, which lies within the 

Dorset Innovation Park Enterprise Zone boundary, to be considered for uses which contribute to the Innovation Park’s 

status as a strategic employment site.” 

The old Winfrith nuclear site lies immediately adjacent to Dorset Innovation Park Enterprise Zone 

(near Wool) and in February 2010 planning permission was granted for a ATCT EfW facility to treat 

116,000 tpa. Dorset Council have identified opportunities for energy infrastructure at Dorset 

Innovation Park as land is owned by Dorset Council. 

Why has the Dorset Innovation Park Enterprise Zone / Winfrith site has not been included in the 

Dorset Waste Plan 2019 as an allocated site, as the site is far better placed strategically to deal with 

any residual Dorset waste, with better road links? 

 

Policy 11.  Waste water and sewage treatment works  Not in accordance with this Policy 

  The holding objections from DC Flood Risk Management Team are serious issues which the Reg 25 

questions target. The site is made up ground on impervious substrate. Contamination of the ground, 

including infiltration of sea water, of the site will be compounded with the future of increased sea 

levels and storm water pressures.  EfW Incineration process requires large volumes of water. Javelin 

Park which is a similar plant used 53,726,700 litres in 2020. These facilities do have regular not 

normal operating events, emergency events and fires. When fires are fought large volumes of 

water are washed into the environment.  Use of fresh water for this process is unsustainable. 

b  the proposed treatment of water and the ground surface treatment will over time build up a dust 

from the emissions the wash down of which will pose an unacceptable adversely effect on the 

environment.  

c Extreme storms are now common the application fails to convince that the consequent waste water 

outfalls will not impact coastal waters and thus would be detrimental to the amenity of nearby 

residents, established recreational and tourist facilities, nature conservation interests, and fisheries.   

“11.14  Due to the specific requirements for the management of hazardous wastes and the costs of establishing 

specialist facilities (which are likely to serve a national or regional need) facilities generally have a wide catchment area. 

As such it is appropriate to consider the provision of hazardous waste management facilities at a much wider than local 

scale (e.g. regional or even national) and it is not necessarily appropriate for the Waste Plan to seek to achieve self-

sufficiency when it comes to the management of hazardous waste.” 

Given the repeated Parliamentary time taken up on the impact of EfW Incineration this is considered 

by many to be a very hazardous activity in itself.  Thus, given the South West already has surplus 

capacity and given EfW Incineration plants are big investment projects a Regional approach would be 

appropriate. Therefore, there is no requirement for The Dorset Waste Plan to be self-sufficient in 
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Incineration.  Thus para 12.23 Plan aims to move towards net self sufficiency for EfW incineration 

should be informed by para 11.14 taking precedence. 

 

Policy 12. Transport and Access Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for waste management facilities which could have an adverse impact . . . . .”  

The route to the Port is constrained and has many places of idling or stationary traffic conflicting with 

dense use by locals and tourists; it is not safe access to the site. 

This is an interesting chapter entitled Development Management in the Dorset Waste Plan and yet 

the Policy 12 arising only deals with one element and is heavy with encouraged mitigations for the 

issues of lorries.  

“12.1 . . . .not give rise to an unacceptable impact that would adversely affect any interest of acknowledged importance, 

including the amenity of residents and the local and wider environment” 

“12.9  Planning conditions are always attached to planning approvals to regulate the operation of the proposed waste 

development. Planning conditions can only be applied when they meet certain tests (e.g. they are reasonable and 

enforceable) and are used to agree specific details about the proposal (such as a landscape scheme) and to ensure the 

effects on local people and the environment are kept within acceptable levels (for example by limiting working hours).” 

“12.10 Where significant adverse effects cannot be adequately controlled or prevented, or insufficient evidence has been 

supplied to demonstrate whether impacts can be adequately mitigated, planning permission will be refused. It is 

important to note that this process equally applies to all proposals being bought forward on Allocated Sites and un 

allocated sites.” 

Chapter 12 also sets out the role of Community Infrastructure Levies and qualifying grants and 

planning conditions should a proposal be granted. SPWI considers that any enabling planning 

conditions* would have to be so restrictive to facilitate a relief to the local people and the obligations 

to sustainable development that they would render the proposal uneconomic. Full carbon capture 

and mandatory carbon sequestration as one such example.  It would be unacceptable to have 

obligations that could not be met with promises in the future that would be broken or worse easily 

remove by the applicants at Appeal. 

Fig 10pg104  shows site is a long way from the Strategic Route Network with a red triangle 4.8m alert 

on the Primary Route Network en route to the site.  All the local people are in no doubt that the 

increase of 80  daily movement of the very large lorries associated with this industry will be 

unacceptable grinding through Weymouth and outlying areas to feed this incinerator. 

