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THE IMPLICATIONS OF A MAJOR FIRE IN PORTLAND PORT 

with a 

PROPOSED EfW INCINERATOR 

Have the emergency services understood the issues? 

Is the proposal to build an Energy from Waste Incinerator in Portland Port Safe? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.1: Fire at controversial incinerator,  Beddington Lane London 

https://www.mylondon.news/news/south-london-news/croydon-fire-viridor-reveals-likely-16567738  
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INTRODUCTION - FIRE 

Stop Portland Waste Incineration campaign has over 7,000 supporters.   

SPWI takes care to fact check and provide links to all sources of all the information presented.   

The Developer has made sure that it takes considerable time to read all the documents and drawings 

in full.   

It is of concern that the reality of the aboveground shipping fuel pipe line adjacent to the site takes 

dedication to locate within the information submitted. 

 

The most recent tranche of revised information was submitted on the 17th August 2021 whilst many 

are on annual leave. The most necessary and critical response must be made before the 22nd Sept to 

the Environment Agency and by 27th Sept to Dorset Minerals and Waste Planning. 

Essential scrutiny, and a first response, has been received from Dorset Emergency Planners just 

recently on 25th August 2021. Attention has been drawn to considering either shutting down the 

incinerator for Naval safety reasons or issuing  Dorset County countermeasures stable iodine pre-

distribution plan.  SPWI consider the proposal should be stopped just for this one stand-alone 

reason.  

HSE 18.11.21 response to planning identifies the structure as a vulnerable building and expect a 

subsequent reduction in the quantity of explosive permitted to be present at anchorage.  

THIS IS A MERCHANT APPLICATION – POLLUTION FOR PROFIT ON PORTLAND.  

SPWI can see no good reason to expect our armed forces and other ships to reduce operations to 

facilitate this proposal especially on safety grounds. 

It has seemed that thus far, perhaps due to COVID, that the potential negative impacts of this 

proposal has only recently become clear to those who are in post to protect public health and the 

environment.  Dorset Council declared a Climate and Ecological Emergency in 2019. 

At the time of writing no response has yet been received by the Planning Authority or the 

Environment Agency from the Fire, Police or Ambulance Services.  The Dorset Local Resilience Forum 

has also made no comment. 

SPWI are asking the MoD to review their representation since is reads as a desk response lacking 

local knowledge. 
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Fig 1.2: Fire at Veolia incinerator at Tyseley.  Trying to use cranes to get at the seat of the fire located in the bunker 

https://www.birminghammail.co.uk/news/midlands-news/gallery/fire-at-tyseley-incinerator-9272626 

Fires in waste sites are often difficult to extinguish, needing a lot of resources for long periods, and 

can have serious effects on public health, the environment, safety to firefighters and local 

communities. Impacts may be short term or long term.  

https://www.ukfrs.com/guidance/fires-waste-sites      

HIGH FIRE RISK  

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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Fig 1.3: 9:08 PM Apr 24, 2021Fire at regulated waste site at Natycaws, Carmarthen, fire water contained in an on site lagoon. 

In 2016 Dundee Baldovie Incinerator suffered a potential serious explosion when a gas cylinder 

exploded in one of the chambers.  “Incoming waste is inspected and care is taken to remove bulky 

metal items before processing, although smaller metal items cannot always be detected, particularly 

if they are concealed” https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/local/dundee/297888/discarded-gas-

cylinder-causes-baldovie-explosion/ 

A new report produced jointly with the Environmental Services Association (ESA), entitled ‘Cutting 

Lithium-ion Battery Fires in the Waste Industry’, reveals that an estimated 201 waste fires caused by 

Li-ion batteries occur every year in the UK based on EA-reported figures, with damaging 

consequences for both the environment and society. As Biffa say: ''Within the past two months 

alone, Biffa has seen 18 separate fire incidents,‘’. 

https://www.letsrecycle.com/news/latest-news/trio-of-fires-hit-waste-sector/ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fire-prevention-plans-environmental-permits  

  

HIGH FIRE RISK 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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https://www.eunomia.co.uk/reports-tools/cutting-lithium-ion-battery-fires-in-the-waste-industry
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Fig 1.4: Fire at Newhaven Incinerator 9 Apr 2021 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bWaIHz5CIFM  

East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service know how long a small fire takes to get under control – hours. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.5: https://www.mylondon.news/news/south-london-news/several-causes-suggested-massive-blaze-18610536 

These record photographs present only one part of the issue – waste self-combusts and there is a 

potential in this planning application for very large quantities to become ignited.   

The Isle of Portland is unique.  The location of this proposed waste incinerator has very particular 

implications to people and habitats and for emergency services attending to an incident. 

  

HIGH FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1.6: Unique Location 

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/303886/Portland+NP+Referendum+Version+MASTER+05Feb20+reduced.pdf/6db01

321-7383-da43-b3d2-7f8bffaa91f6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1. 7: Unique Sea https://www.emodnet-seabedhabitats.eu/access-data/launch-map-viewer/?activeFilters=&zoom=13&center=-

2.423,50.499&layerIds=3&baseLayerId=-3&activeFilters=    http://www.dorsetmpas.uk/portland/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Using live weather conditions https://plumeplotter.com/portland/?m=anim it is anticipated that pollution 

from the normal functioning of the Waste Incinerator will fall mainly on the South Dorset Marine Conservation 

Zone.  In the event of a fire this would be unabated and totally toxic.  The firewater washdown would be a 

significant pollutant. The seabed geology around Portland creates reefs in 70% of the sea bed which team with 

life supporting commercial fisheries, recreational angling, drawing divers to the area and providing feeding, 

breeding and nursery areas for many different animals.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.8: Portland has a regular Lee Wave 

formation 

 

 

 Fig 1.9:  Marine Impact is a significant feature of this location as viewable 

using the Portland Plume plotter 

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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Fig 1.10: Portland Causeway completely inundated 5th Feb 2014 Island cut off closed for hours.   

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/522801/response/1247723/attach/3/Rep%2020140603%20flooding%20and%20storms.pdf?

cookie_passthrough=1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.11: The areas of Dorset that could be underwater by 2050   

https://www.dorsetecho.co.uk/news/19173852.areas-dorset-underwater-2050/  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extreme coastal flooding will become the new normal.  The conclusion is grim: flooding events once 

considered exceptional are poised to increase in frequency and push the infrastructures built to 

protect coastal communities past their breaking points.   

Summer flash floods are now common features. https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/sep/04/new-york-floods-

11-die-basement-apartments   https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/jul/15/weatherwatch-wettest-uk-day-july-1955-

martinstown-dorset  

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1.12: Swells formed out to sea erode Chesil beach with unstoppable force punding the sea defences of Portland 

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/extreme-coastal-flooding-sea-level-rise-europe  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.13: Vistor numbers to Wweymouth and Portland are significant https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-53708128  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dorset now has all year round tourists attractions.  Obviously in the summer the visitor numbers 

grow to hordes all looking to have a good time visting the attractions. Castletown, at the entrance to 

the Port, is a key destination with coach loads of school trips to Portland Castle, D-Day Museum, 

Diving Schools and Field Study Centre, Tourist Information Centre, pubs and beaches.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The tanks of the D-Day Museum are stationary but the coach trips to the local venues bring vistors who fill this 

street, crossing and re-crossing the road. Meanwhle heavy lorries service Port Business.  Fig 1.15 Route to the Site

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 

Fig 1.14 Vistor Centres 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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Fig 1.16: Ferrry trips to Weymouth  https://www.cottages.com/cottages/crabbers-wharf-officers-suite-ukc3251  

Fig 1.17:Portland Dive School https://www.oldharbourdivecentre.co.uk/ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Nwn4tE9Ra7c 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 Fig:1.18 Visitor by sea,   Fig1. 19: goggle map 

 https://eoceanic.com/sailing/harbours/494/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 
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Note the elevated position of the Prison on top of the hill with the housing half way up the hill. This 

whole area will certainly be a major housing development zone when the plan closure of HMP The 

Verne happens and the concrete shell is demolished and the land developed. 
Fig 1. 20: The location of the Incinerator is reached through a very busy area. 580 Prisoners plus staff reside at HMP The Verne 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Very closeby is the marina, the Heliport,  housing and business units with Weymouth to the North. 
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Fig 1.21: Marina next door to International Sailing Centre 

Fig 1.22: The crusie ships fresh air intake is from the top deck and will be at same height as the incinerator roof 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.23: many visitors stay on board during the crusie ship visit 

Fig 1.24: Easterly winds cover Castletown, Fortuneswell, Chiswell and Verne Common with pollution. 
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Fig 1.25: Traffic issues and duty of care. These packed coaches add to the traffiic in Castletown and the congested Causeway. 

