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THE IMPLICATIONS OF A WASTE INCINERATOR PROPOSED IN PORTLAND PORT 

EMITTING CONTINUOUS NOISE DAY AND NIGHT 

 

 

Do all these legislative designations and protections safeguard our habitats and people? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1 https://explorer.geowessex.com/ 
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SPWI Object to the Planning Application WP/20/00692/DCC and the Environmental Permit 
EPR/AP3304SZ/A001 application due to the adverse Noise impact that will be caused by the 
continuous running of the proposed plant. 
 
SPWI contend that the soundscape around Portland harbour must be reflected in the assessment of 
the likely impact on the lives of the inhabitants both people and wildlife 

This part of the Dorset has a beautiful soundscape which we should all protect.  For those people 
who are not familiar with our location.  On a calm night living on high up the hill slopes of 
Fortuneswell above you can hear people walk on the pebbles of Chesil Beach.  On still water nights 
anywhere on the coastline of Weymouth that has a direct sight line to the proposed site and the 
Port, even with a breeze blowing from the North, vessel engines in Portland Port are audible and 
cause sleeplessness.  

Sound bounces off the Island hill behind the Port and the sound energy travelling across the often-
calm night time water of Portland Harbour.  This sound is intensified by the temperature inversion at 
night made still worse when the Portland Lee Wave cloud that is regularly shrouding the island. This 
is a unique location.  At night the wind drops and Portland Harbour is most often a tranquil still 
water. SPWI contend that general acoustic evaluation is not attuned to these specifics. 

The adopted June 2021 Portland Neighbourhood Plan Policy No. Port/BE2 restricts change with 

these provisions: 
8.11 
i.  there being no significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbours, visitor  
attractions and facilities and the character of the area; 
ii. it will not have an unacceptable adverse impact on the transport network   

iv. it will not have any other unacceptable environmental impact. 

8.12 . .  . . include safeguards to ensure that the development is appropriate to its location  
and does not result in any unacceptable impact on neighbours, infrastructure or the environment. 

8.13  . . the Portland Heritage and Character Assessment of 2017 

This document sets out the landscape character of Portland.  Reminding us that Natural England safeguards the National 

Character Area (NCA) 137 a priority habitat which includes: 

• ‘Chesil Beach is a long slender shingle ridge and forms an effective coastal  

buffer contributing to the tranquil character of the Fleet margins. 

 
Fig2  photo Steve Belasco 
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https://www.school-for-champions.com/science/sound_amplified_over_water.htm Sound seems to 

be amplified when it travels over water. 

https://physics.stackexchange.com/questions/206798/why-can-we-hear-sound-better-on-the-

water-than-on-land 

If the water is calm, its flat surface allows sound waves to travel unobstructed and to reflect from 

the surface. Instead of dissipating in tall grasses and other obstructions on land, sound waves retain 

their coherence for longer distances over calm water. Sound waves also may reflect from calm 

water's surface, bouncing up to the ear. 

https://www.reddit.com/r/askscience/comments/39p70z/why_does_sound_travel_farther_on_wat

er/  

If the water is cooler than the air (as it often is), it cools the air closest to the water, causing an 

inversion - which carries the sound far. It also helps that a water surface tends to reflect rather than 

absorb sound, and reflected sound can again be carried far by the inversion. 

The most interesting report is this https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA341899.pdf looking at sound 

propagation over water and with the influence of wind direction and speed. It seems to SPWI that 

the general computer modelling does not allow for the impact of sound travelling over water 

adequately. 

According to BS 4142: An estimation of the impact of the specific sound can be obtained by the 
difference of the rating sound level and the background sound level and considering the following: 

o “Typically, the greater this difference, the greater the magnitude of the impact.” 
o “A difference of around +10dB or more is likely to be an indication of a significant adverse 

impact, depending on the context.” 
o “A difference of around +5dB is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact, depending on 

the context.” 
The lower the rating level is relative to the measured background sound level, the less likely it is that 
the specific sound source will have an adverse impact or a significant adverse impact. Where the 
rating level does not exceed the background sound level, this is an indication of the specific sound 
source having a negligible impact, depending on the context.” 