“12.21 Where practical and beneficial other modes of transport other than road transportation should be used.” 

This clause encourages the future seeking of an amendment to cargo ship in waste.  A clear planning 

condition to prevent this would be one solution*.   

“DC Scoping ES: as waste may arrive at the site by sea consideration of impacts should be extended to include ship 

movements and associated Sulphur Dioxide (SO2). Consideration should be given to an appropriate level of movements 

of waste by ship or ideally a range of alternative options. The traffic related effects of the proposed development should 

also be assessed cumulatively with other schemes and we would expect the applicant to agree an appropriate list of 

schemes including committed development in the area” 

 Adams Hendry report raises issues of the cumulative effect of the Incinerator’s diesel generator 

running for 10% of the year causing pollution and additional interactions with other Port shipping 

activities.  SPWI add to this the reality that waste arriving by ship comes from faraway and thus is 

contrary to the proximity principle. 

“12.36 The development of waste facilities can also impact upon other transport and recreational routes such as 

public rights of way, including footpaths, bridleways and cycle-ways. Given that many new facilities will be in existing or 

planned employment areas direct impacts might be unlikely. Were instances to arise it will be important to safeguard, and 

where possible improve, these valued assets for their continued enjoyment.” 

Castletown is a tourist destination the urban morphology is of a close canyon street in places.  

Increased traffic here is a bad idea and there are conflicts with the safety of the public.  The public 

visiting the Royal Naval Cemetery, the Verne, East Weare and all the former quarries with their 

much-used footpaths which now include nature reserves will suffer negative impact.  The joy of 

walking outdoors, the thrill of sailing whilst knowing what you are breathing in detracting from the 

pleasure. 

 

Why has the local Dorset Council Highways Officer not commented on this planning application? 
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Policy 13. Amenity and quality of Life Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for waste management facilities will be permitted where it is demonstrated that any potential adverse impacts 

on amenity arising from the operation of the facility and any associated transport can be satisfactorily avoided or mitigated 

to an acceptable level, having regard to sensitive receptors . . . ” 

Public Health Dorset, the Primary Health Network the Wyke Regis Primary Federation, the 

Ministry of Justice and others in their thousands who all conclude that this proposal is not good 

for health and unacceptable if you live and work here or you come here on holiday.   If you take 

the time to visit residents along Portland Road especially those living elevated above the road 

opposite All Saints Church in Wyke you will see a full covering of black dust on all surfaces.  You 

can be sure to see this also on Boot Hill in Weymouth and several other locations.  This dust is 

the visible pollution which coats their lives.  The ultra-fine particles of PM2.5 you cannot see. 

The Environmental Permits issued by the EA for equivalent plant at Javelin Park has unlimited 

PCBs, Dioxins and more you cannot see or smell that but the harm is there.   

The people who have objected require the planning system to protect their quality of life.  The 

Rt Hon Matt Hancock MP speech 14.01.19 talks to all the people who live on the traffic filled 

roads leading to the site it is the planning process that can safe guard them 

https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/air-pollution-is-a-health-emergency   

“And of those environmental causes of healthy life expectancy, the biggest factor is the air we breathe. 

The biggest single environmental cause of death is air pollution. Air pollution causes chronic conditions, and 

shortens lives. 

In short: air pollution kills. Clean air saves lives. 

And it’s worse than that – because the impact of air pollution is even bigger on children, as their lungs are growing. 

I know this. I know more about air pollution than most people. 

For a decade, almost, I lived next to a very busy main road. 

I’d constantly have to clean the dirt – these horribly black specs that became a carpet – off my window sill. 

And to this day I feel guilty that I brought my children into the world living next to the A40. 

I’m delighted that I was able to move my family away, but I know not everyone is in a position to do that. 

This application should be refused not just because it emits pollutants even though they are 

controlled under a permit but also because it is a major producer of greenhouse gases which is 

perceived to and actually does exacerbate the speed of climate change.  Climate change is no longer 

ignorable and the mental health implications are significant. SPWI consider no adequate mitigation is 

achievable and the only way to avoid the adverse impacts is to refuse the application. 