Cruise ships at night, cruise ships during the day, coaches to take 5,000+ people out on day trips all add to the 

Port commerical traffic of grain lorries which is set to increase to a further 80 lorries a day, cement lorries and 

other bunkering traffic in addition to that generated by the proposed incinerator. 

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1. 26: Portland Port Naval Nuclear Vessels, Fuel Ships, Cargo Ships https://www.portland-port.co.uk/vessel+services+1 

Fig 1. 27: Portland Port Grain Lorries and Cement Lorries  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-dorset-56549338/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.28: Recent multi agency event in Portland Port https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-dorset-56549338/ 
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HSE 18.11.2020 advice to planning reminds us all of the armaments and explosive present nearby.   

“This development includes a structure that would generally be considered to be a vulnerable building 

that is within the SD3 distance from the licensed anchorages present inside the breakwater. If this 
development were to proceed as proposed HSE would expect to review the maximum quantity of 
explosives permitted to be present at those anchorages. In the absence of a demonstration that the 
structures proposed are not vulnerable HSE would expect to reduce the quantity of explosive 
permitted to be present at those anchorages. “ 

Fig 1.29: The SITE part of EA submission Installation_Boundary_R0.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In none of the plans or maps submitteed is the location of the above ground fuel pipe serving the 

shipping clearly identified nor is sewer pipe or the location of the very recent 2021 landslips. 

All these issues are pertinant to assessing risks should a conglomeration of emergency incidents 

occur as has already happened in this location with the servere weather closing the causeway and 

landslips destroying the main sewer.  

EA document Appendix_B_Geoenvironmental_and_geotechinical_Desk_Study.pdf   Pg 4,  

2.1 “The main development site is bounded to the east by overland fuel pipelines which supply 

marine fuel from Portland Bunkers fule storage area in the nearby cliffs” 

Pg 36 Site Layout map identifying Ground Pipeline. 

Planning drawing 262701B-TOR-XX-XX-DR-A-P003-Existing_Topographical Plan(1).pdf viewed at 

400% here the pipe is visible but not identified as carrying fuel. 

EA document AppendixD- Phase_2 Site_Investogation_Report.pdf pg48 might show it ? even at 

400% it still is not legible. 

https://waterprojectsonline.com/custom_case_study/portland-sewer-collapse/ “the entire bank 

behind the above-ground sewer had collapsed, due to an extensive landslide moving a large section 

of the sewer and its concrete supports approximately 20m down the bank. Access to the sewer was 

very difficult and dangerous due to its position set back off the Port Haulage Road built along the line 

of the disused railway approximately 3m above ground level, which was now buried by the 

landslide.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

UNIQUE LOCATION – FIRE RISK 

Fig 1.30  Image from Goggle Earth before site clearance 
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All the information submitted by the Developer to EA to date has been found in 

https://consult.environment-agency.gov.uk/psc/dt5-1pp-powerfuel-portland-limited/ some of which 

is duplicated in the planning application documents. The EA do not consider the arising traffic 

outside the site; that is a matter for planning.   

These are the documents SPWI have taken particular note of concerning Fire. 

1. Fire Prevention Plan rev02 final.pdf. 

2. Firewater Supplies and Firewater Containment R0.0.pdf  

3. Access Points R0.0.pdf 

4. Material Storage Areas R0.0.pdf  -  

5. Indicative Fire Hydrants R0.0.pdf 

6. Indicative Fire Walls R0.0.pdf   

7. Not duly made response - Sensitive Receptors R1.0.pdf  

The rest of the detail of what is proposed is to be found in the Dorset Council Minerals and Waste planning 

application. 

A response required by 27 Sept 2021 Planning Application WP/20/00692/DCC  

https://plan.dorsetcc.gov.uk/Planning/Display?applicationNumber=WP%2F20%2F00692%2FDCC 

Planning Application WP/20/00692/DCC consultation documents relating to these issues are: 

8. fire_prev_pln_pt1.pdf this is the same document as 1. above 

9. fire_prev_pln_pt2.pdf this is a location map        
Fig 1.31: This is a PR image showing neat tidy bales with no handling damage https://www.flexus.se/cache.php?id=187 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.32:  How Waste is Stored is a key issue the waste ariving 

at Portland will have been transferred many times 

and the wrapping will not be pristine. 

WHAT IS PROPOSED – FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1.33: part of plan 262701B-TOR-XX-XX-DR-A-P006-Proposed Floor Plans(1).pdf as submitted showing Waste Bale Stroage area with 

dimensions added by SPWI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Waste will be delivered to the RDF Bale Storage area 17 or unloaded direct to the bunker RDF Pit 13.   

The delivery lorries may be full of waste 14. & 15. 

The maximum volume of the potential store waste is these areas muliplied by the height availiable 

as shown in the Sections submitted. 

 

WHAT IS PROPOSED – FIRE RISK 
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Fig 1.34: part of Section 262701B-TOR-XX-XX-DR-A-P014-Proposed Sections_Sheet 1(1).pdf as submitted showing relevant heights with 

dimensions added by SPWI  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPWI have no idea why the building is so tall in this area and why the RDF bale overhead crane is so 

high up.  Fig 31 shows a working storage building with bales going high and this Section shows that 

the potential for storage could achieve much more than the 4 bales high in the submitted text. 

The RDF Pit in section is unusual in that the pit depth is only 5m deep; this is because of the sites 

water table and sea level.  The drawing shows waste in the process of being transferred into the 

boiler by hopper from an outter pit to an inner pit with containment walls.  The volume of this pit is 

interesting as the applicant list it as contaiminated fire water storage capacity whereas it is most 

likely to be a key source of the fire or where the fire will spread to. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/fire-prevention-plans-environmental-permits - The 

EA guidance requires provision of 2,000 litres of water a minute for each 300m3 of waste in your 

largest waste pile for three hours and the Fire Prevention Plan Template aims for the fire to be 

extingushied in 4 hours. 

The submitted drawings clearly show the RDF bales stored area 17. only 4 bales high and this 

generates a volume of 4,396m3.  To fight a fire of this volume the regulations requires  

If the commerical pressures cause the capacity of the bulding to be used then this could increase to 

15 bales high and 12,516m3.   

The volume of the RDF Pit 13. Is 12,797m3.  Each Lorry fully loaded add up to 550m3. All these 

combustable products are located in close proximity within the same building volume. 

Planning for worst case conditions the potential for Total Volume of stored waste is 25,856m3. 

To fight a fire of this magnitude under the EA obligations above would require an onsite supply of 

31,023,600 litres or 31,024m3. This need is far inexcess of the seemingly inadequate 1,200m3 fire 

water provision of the Developers Report.  If this water is stored on site it will generate the same 

need for contaminated firewater storage capacity arsing during an incident.  Pumping sea water may 

be an option but allowing contaminated water to enter the conservation marine environement is 

not.  Another key question is would it be possible to extinguish a fire of this magnitude in 4 hours? 