SPWI have studied again the original planning application submission 
Portland_ERF_Noise_impact_ass(1).pdf  
and compared it with the recent submission document bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf  

and also to this very same document submitted to the Environmental Agency  
Not duly made response - Appendix B – Noise Impact Assessment .pdf,  

together with Environmental Agency submitted documents 
Environmental Risk Assessment r1 final.pdf 
Appendix B - Shadow Appropriate Assessment.pdf 

and given regard to the objections on the issue of Noise submitted by Paula Klaentschi 07.11.2020.  

This report does not expand on the negative impact noise that will surely arise from the additional 
80 lorries a day grinding through the streets of Portesham, Weymouth and Portland; one every 15 
minutes to serve this proposed plant.   
The current traffic crossing the causeway to Portland already causes a deleterious impact to public 
health and wellbeing being heard as background noise at night.  There is the planned for 
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enlargement of the grain business of additional 80 lorries a day before this application is considered.  
Traffic noise and vibration is a serious matter and SPWI object strongly about noise caused outside 
the site and from within. 

 

Fig3  Map with 1,000m intervals from Site  

It is important to note the impact on Chesil Beach and the Fleet.  Also, the impact will be heard at all 

the dwellings of Weymouth which have a line of sight to the Site.  The residents of Walker Cresent, 

Dowmans Place, Hillcrest Road, Old Castle Road, Belle Vue Road and Redcliff View all are very 

attuned to the potential loss of amenity and distress caused by noise pollution. 

Fig 3 of the original submission 

Portland_ERF_Noise_impact_ass(1).pdf shows the 

omission of sound consideration to the houses of 

Verne Common. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Revised submission bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf 

Fig 7 shows that location 12 at approximately 

25m above sea level has been omitted from 

scrutiny; this is unacceptable.   

 

The houses of Verne Common have rightly been 

considered in this superseded study.  
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However, the Governors House and the Jailhouse 

Café at The Verne are also significant locations 

which must be included. 

SPWI have researched the issue further and gained more technical understanding by reading data 
presented to the Environment Agency for a similar type of operations at Bridgewater from  
https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/ta6-6aj-bridgwater-resource-recovery-
limited/supporting_documents/Noise%20and%20Vibration%20Management%20Plan.pdf and 

https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/ta6-6aj-bridgwater-resource-recovery-
limited/supporting_documents/Noise%20Sources%20List.pdf  

Môr Hafren ERF Environmental Statement is equally informative it lists 55dB as a threshold of 
ecological sensitivity. https://dns.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/DNS/3236340/DNS-3236340-000083-
Doc%2034%20M%C3%B4r%20Hafren%20ERF%20Environmental%20Statement,%20GP%20Planning,
%203%20September%202020,%20Revision%201.pdf.   

SPWI expect Natural England and the Environment Agency to protect these habitats.  No new 
footpath is going to stop the noise or make it acceptable. 

Here is this location, on this site, we have very particular local conditions both topographic, weather 
and surface conditions. Much of assessing noise is about background existing conditions. 
What are these higher sound levels sources in the Port mentioned by the applicant?   

Applicant document bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf pg6 Para 3 states “Baseline levels were not 

measured at dwellings and businesses on Castletown as these locations would be more 

screened from the ERF and already exposed to higher sound levels from the port.” 
This statement needs defining. Noises that are transient are very different than noises that persist or 
undulate neverendingly. Did the commissioning of sound surveying coincide with when the base line 
readings could be known to be elevated?  
 
SPWI are concerned that the substituted document bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf carried out baseline 
sound survey recordings omitting the important location 12 Bincleaves  25m above sea level.   
SPWI consider the readings taken at location A are so low down that the bounce of the sound wave 
propagations across calm water will be less and not representative of the impact.  Location A is also 
so close to the beach there will be an elevated background sound level from wave action on the 
shore.  Living in Old Castle Road and wanting at night to hear the sound of the sea on the shore you 
will not hear them from windows on the seaward side but you will hear them standing in the road as 
the sound bounces up from the Beach.  

Given the physics of propagation of sound waves from a distant source across water SPWI are 
advised that the location at Bincleaves approximately 25m above sea level has most likely been 
omitted due to unfavorable likely readings.  SPWI demand that sound level survey recordings at the 
Bincleaves location are carried out and also that records and analysis is provided at complete range 
of frequencies emitted by the source(s) and also as heard by the human ear. 