“12.39 . .  through noise, vibration, illumination, litter, loss of light or privacy, visual impact, particularly where located in 

sensitive areas” 

One should highlight all the above as Waste Management and the industry are strictly regulated as 

everyone knows for very good reason that living nearby is problematic and knowing the detail of 

what is happening makes it unacceptable.  Living at the same level as the outfall from the chimney or 

above the chimney is simply unacceptable.  Living on an island with a standing static wave capturing 

the emissions in the cloud is simply unacceptable. Para 12.40 identifies likely pollution; Para 12.41 

likely odours Para 12.42 reminds the decision makers of the need to protect schools, hospitals, 

prisons, churches, visitor attractions, holiday accommodation and recreational areas.  Castletown 

regeneration has become real and this too will increase the inhabitants and visitors. Cruise ship 

passengers on deck who would be at or above the height of the stack in this case; by lighting close to 

sites of SSI; by visual impact, visibly adjacent to a UNESCO coast and visible to residents and tourists 

at a major tourism destination through an arc of 270 degrees and distances as far away as 20 miles. 

There are also large volume housing allocated sites in Castletown as well as yet undeveloped large 

areas of B1 land within the Port which will also need to be safe guarded too. There will be an adverse 

impact on the viability of the remaining B1 employment land within the Port should this application 

be approved. 

 

Policy 14. Landscape and design quality Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for major development in such areas will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 

demonstrated they are in the public interest, In satisfying these requirements, proposals must demonstrate that all of the 

following criteria are met to the extent that the benefits of granting planning permission outweigh any residual adverse 

impacts:” 

“DC Pre-application advice: Permission will only be granted for waste developments where it is demonstrated to the 

satisfaction of the Waste Planning Authority that they will not result in unacceptable adverse impacts upon the special 

qualities that underpin the relevant designation.” 
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“DC scoping ES advice: Dorset Council’s Conservation Officer considers that the impacts of scheduled monuments and 

listed buildings to be underestimated, particularly given the sites costal location.” 

SPWI representing the public who signed the Petition underline that this proposal is not in the public 

interest. This proposal is incompatible with the special setting and would not conserve or enhance 

the character and quality of the landscape.  The proximity to the World Heritage coastline with its 

uniqueness in the middle of Dorset AONB with impact when understood from the land and from the 

sea. 

The design functionality in comparison with equivalent the permitted EfW Incinerators at Javelin Park 

or the contemporaneous design for Môr Hafren ERF in Cardiff shows the site to be constrained and 

thus compromised in plan layout and section.  Powerfuel Portland explained to Weymouth Town 

Council planning meeting that they would not be the constructors nor the operators of the 

Incinerator.  The question is: will a commercial operator be willing to take on this design or will 

further amendments be necessary?  The NPPF expects the highest quality of design and this includes 

fitness of purpose and functionality.  With sea levels as they are now the section is already for a non-

standard bunker pit.  With rising sea levels projected for 2050 lapping at the gates the sections 

proposed become critical especially with extreme storms predicted for coastal locations driven by 

the increased energy of global warming.  Design is not just about pretty colours it is about making the 

right designs with appropriate materials, construction and achieving efficient functionality.  This is 

essential so that over the life time of the building its employed resources operate to sustain its 

purpose and not become a burden to itself or the locality.  SPWI do not consider that Dorset Council 

have the skills to assess the design functionality aspects and important questions raised. 

 

Policy 15. Sustainable construction and operation of facilities Not in accordance with this Policy 

a)  The PVC meshing is an unsustainable construction material given that it’s made from fossil-fuels and 

is a short life product.   

b)  water efficiency is doubtless poor, a plant that uses steam to create power, is going to be inefficient, 

particularly when they have no use for the hot water they produce. 

c)  the space on site is so tight, they will not be able to utilize landscape design to offset carbon 

emissions, and as for regulating extremes in temperature a steam turbine with excess hot water to 

get rid of surely must exacerbate this. 

d)  n/a 

e)  in breach their facility will not be low carbon, nor renewable. 

PfP submit that the proposal will be “fully monitored and verified” and will be designed to meet the 

International Carbon Reduction and Offset Alliance (ICROA) code.  The green wash of carbon 

offsetting is a “colonial methodology” which allows money to pay for carbon sequestration 

elsewhere and pollution to continue here.  The pollution here is a key issue especially when the need 

is unsubstantiated.   

National Geographic 11.03.21:” Thanks to human disturbance, the Amazon rainforest appears now to be releasing more 

climate-warming gases than it stores.” 