What happens when the stored water supply runs out after 3 hours? 

The Developers Fire Prevention Plan rev02 final.pdf and fire_prev_pln_pt1.pdf states  

Pg 10 3.1.1.1 Bale storage area   
The bale storage area will have a storage capacity of approximately 2,500 – 3,000 m3. The incoming baled waste, 

which will be wrapped off-site for transport, will be stacked in rows up to 4 bales high  and 4 bales wide, equivalent to 4 

m x 4m. The individual piles of bales will be separated by push walls  

Pg 11 3.1.1.2 Waste storage bunker  The storage capacity of the waste storage bunker will be approximately 

2,700 tonnes.       These measures are in in accordance with the requirement of NFPA and insurers for facilities which 

combust waste. . . .waste will not be ‘stored within the waste bunker. With respect to the potential volume of firewater 

WHAT IS PROPOSED – FIRE RISK 
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required, this would be considerably less than the total potential (or ‘airspace’) volume of the bunker i.e. reduced by the 

volume taken up by waste at the time of a potential fire.  

The waste bunker area is designed with a minimum of 2-hour fire resistance rating. The crane driver will, therefore, be 

able to identify and react to hot areas in the bunker and undertake mixing or feeding of waste as appropriate, or, in 

extreme cases, use the firewater cannons to extinguish any smouldering/burning waste. In addition, there would be 

flame detectors located above the waste feed hoppers, with an associated deluge system. 

3.1.2 Quarantine area for unacceptable waste  
Unacceptable waste is waste which does not meet the requirements of the waste acceptance procedures for the 

Facility, or other waste which is unsuitable for incineration and/or not compliant with the EWC codes permitted by the 

EP . .  located within the tipping hall. 

Pg14 3.5 Contingency Dependent on the nature and scale of any incidents, it may be necessary to notify local 

residents and businesses of the incident. Prior to commencement of operation of the Facility, and as part of the 

development of the documented management systems associated with the operation of the Facility, communication 

procedures will be developed and implemented. 

Pg 19 4.1 Unacceptable Waste/Hot Loads  
Waste acceptance procedures will be developed for the Facility. These will include considerations for unacceptable 

wastes and hot loads. Waste supply contracts will be agreed with waste suppliers/producers, which will include 

specifications for the supply of incoming waste. This will limit the likelihood of unacceptable wastes being transferred to 

the Facility. Upon arrival at the waste reception area and unloading of the waste, it will be subject to inspection by 

operational staff. Loads which are identified as containing unacceptable waste, including hot  
loads, will not be accepted at the Facility. 

Pg 20 4.5 Quarantine Areas for Unacceptable Waste  
As stated in section 3.1.2, a suitable area for the quarantine of unacceptable waste will be designated as part of the 

detailed design stage. However, it is expected that it will be located within the tipping hall. In addition, where 

appropriate, the quarantine area will be in accordance with the requirements of the fire prevention plan (FPP) guidance, 

i.e. it will:  
• hold at least 50% of the volume of the largest pile (excluding the bunker), row or row of baled waste within the bale 

storage area; and  
• where practicable, have a separation distance of at least 6 metres around the quarantined  
waste. 

Pg 25 4.8.5 Provision of Firewater  
The Facility will have a firewater storage tank designed in accordance with the requirements of BS 5306. The firewater 

storage tank would be connected to the local water supply and would be installed with a suitable system to prevent 

freezing. The tank would be fitted with a local external water level indicator as well as with remote water level control 

and level alarm indication to the distributed control system (DCS). The automatic fixed fire suppression systems for the 

Facility would be designed in accordance with the requirements of the fire insurers and NFPA 850. The water storage 

capacity for the fire protection systems would be based on providing a 2-hour supply based on the flow rate  
requirements for the sum of items (a) and (b) as:  
a. the greater of items (i) or (ii) below:  
i. the largest fixed fire suppression system demand; or  
ii. any fixed fire suppression system demands that could reasonably be expected to operate simultaneously during a 

single event e.g. turbine under-floor protection in conjunction with other fire protection system(s) in the turbine area; and  
b. a reasonable assessment of anticipated hose stream demand at not less than 1,890 l/min for 10 minutes.  
The firewater tank would be designed to ensure the required firewater capacity is available for fire protection at all times. 

It is estimated that the size of the firewater tank would be approximately 1,000 to 1,200 m3. 

Pg 27 4.8.10 Containment of Firewater 
The containment systems for firewater will be subject to the appointment of an EPC contractor who will be responsible for the design 

and construction of the Facility. The water used for fire-fighting would be sampled and analysed to identify whether it is suitable to be 

used as process water, or if treatment/disposal is required. If the firewater is considered to be contaminated, it will be discharged to 

sewer if the composition is in accordance with the constraints of the trade effluent consent, or if the effluent is unsuitable for discharge 

to sewer, it will be pumped out, and transferred off-site to a suitably licensed waste management facility. 

SPWI ask you to consider that all these statements from the Developer, when checked against their 

drawings, raise valid serious questions and concerns which must be acted upon.   

The volume of the waste in the RDF store 17.  is not a maxium of 3,000m3 it is 4,396m3;  a 32% 

under assessment and there is the potential for considerably more under commercial pressure. 

The waste storage bunker Pit 13. the Developer states as availing of 2,700 tonnes of RDF.  

What volume does this occupy? The change units is presumably to obscure understanding.   

The volume of the bunker containment is 12,797m3. 

https://www.letsrecycle.com/prices/plastics/plastics-specifications/ advises bales should weigh 

between 200kg and 325kg  thus 2,700,000kg is  about 8,308 bales @ 1m x 1m or 8,308m3. Are we 

understand that the pit will never be filled to capacity and never be more than 65% full?  The pit may 

not be labelled as being a storage area but it will be full of waste potentially at a critical moment. 

A structure with 2 hours integrity is not going to make fire fighting of this magnitude safe. 

WHAT IS PROPOSED – FIRE RISK 
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The quarantine area for unacceptable or hot loads is indicated on the drawings; it is not 6m away 

from combustable materal and it can not contain 50% of the largest pile ie the RDF store. 

Automatic fire suppressions systems will not reach fires that self combust in deeply buried bales or 

waste.  Consider a fire in the bottom of any of the bale piles, drenching will not get to the source, it 

will have to be separated to be tackled; worst case senarios are required and looking back at Fig 3 or 

Fig 31 or the bottom corner of the plan in Fig 33, a fire source here potentially will get underway 

with no stopping till burnt out. 

Fig 1. 35: as submitted part plan of Indicative Quarantine Area.pdf SPWI have copied the same red hatched area into the RDF store 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clearly the Quarantine/ Hot Loads area is not 6m from other combsutable material or equivalent to 

50% of the largest pile. Being located next to the lorries is symptomatic of the quality of the poor 

design and SPWI challenge the competency of the proposal.  

WHAT IS PROPOSED FIRE RISK 
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Is the provision for on site Fire Waste Storage satisfactory?  The only information is provide by a 

location plan which gives the area of the storage envisaged but not the volume of water. The volume 

can be assertained through studying the Design_and_Access_Statement.pdf Pg 30 which shows the 

the height of the exposed plant and services and then by comparing with the submitted Sectional 

Elevations for the result.  Note that considerable volume is allocated within the waste bunker Pit 13 

which may be full of RDF waste and thus not useable and should not be included in the calculations. 
Fig 1.36: as submitted part plan of Firewater Supplies and Firewater Containment R0.0.pdf   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1. 37: as submitted part of Design_and_Access_St_Pt1.pdf page 30 dimensions added by SPWI 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 1.38: as submitted part of 262701B-TOR-XX-XX-DR-A-P015-Proposed Sections_Sheet 2(1).pdf  dimesions added by SPWI 

 

 

 

 

 

Bunker Pit capacity 

empty 12,797m3 

 

Water Tank approx. 