SPWI are also very concerned that the choice of dates for the baseline sound survey could be chosen 

to coincide with noisy shipping that the Port would know would elevate background levels. The Drill 

Ship  Investigator has been identified as having a loud engine when at the quayside, as too the cruise 

ships. 

SPWI contend that the baseline survey needs to be repeated with evidenced Port Shipping traffic at 

quiet, perhaps via marinetraffic.com and recorded, so that none of the vessels emitting loud noise 
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are in the area during the test running. This is because the likely audio negative impact from the 

plant will be due to its endless 100% operations day and NIGHT.  Local people are accepting of 

transient commercial noise but the continuous running of the proposal is the issue.  However, the 

constant helicopter noise has been a very great source of environmental health complaint and the 

Heliport has had to change is flight routines accordingly. 

Document bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf para 4.1 Noise sources gives no detail of the range of 

frequencies available to the human ear.  The applicant has not listed all the sources of the noise 

known to emanate from plants of this nature.  The choice of publishing units not in dB is also of 

concern, why change units and why?  Given these short comings it is natural to consider that the 

applicant is trying to avoid scrutiny. 

Take a look at the detail for Bridgewater with the normal 100% night operations identified: 

 

Sound sources are logarithmic and cumulative the consequence of all these sound sources add 
together.   
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SPWI have calculated using http://www.sengpielaudio.com/calculator-spl30.htm 100% operating 
time of 11 noise sources at night with levels of 96, 88, 88, 89, 88, 96, 92, 93, 88, 95 = 102 dBLwa  
Powerfuels identify 95 SWL for the top of stack – will this be more or less? 
The level of impact that this review indicates is somewhere between the “inside of a disco” and a 
“chainsaw”.  
 
The immediate proximity of the hill next to the site being SSSI special habitat is also very concerning.  
Multi spectrum noise levels well in excess of 55dB could easily be predicted on this hillside. 
 
Since the applicants are certain that there will be negative impact why not insist that a practical test 

is carried out?  Dorset Council planners could and should insist on this cost-effective test before 

considering the application any further. 

A crane holding an emitter capable 102dB (+3dB for error) sound source and with frequency range 

appropriate to be held at 80mH to represent the whole plant and in particular the top of Flue sound 

source.  The sound could then be timed to emit at a predetermined time during the night time 

evaluation at each critical location.  Readings to be taken on the BS 4214 protocol light wind and 

weather parameters.  It would be brilliant if it were a southernly wind too . . .The source emitter 

should reduce sound till the background recording at location 12 is satisfactory and definitely not 

exceeding +5dB above the background level at night. This could then become the performance 

requirement for this use in this location. With this protocol there would be certainty.  It would be 

totally clear how sound travels in this actual location and what people in each location will be 

expected to put up with during the 100% running – night time impact being the worst case. 

This is all in contrast to the applicant’s statement in  

Environmental Risk Assessment r1 final.pdf 

3 Table A2 Noise and Vibration Risk Assessment and Management Plan seeks to limit the impact to 

the nearest housing rather than where the noise will travel to.  There is no comfort from words like 

“where practical” and the Noise Assessment documents submitted are flawed.  The Objectors are 

already assigned the “Not Significant” accolade, this is unacceptable. 

Appendix B - Shadow Appropriate Assessment.pdf 

5.15 Noise and visual impacts have been ruled out primarily due to the distance from the 

SPA/Ramsar.  . .  habitats have been screen out  . . . .the process contribution is insignificant or the 

distribution of that habitat means no potential impact pathway exists. 

A new continuous combined cumulative noise source is no little thing to be brushed aside compared 

to the infrequent and varied sounds of the current Port. 

The applicant’s submission suppress scrutiny by incoherent submissions in extended reports and 

duplications and omissions. For instance any explanation of the information on page C2 in document  

bs4142_noise_imp_ass.pdf is not forthcoming.  This is unacceptable; no reader should be left 

guessing. 

CONCLUSION 

SPWI conclude that all the applicants’ submissions with their explanations of issues concerning Noise 

are not of comfort and raise even more concerns.  SPWI consider that this proposal, as presented, 

misleads and hides all the indications that there will indeed be significant adverse impact on both 

human health and wildlife.  

This application should be refused on these grounds. 
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