The world is interlinked and what happens in Portland affect the atmosphere that the whole world 

breaths. Melting Artic and Antarctic, melting permafrost in Siberia, increased massive worldwide wild 

fires, loss of wetlands, reliance on fossil fuels are all major factors increasing global warming without 

slowing. Climate Change Mitigation is like EIA not causing it is the first task.  All the tree planting and 

wetland land available for remediation is need to put right what is a already a problem.  We should 

not be adding to the issue.   EfW Incineration, burning, is now more carbon offensive than smart 

landfill (200,000 tonnes p.a. of CO2 will be produced).  This application will not be equipped for CO2 

emissions capture and sequestration.  Landfill does not produce CO2 but does produce methane 

which can be captured as natural gas, a useful resource. Landfill does sequestrate.  SPWI refer to 

UKWIN Report as submitted and agree with all the conclusion therein. 
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Policy 16. Natural resources Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Proposals for waste management facilities will be permitted where all of the following criteria are met: 

a. it can be demonstrated that the quality and quantity of water resources (including ground, surface, transitional and 

coastal waters) would not be adversely impacted and/or would be adequately mitigated” 

 
The sea around Portland is a Maritime Conservation Area. BAT EA permits for similar plants like 

Javelin Park do not limit the emissions of many critical toxins – see extract below. Scoping out odour 

is not acceptable as odour and emissions come from roof vents as well as from the chimney Runcorn 

ERF has a current court action on this issue. Contamination will occur in a wide area including direct 

fall out onto the sea and the inevitably runoff from all the land will discharge of toxic water into the 

enclosed harbour with impact on bathing quality, shellfish and as far as the Swannery at Abbotsbury. 

This area is the natural resource for so many local businesses and people’s lives.  The Environment 

Agency are only able to work within their remit and commercially agreed standards. It is the planning 

process that establishes the merits, or as in this situation the negative impacts, as shown in the 

Javelin Park permit EPR/CO3535CK extract below with no limit set on Dioxins, PCBs and more.  SPWI 

can see no solution via mitigation or compensation that would enable our Natural Resources to be 

protected from contamination by PfP’s application together with its cumulative impact over the full 

life of the industry together with the decommissioning issues. 

 

 

 

Javelin Park which like PfP design has Roof Vents 
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Policy 17. Flood Risk  Not in accordance with this Policy 

“This must take into account cumulative effects with other existing or proposed developments and climate change.”       

our polluted world is heating up - we already experience extreme weather much more regularly 

designs for 1 in 100 years simply fail – in Dorset we have regular 

High temperatures – forest fires 

High wind speeds – storm damage 

High rain fall – floods 

Extreme weather conditions need to be part of the planning process now climate impact is inevitable 

the Port has to have procedures in place for emergencies.  Storing bulk waste in below ground open 

bunkers is an accident waiting to happen. 

 
Dorset Echo 16.12.2020 Met Office Flood warnings and Dorset Echo 21.03.21 Climate Central 

 

2050 
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https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/522801/response/1247723/attach/3/Rep%2020140603%20flooding%

20and%20storms.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1  

Portland Beach Causeway 05.02.2014 completely inundated. Landslide 170m long in Portland Port 

adjacent to the site which damaged the sewage infrastructure. 

 

Dorset Explorer identifies Landslips and Mass Movement.        
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Policy 18. Biodiversity and geological interest Not in accordance with this Policy 

“Wherever practicable, proposals should enhance biodiversity and geological interest. 

Development which adversely affects a Site of Special Scientific Interest will not normally be permitted, 

except where the benefits of the development at the site clearly outweigh the impacts on the features of 

the site.” 

“Pre-App Advice DC Senior Ecologist: this SSSI is already in unfavourable-declining condition due to lack of scrub control 

and potential additional nutrification from nitrates/phosphates generated by the Energy from Waste Plant may further 

exacerbate this, leading to impacts on the SSSI and potential adverse effect on the SAC. . . Following the mitigation 

hierarchy, avoidance should be considered first” 

“Pre-App Advice DC Natural England: concerns have also been raised about leachate leaks 

into the marine environment or onto roads.” 

“DC ES scoping advice: the land surrounding the Special Area of Conservation (SAC) adjacent to the access road 

and the red line boundary that is of high ecological quality . . . Portland Port is a high-quality marine environment . . . The 

internationally designated site adjacent to the redline boundary notified for its exceptionally rare and sensitive lower plants 

(terricolous and saxicolous lichens and bryophytes). . of these species which are vulnerable to stochastic extinction likely 

to be considered as ‘significant’ . . . The in-combination impacts of the development should be assessed . . . On Portland 

however there is only one way on and off the island by road which runs directly adjacent to a number of international, 

national and local designated nature conservation sites.” 

The Jonathan Cox report identifies major flaws and deficiencies. This site is of National and 

international importance. The public rightly expect the AONB, SSSI and the UNESCO Heritage Coast of 

International Importance will be protected for future generations. 