346m3 

 

Sprinkler Tank 

approx. 452m3 

 

P-Sprinkler 

approx. 216m3 

 

Total proposed 

Approx. 13,811m3 

 

Potential necessary for 

Major Incident 

31,024m3 

THERE IS A SHORTFALL 

WHAT IS PROPOSED – FIRE RISK 
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The Developer lists in the EA permit application document Material_Storage_Areas_R0.0.pdf  where 

products are located  without defining the volume or combustabilty. This is unacceptable and 

dangerous.  

In document Additional_information_for_duly_making .pdf Sensitive Receptors R1.0.pdf  Pg 2 Table 

2-1 updated Key Receptors buildings in near proxmity are allocated reference numbers and can be 

viewed on the map document Sensitive_Receptors_R1.0.pdf.  SPWI do not consider that the full 

impact of this propsal is adequately set out in these idntified receptors.  It is essential that proper 

identification of receptors is made and the analysis is based on the actual uses of these buldings 

together with the frequency of occupation. Analysis must also include the public spaces and places 

that will be potentially be in use at the time of a significant emergency.   

At the time of submitting this report there has been no published response from Dorset 

Emmergency services, fire, ambulance or  police. 

SUMMARY – MAJOR FIRE 

SPWI present all these images to connect decision makers and the emergency services in preparing 
risk assessments so that proper attention is given to the real people in this real place, both on land 
and at sea. The 580 prisoners and staff living and working directly above at HMP The Verne and all 
those who will become affeted by wind blown pollution should an emergency occur all must all be 
considered.  The Isle of Portland is Unique.  Awareness must include the coastal setting, the 
topography and constrained access issues. SPWI consider guidelines need to be tested and adjusted 
as appropriate in relation to the reality of the actual location and the potential critical events arising 
the standard Senstive Receptor evaluation 1km radius is insufficient.  Attention must be given to the 
complexity of a major incident arising in this Port with Naval Nuclear Vessels and armaments. 
SPWI consider in this location it would be stupid to build a waste incinerator.  
 
We contend that the area of Sensitive Receptors is not properly established and should include all the 
areas including land ripe for development during the life of this proposed plant when HMP The Verne 
closes. 
 

Fig 1.39: a standard 1km radius is not rational in this location. 
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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 2.1 https://explorer.geowessex.com/ 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/


Stop Portland Waste Incinerator           www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk  22.09.2021 26 
 

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. 

 
Fig2.2  photo Steve Belasco 

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

be amplified when it travels over water. 

NOISE 
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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 
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. 

 

NOISE 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
https://physics.stackexchange.com/questions/206798/why-can-we-hear-sound-better-on-the-water-than-on-land
https://physics.stackexchange.com/questions/206798/why-can-we-hear-sound-better-on-the-water-than-on-land
https://www.reddit.com/r/askscience/comments/39p70z/why_does_sound_travel_farther_on_water/
https://www.reddit.com/r/askscience/comments/39p70z/why_does_sound_travel_farther_on_water/
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA341899.pdf


Stop Portland Waste Incinerator           www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk  22.09.2021 28 
 

Fig 2.3  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 2. 3 of the original submission 

Portland_ERF_Noise_impact_ass(1).pdf  

The adopted Portland Neighbourhood Plan 

recognises the supply of publicly held land and 

the potential for redundancy and/or change of 

use as an important aspect of delivering growth 

requirements. Both Ministry of Justice 

Establishments on Portland are classified ‘at risk 

of disposal’ as both are Victorian and are located 

distant from the centres of population. Although 

there are no specific current large scale plans 

areas of the estate are already vacant. It is highly 

likely therefore that alternative use of these sites 

which are in proximity to the facility will occur 

within the operational timeframe of the EWF 

facility." There are also housing sites allocated 

close by the proposed site.  All will increase the 

scope of sensitive receptors. 

Fig 2. 4   

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 former 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  

NOISE 
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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 

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: 

NOISE 
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Sound sources are logarithmic and cumulative the consequence of all these sound sources add 
together.   
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 

Fig 2. 5 data from Bridgwater EA Permit application 

NOISE 
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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. 

SUMMARY NOISE 

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. 

Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Campaign, on behalf of the 6,739 local people who signed our Petition 

which has been read out in Parliament and more people who have, since 12.10.2020, joined our 

campaign, asks the Environment Agency to refuse this application for a licence to operate. We also ask 

that this particular applicant is prevented from being granted a licence, even with possible amended 

submissions, since re submitting will not increase their competence and experience of running this 

specialist and highly risky operation of an energy from waste incinerator.   

  

NOISE 
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THE IMPLICATIONS OF A WASTE INCINERATOR PROPOSED IN PORTLAND PORT 

CONCERNING PUBLIC HEALTH 

SPWI question why the authorities do not want to extend the research referred to by policy makers 

with regard to human health and with particular regard to the pollution caused by the process of 

Waste Incineration. 

. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 3.1: https://www.ashford.gov.uk/media/oe0jc5xj/air-quality-strategy.pdf  

ALL EMISSIONS ADD UP 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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INTRODUCTION & CONCERNS – HEALTH 

The biggest risk to human health today is Climate Change.  Ipso facto to build a waste incinerator 

that consumes energy not only in its construction but throughout its running life whilst also emitting 

202,000 tonnes of GHGs a year, it produces 40,000 tons/yr of toxic IBA, consumes 56,000,000 litres 

/yr of scarce water resources and on removal at end of life causes more problems. This is definitely 

not the best way to generate energy nor the best way deal to prevent GHGs due to residual waste.  

It is not needed and is a danger to human health. This is a project that should not be contemplated 

or allowed to progress.  

Given the Precautionary Principle SPWI considers a moratorium on new Waste Incinerators 

essential, since the Environment Agency do not have the power to do this then a very strict 

adherence to the current legislation is paramount with particular reference to Climate Change and 

Human Health including mental health. 
 

The UK National Grid energy is reducing its carbon intensity with real renewables.  This can be 

viewed in real time on https://carbonintensity.org.uk/ showing a current and forecast range 200 – 

300 gCO2/kWh  whereas the energy produced by waste incineration is  

https://ukwin.org.uk/files/pdf/UKWIN-2018-Incineration-Climate-Change-Report.pdf pg 10  

is  800 gCO2/kWh.  The mercantile applicant’s greenwash is actually a 3 to 4 fold bad news for all of 

us in unnecessary GHG emissions.   The Dept of Transport Clean Maritime Plan is supporting projects 

focusing on shoreside zero-carbon bunkering of renewable fuels, vehicle charging infrastructure, 

shoreside power, and port-side renewable energy generation to supply vessels to power via the 

National Grid.  Southampton onshore power via the national grid leads the responsible way.   

The 15MW output from the Portland proposal can be supplied by one wind turbine, located off-

shore where it would trouble no one at a sixth of the price and no impact to our beautiful and 

treasured location.  Government Waste Interrogator reveals that the South West already has surplus 

incineration capacity with a new plant being completed at Bridgewater. 
 

Wrap and the Government’s landmark Environment Bill will extend producer responsibility and 

support the circular economy to drive a new material revolution to make and remake using the same 

resources. With a fuel supply that is reducing, with sequestrating carbon direct into smart landfill 

with natural gas collection being the best option for true residual waste, the arguments as to why 

permit a dangerous process exacerbating global warming and causing risk to our health cannot hold 

up to scrutiny.          Fig 3.2: 

 

  

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
https://carbonintensity.org.uk/
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Dr James Isaac Public Health England wrote to SPWI on 04.03.21 over our concerns advising: 
“To date, PHE is not aware of any evidence that requires a change in the position statement”.  
“To date, PHE is not aware of any evidence that 
requires a change in the position statement”. We note that Dr James Isaac has not addressed the 
substantive issues and sources we have set out and find his reply is therefore very incomplete. 
 
We are directed to make clear our concerns to your department as part of the determination of 
the above application. We understand that the Environment Agency will ensure that both health and 
wellbeing are considered as part of the environmental permitting process.  We are concerned that you 
may be short of information. 

We push against the divide and conquer tactic of no cross-remit thinking where one department 
will not see the implications of another department’s actions and limits. Even within the 
Environment Agency we have been told that the various disciplines do not cross reference as a rule. 
The Climate and Ecological Emergency is being caused by emissions of greenhouse gases and 
pollutants on unprecedented scales. This is an existential reality with attendant health and mental 
health implications affects us all, our habitat and the habitat of all living flora and fauna.  All 
departments must relate back to this issue.  Is what is being considered going to exacerbate global 
warming and stress our environment?  If this is so and for the purposes of a none essential operation 
why let it happen? The crisis is generated by unnecessary profligate behaviour causing greenhouse 
gas emissions and consequential air and water pollution, which must be considered as cumulative 
over the whole life of the proposed plant and in concert with the other transboundary sources of 
pollution. 
 
The public watched the power of the tobacco industry delay Government legislation to reduce 
harm. We now know that air pollution impacts metal health. 
https://airqualitynews.com/2021/09/20/hidden-harms-the-impacts-of-air-pollution-on-the-mind/  
Many local General Practitioners, Health Care Professional and the Clinical Director of the 

Weymouth and Portland Primary Care Network have already submitted reasoned objections to this 
application as have the Minister of Justice who have the wellbeing of the Prison and staff living 
and working directed above the flue outlet. Nowhere in the world is there an EfW Incinerator 
located below and so close to habitation, especially on an island that has a regular lee wave of 
standing static air. 

Fig 3.3: Photo Steve Belasco The regular local weather pattern traps static air on top of the Portland Islands hill 

“It is sad to report that too many of the Island’s population experiences social and/or economic 
deprivation, particularly in the Underhill area, with high unemployment levels, low levels of 

HEALTH 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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educational attainment, high levels of teenage pregnancies and poor health.” Pg 5 para 2.4 of 

https://www.dorsetcouncil.gov.uk/documents/35024/303886/Portland+NP+Referendum+Version+MASTER+0
5Feb20+reduced.pdf/6db01321-7383-da43-b3d2-7f8bffaa91f6 

Data obtained by Unearthed, the investigative arm of Greenpeace, found that areas in the top 20% for 
deprivation host nearly one-third of the waste incinerators in the UK 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/jul/31/uk-waste-incinerators-three-times-more-likely-to-
be-in-deprived-areas .   

Pre-existing poor health flows from poverty and locating this Incinerator here with its attendant 
deprivation is simply unacceptable. 
The label provided of “modern and well run” does not mean that BAT is the Climate and Ecological 
safeguard standard we all need; especially now that we are time short for any chance of mitigation 
and thus, we have the reality, an Emergency. 
What is necessary for ecology is also necessary for human health. The Particulate Research Group 
says it found numerous shortcomings in the Government’s regulation of emissions from municipal 
waste incinerators and gaps in the Government’s research and assessments 
https://www.circularonline.co.uk/news/important-caveats-omitted-from-incinerator-health-dangers-group-

claims/  Vyvyan Howard, Emeritus Professor of Nano Systems Biology at the Centre for Molecular 
Bioscience, University of Ulster, said that a large proportion of the particles passing thought the 
filters are Ultra Fine Particles (UFPs). She said epidemiological studies worldwide have “consistently 
demonstrated” links between ambient particulate matter exposure and adverse health outcomes, 
including increased rates of respiratory and cardiovascular illness, hospitalisations, and premature 
mortality. The Public Health England /Imperial College report on this aspect only tested the effect on 
the health of babies. Babies have not lived with the pollution for very long. The toxic effect of even 
small amounts of PM2.5 is now common knowledge. 
 
https://www.rdfindustrygroup.org.uk/code-of-practice/ The RDF Industry advises that currently the 
Environment Agency makes no checks on the constituents of RDF, the fuel that 
residual waste is. Defra and the Environment Agency have not sought to introduce a treatment 
requirement, but have instead introduced a definition for RDF: “Refuse derived fuel (RDF) consists of 
residual waste that complies with the specifications in a written contract between the producer of 
the RDF and a permitted end-user for the thermal treatment of the waste in an energy from waste 
facility. . .The written contract must include the end-user’s technical specifications relating as a 
minimum to the calorific value, the moisture content, the form and quantity of the RDF.” Unlike the 
higher grade SRF (solid recovered fuel) there is no clear basis in UK legislation for the regulators to 
impose prescribed treatment requirements that waste must meet. There is consistent use of the 
caveat: Records that have been deemed commercially confidential are not included. This industry does 

not welcome questions from the public but the public expects much much more from the Environment 
Agency. 
The fact is that unlike a coal power station with a steady fuel of the same stuff, these EfW Plants run 
on whatever the RDF supplier compiles out of black bag waste, what is contaminated and cannot be 
recycled or what it is expedient to supply including in many areas even 40% of recylates collected.  Areas 
with waste incinerators have the lowest rates for recycling.  Human nature makes short cuts, 
inconvenient objects like the domestic broken first aid mercury thermometer or lithium batteries are just 
chucked into the black bag route and on they go.  
The widespread use of brominated flame retardants in household products add to the toxic burden in 
municipal solid waste. Nothing is opened for scrutiny.  Lorries arrive and get a weigh bridge analysis – 
that is it. Everything is all passed as an estimation with pre-agreed factors. Even the reporting to NAEI and 
the UNCC is on pre-agreed emission factors and weight, nothing is being checked adequately.  
 
BAT reporting requirements stipulate annual mass releases estimation techniques (RETs) of specified 
substances on calculated daily averages of continuous emissions measurements (CEMs) but for only a 
few chemicals.  The rest are calculated releases based on periodic samples for the many and all based on 
mass balance or again assumed emission factors.  It is particularly bad that Incinerators are currently 
exempt from EU ETS reporting requirements for GHGs.  

HEALTH 
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.https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/923125/

Pollution-inventory-reporting-incineration-activities-guidance-note.pdf Pg 19 BS EN14385 for extractive 
monitoring for As Cd Cu Cr Hg Mn Ni Sb V Zn.  This all gives no comfort to the public when they find 
out. 
The latest Pollution Inventory details ERF plants reporting 64 pollutants and the worst list only 8 

pollutants. There is no consistency in operation, with the single and best operating with all levels 
below threshold reporting and yet the majority function with up to 76% of pollutants exceeding 
thresholds and are still running.  2018 Pollution Inventory updated 11.09.2020 
https://environment.data.gov.uk/portalstg/home/item.html?id=972525652487430185a69836ec4a7
1ef compare Ecopark, Advent Way, London N18 3AG with 64 Pollutants 0 over reporting threshold 
with Hull Energy Works, Cleveland Street, East Yorkshire, HU8 8AD with 8 Pollutants or Slough Heat 
and Power 342 Edinburgh Avenue Berkshire, SL1 4TU with 37 Pollutants and 28 over reporting 
threshold. This all gives no comfort to the public when they find out and raises questions of the EA 
competency.  For instance, why is the UK Pollution Inventory so incomplete? From FOI enquiries one 
is told that this is due to plants that incinerate waste can have different names; such a poor answer. 
Why on the UK Pollution Inventory are so many thresholds allowed to be breached with no inclusion 
in the data for dates for action to be taken and achieved?  
 