 

Policy 19. Historic environment Not in accordance with this Policy  

“Proposals resulting in harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will only be permitted if this is justified” 

“12.97 Historic England guidance on this matter should be followed” 

Historic England have responded to the application with these concerns: 

“direct and indirect and cumulative impact will need to be balanced against other sustainable development objectives.” 

“the dominance of an 80m high stack that would visually compete with the Verne Citadel and dominate the heritage 

assets within the area” 

“proposed development is too dominant a presence and will intrude in views to and from the heritage assets.” 

This application is not justified. This proposal also fails to value or respect the commemoration and 

educational value of the significant number of historical sites nearby not only by increased traffic but 

by carting waste through the area and then burning it. Cultural heritage is the embodiment of public 

values. What is set down today will be there for the future.  Approving a carbon incineration plant in 

2021 with the projections for 2050 will never be a heritage asset but something of shame. You can’t 

build an Incinerator without a tall chimney.   
 

Policy 20. Airfield Safeguarding  Not applicable  

SPWI understand that the 85m high chimney is not an aviation issue.  The bright red light at the top 

will illuminate the plume at night and be visible all along the UNECO World Heritage Coastline 
 

Policy 21. South east Dorset Green Belt  Not applicable  
 

Policy 22. Waste from new developments  Not applicable  
 

Policy 23. Restoration, aftercare and afteruse Not in accordance with this Policy  

“only be permitted where the Waste Planning Authority is satisfied that acceptable restoration and aftercare measures will 

be implemented at the earliest practicable opportunity... and Proposals should demonstrate how they comply with the 

Landscape Management Guidelines and contribute to the targets of the Dorse Biodiversity Strategy.” 

“12.124 Restoration and after care schemes should be both technically and economically feasible and their impacts 

should be fully assessed” 

The applicant considered the B1 brown field site to have no value yet it is an “open mosaic habitat” 

and noticed as a welcome green backdrop by visitors arriving by cruise ship. The applicant has not 

been shown that there can be restoration or aftercare.  Given the large area which will be affected by 

emissions and toxic residues released on the surrounding land and/or water.  No bond, condition or 

promise by an EfW Incinerator is going to ameliorate the cumulative damage done over the 30 year 

life span.  “avoidance should be considered first”. 
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Policy 24. Safeguarding waste facilitiesNot in accordance with this Policy  

“Safeguarding existing waste management facilities” 

13.1. . .the Plan needs to ensure, as far as possible, that the operation of waste facilities is not adversely impacted by 

other development, so that we can maintain and develop an appropriate network of waste facilities throughout the Plan 

period and beyond.” 

“Reg25 Q31: the potential impacts (or lack of) of your proposal upon the potential delivery of an RDF operation at Eco 

Sustainable Solutions, should the planning authority be minded to grant planning permission for it.” 

“Policy 24 13.13 Safeguarding Map in Appendix 4, appendix 2 Policies Map” 

Policies Map does not include PfP site as safeguarded. 

Putting the wrong thing in the wrong place will be bad for everybody.  

Given the embodied energy it takes to build and run an EfW Incinerator let alone the GHG emissions 

they generate and given that there is already a surplus in EfW Incineration in the South West and 

given that Encomia and the British Plastic Federation predict a fall in the need of EfW incineration by 

30% and given that the Welsh Government have set a moratorium on EfW Incinerators and given 

that a new EfW Incinerator is nearing completion in Bridgwater the provision of a new  EfW 

Incinerator will have an adverse impact for all the current nearby end destinations of waste arising in 

Dorset.  

 

Conclusion: Environment Bill principles are:  

1) environmental protection should be integrated into policy-making principle;  

2) the preventative action to avert environmental damage principle;  

3) the precautionary principle;  

4) environmental damage should as a priority be rectified at source principle and  

5) the polluter pays principle. 

“4.1: A vision for sustainable waste management in Bournemouth, Christchurch, Poole and Dorset. By 2033, we will have 

worked with the community and delivery partners to achieve a sustainable waste management infrastructure” 

Out of 24 Policies, 3 policies are not applicable to this application, 4 policies are relevant to this 

application and the overwhelming majority namely 17 Policies which SPWI on behalf of our 

Petitioners clearly set out valid planning reasons of noncompliance.  The planning process is 

obligated to listen to the community and the officers are employees of the community via the 

Council Tax and represented by Councillors who have made clear representations. This application 

should be rejected. 

As Richard Drax reminded us in his objection that Portland suffers from deprivation, poverty and 

often feels dumped on; he cannot see a long-term benefit for islanders. This is wrong development in 

the wrong place.   

 BBC News 12 September 2020 Public Protest. 

 

 