We await the outcome of the national consultation about BAT standards 25th January 2021 – 
response required by 18th April 2021. It is expected that the commercial interests will prevail over 
health impacts yet again.  There are no safe limits for PM2.5s, but the World Health Organization (WHO) 

recommends that concentrations should not exceed 10 micrograms per cubic metre9.; the current BAT 
legislation cannot safeguard us. 
The Government does not put a limit on the CO2 emitted by waste incinerators and it does not 
monitor CO2 produced at a local level.  Yet the impact of climate change is a health impact too. 
Our Campaign stresses the fact that this plant would for every ton of the 202,000 tons a year 
waste burnt, for the 30 years of life of the plant, fed into the plant emit 1 ton of CO2, plus other 

chemicals into air and water together with the arising 1/5 ton of toxic waste ash. We are not 
satisfied that the disposal of the ash from this plant is an outcome worth facilitating as it is toxic 
and it need not be generated.  The proposals for transferring IBA by mechanical grabber into cargo 
ships shows how cavalier the proposal is to our health and the marine environment. 
Professor C V Howard, Consultant Toxico-Pathologist’s report in relation to Environmental Health Effects 

in respect to the constituents of the residual waste is very much on point. This finds that pollution is a 

major cause of respiratory and heart disease and possibly foetal abnormalities and concludes “Public 

concern over these inadequacies is, in my opinion, understandable and justified.” 

http://www.gloucestershire-against-

incinerators.org.uk/resources/V+HOWARD+Proof+of+Evidence+v2$281$29-2.pdf  

As explained to Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee Oral evidence: Air Quality Extracts from 
HC 468    Tuesday 8 September 2020  
Professor Alistair Lewis advised concerning emissions from combustion and fine particulates PM2.5, 
which he explains are very significantly influenced by transboundary movement of pollution.   
Professor Hansell advised “The starting point for me is that air pollution is associated with so many 
diseases. The air pollution is going to increase your risks for the diabetes, the COPD, the heart disease, 
the hypertension that make you more prone to have a severe Covid disease.”  
Sir Michael Marmot advised “If you are more deprived, you are more exposed and the damage to health 
of air pollution appears to be greater.” 

Looking at the defra advice sheet “What are the causes of air Pollution”  and Fig 1 we must consider 
the transboundary movement of pollution.  We are advised that it is the secondary pollution which 
arises that is of greatest concern.  With the production of ozone and PM that is formed from 
emissions from incinerators of ammonia, sulphur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen as well as from 
emissions many hundreds or even thousands of miles away all adding to our risks one looks to the 
EA to keep things in check at a national level.  Fig 3. 4 maps where waste incinerations are operating.  
Does the EA when considering permitting consider the impact from these cumulative locations?  

HEALTH 
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Zero Waste Europe have been concerned over transboundary emissions and monitoring the proliferation 
of EfW Incineration across the EU due to the rapid increase in operations in the rush to fail to tackle the 
source of the issue and propagate the buy throw expansion of waste. 
 

EVALUATION OF APPLICANTS SUBMISSION - HEALTH 

SPWI are concerned that the Environment Agency might rely on the submitted Environmental 
Statement modelled outputs, which indicated that air quality standards would not be exceeded at 
sensitive receptors.   The public are expected to accept that these are critically evaluated and the 
modelling undertaken gives reliable estimates to ground level pollution. We do not accept that this 
evaluation is fit for purpose. What is ground level on a hill or on a cruise ship? Have all the sensitive 
receptors been fully listed and addressed? Who would want to live and sleep on top of a flue close 
nearby? 
With this particular topography together with the multiple large objects and ever-changing immense 
cruise ships in Port we consider this modelling is standardised and fails to convince. Although the 

Environment Agency will further consider emissions and control measures, we also know that they 

Environment Agency is understaffed and over worked AND that application documents get shared out to 
various discipline without one person evaluation the whole.  Our concern is that the current legislative 
standards embodied in the Environmental Permitting process predate the Climate Emergency and not 
stringent enough nor do they respond to the thrust of the current Environment Bill progressing through 

Parliament. Take the standard Environment Agency form 
Adapting_to_climate_change_risk_assessment_worksheet_SW_England.pdf this is all about 
consideration of how your proposed operations will be affected by the changes in weather and climate.  
This is the Environment Agency getting the cart before the horse; it should also and primarily about what 
additional risk and added GHG generation would your operations be causing! 
The applicant has been deliberate in the manner of submission, submitting out of date information and 
mixing and spreading data in disparate documents at seem random places. This is an act of frustration of 
public scrutiny and knowing makes it less likely that the public will be able to sustain attention due to the 
potential further costs in time and expertise.  This should not be permitted and is contrary to natural 
justice. 
 

PHE 13.08.21 response to this permit application states 
Recommendations:  
We request that the Environment Agency takes account of the following concerns when 
considering appropriate permit conditions:  
• that the air quality modelling used is suitable and accurately reflects the local 

topography and provides reliable estimates of reasonable worst-case ground level 
pollutants  

•  that an assessment against the tolerable daily intake (TDI) of dioxins, furans and 
other considered metals for the oral pathway at the worst-case receptors is 
conducted  

• a full Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is submitted prior to 
development detailing environmental management measures ensuring these are 
appropriate and address potential risk to human health  

• that a Pre-Operational Condition is included within the EP which requires the details 
of the proposed NOx abatement system to be confirmed during detailed design  

• that additional gas monitoring is required as the proposal to redevelop the site 
progresses  

• when transport and commercial activity return to more business as usual a noise 
survey is conducted, with the results being used as a basis for confirming noise 
emission limits and designing the ERF accordingly  

• further ground investigation across the site, adhering to appropriate standards, to 
fully assess the potential for contamination which could impact the proposed 
redevelopment of the site and the potential associated health impacts  

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
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• The applicant has used the COMEAP methodology which is not generally 
recommended for modelling the human health impacts of individual installations. 
However, it may have limited applicability where emissions of NOx, SO2 and 
particulates cannot be screened out as insignificant in the Environmental Impact 
Assessment, there are high ambient background levels of these pollutants, and that 
its use was appropriate. 

This consultation response is based on the assumption that the permit holder shall take all 
appropriate measures to prevent or control pollution, in accordance with the relevant sector 
guidance and industry best practice. 
 
 

SUMMARY HEALTH 

Noise and Air pollution are all part of adverse impact on health. The objection submitted to this 
consultation, on behalf of PORTLAND TOWN COUNCIL, by the Environmental Lawyers Freeths LLP clearly 
states pg 2 “The impacts on human health have been underestimated. The risk to human health is 
unacceptable and the application should be refused.” 
 
The Environmental Agency must consider the negative impact of transboundary Air Pollution and its 
effects on human health from all sources of pollution. 
 
 
Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Campaign, on behalf of the 6,739 local people who signed our Petition 
which has been read out in Parliament and more people who have, since 12.10.2020, joined our 
campaign, asks the Environment Agency to refuse this application for a licence to operate. We also ask 
that this particular applicant is prevented from being granted a licence, even with possible amended 
submissions, since re submitting will not increase their competence and experience of running this 

specialist and highly risky operation of an energy from waste incinerator.   
 

 

 

 

 

  

Fig 3.4:compiled 2020 from https://www.cewep.eu/interactive-map/ and https://ukwin.org.uk/incinerators/ 
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LEARNING FROM ENVIRONMENT AGENCY PERMIT ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORTS 

for similar Energy from Waste Incinerators 

in respect of the 

PROPOSED EfW INCINERATOR PORTLAND PORT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 4.1: Environment Agency Abnormal operation decision tree for waste incinerators and co-incinerators 
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INTRODUCTION & CONCERNS - PERMITS 

Stop Portland Waste Incineration campaign has over 7,000 supporters.   

SPWI takes care to fact check and provide links to all sources of all the information presented.   

The Developer has made sure that it takes considerable time to read all the documents and drawings 

in full.  The most recent tranche of revised information was submitted on the 17th August 2021 

whilst many are on annual leave. The most necessary and critical response must be made before the 

22nd Sept to the Environment Agency and by 27th Sept to Dorset Minerals and Waste Planning. 

The newspapers report that Environment Agency is over stretched and may fail to be able to 

adequately scrutinise permit applications, fail to adequately monitor performance and thus fail to 

protect the public. “It will be a source of national embarrassment that, with the UK government 

hosting world leaders at COP26 in Glasgow later this year, you are failing to invest in the very staff 

who will play a key role in delivering UK government policies to tackle climate change.” 

https://www.unison.org.uk/news/2021/08/environment-agency-unions-seek-meeting-on-

indefensible-pay-offer/  

It is only just this year that the EA have asked operators to calibrate their CEMs (continuous 

emissions monitoring system) to help ensure that the numbers they are reporting are accurate. Also, 

reported figures do not provide information on the estimated levels of measurement uncertainty (or 

the emissions that occur outside of the times when they have to monitor them). Also of concern is 

the fact that not all emissions are continuously monitored. As such, it is very difficult to know what 

the true levels of emissions are from incinerators in England and the Government’s Pollution 

Inventory is incomplete.  

Given that the Other Than Normal Operating Conditions, allowed exceedances, reported breaches, 

reporting of detection of non-compliance, 6monthly detections of many toxins, even when publicly 

published do not generally shut down plants;   

will the Environment Agency be able to adequately protect us? 

The planning application considers the Principle is this a suitable location for this purpose. 

Given that this unique location is not adequately analytically modelled in standard computations and 

thus undermines the general environmental assessments of EA permitting process the Stop Porland 

Waste Incinerator campaign consider this application should be prevented from being built. 

BAT is the commerical agreed practicable process standard for these plants.  The running of these 
plants allows for monitoring failures, abnormal operating and reporting by averages. For many faults 
that get sorted within 4 hours or 60 hours a year get passed without consequences. Continuous 
monitoring is only relevant for some emissions many are monitored infrequently and with no 
limiting threshold set. The Tolvik UK Energy from Waste Statistics 2020 reports there were 148 
reported permit breaches in 2020, however it is believed that many breaches go unreported. How 
much risk these periods of exposure to higher levels of emissions, pose to human health, is 
unknown. 

http://www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk/
https://www.unison.org.uk/news/2021/08/environment-agency-unions-seek-meeting-on-indefensible-pay-offer/
https://www.unison.org.uk/news/2021/08/environment-agency-unions-seek-meeting-on-indefensible-pay-offer/


Stop Portland Waste Incinerator           www.stopportlandwasteincinerator.co.uk  22.09.2021 41 
 

INTRODUCTION & CONCERNS - PERMITS 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 4.2: Permit number EPR/CP3535CK Javelin Park 

The reality of averaging is that toxcines can be emitted at high levels and peaks but do not cause the 
EA to attend, scrutinise and shut down a plant.  The Isle of Man ERF found that burning large 
quantities of plasterbaord elevated readings of sulphur.  Knowing after the event is not any comfort 
to us, the people. 
 
Fig 4. 3: how average reporting of data allows high emissions to go with the public realising. 
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Fig 4.4: Note the flat landscape and the location near the motorway with excellent transport connections. 

 

 
 
Fig 4.5: Javelin Park annaul report 28 in the year 2019/2020 

Once built the likelyhood of shutting a plant down is very low – unavoidable events happen and the 
local people have to put up with them. 

FREQUENT COMPLAINTS - PERMITS  
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Fig 4.6: Note the flat landscape and the motorway connection. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 4.7: even when a complaint is substained nothing changes. 

How often do local residents have to complain to get remediation?  The Enviropower Plant in Kent 
has an odour and fly problem which the operator has not resolved even with months after month of 
complaints.  
 
Powerfuel Portland promise to keep all odours inside the building with a negative air pressure.  In 
ever warming summers the build up of odours and heat inside will make the issue of arriving and 
departing lorries problematic as each time the huge access door is opened the smells will drive out 
and the flies in to breed. 

FREQUENT COMPLAINTS - PERMITS 
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Fig 4.8:  Note the flat landscape and the large number of houses closeby 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Energy from Waste Incinerators are often named to confuse; this is indeed a similar type of 
incinerator and a very smelly one too.  Again nothing is being done to stop the negative impact the 
residents are complaining about.   Monitoring for odour is a game of money and resources which 
residents do not have. 

 
Fig 4.9: Once built and problems occur what then? 

FREQUENT COMPLAINTS - PERMITS 
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Local residents should not have to protest and to have complaints then discounted as is a common 
outcome.  The money behind the operation and the investment embodied in the plant makes 
arguing after the plant is built more than many residents can sustain.  By objecting you raise 
complications on your future house sale better to more away quietly.   
In Runcorn the Council have had to reduce Council Tax for residents affected by an incinerator. 

 
Fig 4.10: Ferrybridge 1 is next to Ferrybridge 2 in a flat landscape next to a motorway 

Last year from Ferrybridge 1 there were 24 complaints, all discounted, another 24 were attributed to 
Ferrybridge 2 next door. Last year Hoddesdon Energy Ltd permit epr/up3038WA had 8 permit 
breaches and is still running – why?  To stop before they start seems a much better solution. 
The EA seeks public consultation on each permit application but does not readily convey the 
parameters that are expected.   
SPWI has referref to the document The Incineration of Waste (EPR 5.01) 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/297004/geho0209bpio-e-e.pdf which may or may not be the current guideance but gives a 
reasonable insight into the process and expectations of evaluation.  SPWI note there is a lot of use of 
phrases like “where possible”  and where cost demonstrate it is not viable exemptions are indicated; 
this is not satisfactory. 
 
How bottom ash is removed is a major concern the use of a mechical grabber is not satisfactory.  
Fig 4. 11: Bottom Ash from Covanta incinerator Dublin approx. 20% of the inputs ends up as toxic IBA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONSEQUENCES ARISING - PERMITS 
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https://www.sustainabledorset.org/item/litter-free-coast-sea-dorset/  
We can not condone activities which will allow litter or waste or any sort from arriving RDF bales or 
from IBA removal to polute our sea – rather like getting the milk back out of a cuppa. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 4.12: Javelin Park Annual Report 2020 Operational data 

Powerfuel Portland state that they will ship out IBA using a lorry to ship using a mechanical grabber. 
20% of 202,000 tons is a lot of IBA and represents an extreme risk to the marine ecology.  
Powerfuel’s also state that 56,000,000 litres a year will be consumed and that, we presume, does 
not include fire fighting water.  Given the UK clean water supply inadequacies, as climate change 
hits, the use of clean water in these plants is of serious concern.    
 
 
 

CONSEQUENCES ARISING - PERMITS 
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Fig 4.13: The propsed Site on Porltand  is a very unique location with a very sensitive marine and land ecology. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Refer back to Fig 3.3 Photo Steve Belasco recording the regular local weather pattern traps static air 
on top of the Portland Islands hill. 
Fig 4.15: The topography of the hill is significant, note the location of the houses and the Prison compared to the other examples!! 

 
  

PORTLAND a UNIQUE LOCATION - PERMITS 

Fig 16: Met Office wind rose for Portland 
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Portland has specific local weather and with inversions and back eddies.  When wind is from the East 
or veering South both pollution and noise is blown into Castletown, Fortuneswell, the SSI hill behind 
and the marine conservation water.  Noise from the Port bounces off the hill and the sea provides no 
attenuation meaning everyone including those inhabitants of Weymouth are connected to activity in 
the Port. 

 
Fig 4.17: wind situation on 02.04.21 from the Met Office wind rose you can see that this whole area will be affected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 4.18: this image shows the exhaust of the cruiseship Virtuosa dumping on the quayside and rolling round the hill. 

The top of the proposed incinerators chimney will be approximately 20m higher than a cruise ship 
funnel. The planning application file has a video of how the pressure changes kept pushing the 
pollution from the cruise ship funnel to street level for over 4 hours.  
 
SPWI contend that this location is unique and the regulations to control or permit operations need 
to ensure effective controls through specific protocols and monitoring. 
 

PORTLAND a UNIQUE LOCATION - PERMIT 
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Emissions and Monitoring of each and every potential risk is of course necessary and it is clear that 
this is the function of the EA permitting jurisdiction.  What is not clear is how negative impacts are 
designed out of the process before it gets built and adequate safeguards ensured should the plant 
operate under a permit. 
 
1. SPWI cannot see that Powerfuel Portland Ltd or their agents Fichtner are sufficiently 

experienced or competent applicants for this environmental permit application 
EPR/AP3304SZ/A001 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/legal-operator-and-competence-
requirements-environmental-permits  
 

2. The plant must be designed by experienced  fully competant engineers.  The permit should 
constrain amendments to the planning approval in a stealth process of change that could and 
should have and proably was known before the applicant process started. The environmental 
permit application clearly states the flue stack to be 90m high; why?  Given the planning 
process has confirmed that the stack is to be 80m high and this 90m is a typing error in the EA 
permit application.  From this SPWI deduce that the permit application must be considered 
imcompetent as inattentive to important details. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The plant must be opporated by a fully experineced and competent work forces.  SPWI do not 

understand how this environmental permit can proceed with this experience being present in 
the applicantion.  Who will run the plant? 
 

4. Fire: SPWI ask, set out in a separate response submitted, are the provisions for preventing fire 
and fighting fire adequate espcially in the protection of habitats on land and sea as a 
consequence of fighting a fire? 
Are the safety measures in this Port location tenable given the adjacent over ground fuel pipe, 
armaments and nuclear vessels with a contrained casueway access for emergency services 
and storm conditions? 
How often are fire fighting protocols reviewed when the plant is operating? 
 

5. Emissions to Air: What is the time delay in alerting the EA that a breach has occurred? 
How many breaches of emissions are allowed before action is taken? 

NECESSARY OBLIGATIONS – PERMIT 
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When are the public told and how concerning breaches? 
What restraint or consequences are propsed that will control and prevent a breach? 
 

6. Emissions to surface water and sewer 
This site is located in position where extreme weather occurs with storms and coastal erosion.  
Given the predicted sea level rises due to global warming and increased energy in storms 
predicted SPWI question whether the document 
Adapting_to_climate_change_risk_assessment_worksheet_SW_England.pdf gives addequate 
comfort or respect in the expect stress of climate change.  Sea level rises are one thing but 
storms as we know very well here are extreme and excaerbate the situtation.  The causeway 
was overwhelmed in 2014.  All this must be planned for and extreme rainfall and washdown 
has already caused a landslip destroying the above ground sewer adjacent to the site. 
How is the EA going to control polution of the sea from IBA handling in the Port? 
Is there agreement that waste can be disposed of via the sewer? 
 

7. District heating is listed as not viable.  If it is proposed to be CHP ready how would the plant 
actually provided heating when the plant shuts down in an unplanned but necessary safety 
situation?   
Can all planned shut down be timed when CHP is not required in the summer?  
What is the mechanism that prevents CHP endusers being left with heating or heating at an 
uneconmic cost? 
 

8. The Cost Plan analysis of CHP is needed.  What evaluation will the EA carryout to check 
whether this plant is properly costed with no short cuts on performance and thus safety? 
 

9. Odour:  what constraint will there be in hot weather to prevent the lorry doors being left open 
and allowing odour to escape? 
Since frequent complainst are made to plants of this type what provision is there to be made 
to record odour readings on the site boundary? 
SPWI consider that odour shuld be monitored continuously with published results. 
 

10. Noise,  SPWI have made a separate report on Noise.  SPWI contend that a maxium Noise 
source from any part of the site should be set at 75dBA as evidence this is practicable with 
attenuators; see Môr Hafren 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%20Pla
nning,%203%20September%202020,%20Revision%201.pdf .  It is essential that actual 
operations sound levels are monitored 24hours and results published and sent with no delay 
to the Dorset Council Environmental Health department who will immediately issue an 
abatement notice.  
 

11. Vermin, the site is located next to SSSI and priority habitats strict obligations to prevent 
vermin shuld be set. 
 

12. Clear criteria for the immediate closing down of operations must be set to protect habitats 
and people.  How are these criteria established and how are they notified to the public? 
SPWI consider that learning from other permits that monitoring is essentail and also the 
consequences of breaches should and must be made absolutely clear. 
 
 
 
 
 

NECESSARY OBLIGATIONS – PERMIT 
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 SUMMARY 
 
We can see no good reason for an energy for  Waste Incinerator to be permitted in this location.  
The applicants documents presented do not give any confidence of a safe and well run plant in any 
location. 
Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Campaign, on behalf of the 6,739 local people who signed our Petition 
which has been read out in Parliament and more people who have, since 12.10.2020, joined our 
campaign, asks the Environment Agency to refuse this application for a licence to operate. We also ask 
that this particular applicant is prevented from being granted a licence, even with possible amended 
submissions, since re submitting will not increase their competence and experience of running this 
specialist and highly risky operation of an energy from waste incinerator.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 5.1 The world is changing and how we use our depleting resources is changing. 
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Fig 5.2 The redevelopment of HMP The Verne and the new allocated housing sites will bring a 

significant number of new people into the scope of consideration as Sensitive Receptors. 

 

Fig 5.3 The Environment Agency must be cognizant of the local particular unique risks. 
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Fig 5.4 The Environment Agency must be cognizant of carbon impact of ERF as compared to gas and 

it is 4 time more intensive than the national grid. 

 

 

Fig 5.5  
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Fig 5.6   

CONCLUSION 

Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Campaign, on behalf of the 6,739 local people who signed our Petition 

which has been read out in Parliament and more people who have, since 12.10.2020, joined our 

campaign, asks the Environment Agency to refuse this application for a licence to operate. We also ask 

that this particular applicant is prevented from being granted a licence, even with possible amended 

submissions, since re submitting will not increase their competence and experience of running this 

specialist and highly risky operation of an energy from waste incinerator.  We are not alone in refuting 

the suitability of this application IN THIS LOCATION.   

Portland Town Council expert report prepared by Freeths LLP 17th September 2021 and submitted 

on their behalf to this permit consultation is a clear reason to refuse the application. We quote: 

“53. The mistakes, omissions and inaccuracies, under-tested baseline data and outdated 
reference documentation undermine the application as a whole and are indicative of a poor 
degree of care and competence from the applicant. The risk to human health and the 
environment is significant, unacceptable and unnecessary even on the face of the 
documents, such that the application should be refused. However, the strength of this 
argument becomes overwhelming when the omissions, inaccuracies and under-estimation of 
risks are taken into account. With the level of risk posed to human health and to flora and 
fauna, the submission is wholly unacceptable. The application should be refused.” 
This same report also includes this subsection on Noise: 
“Clive Bentley BSc (Hons) CIEH MIEnvSc MIOA CEnv CSci Acoustic Consultant 
Sharps Acoustics LLP 7th September 2021 

7.0 Conclusions 

7.1 Further work is required to provide an adequate, reliable assessment of noise and vibration effects 
from the proposed development which is suitable for an IPPC permit application. This is acknowledged 
by the Report’s authors. As it stands, the conclusions stated in noise and vibration assessment cannot 
be relied upon in SAL opinion.” 
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By public donations SPWI have commissioned  
Air Quality Consultants Ltd to consider the planning application documents; which has the latest, 
current and relevant information. Their conclusion submitted to the planners and will be in the 
public realm.  We quote:  

 
4 Conclusion [AQC September 2021] 

 
4.1 In spite of the Further Information submitted, it is clear that the air quality assessment is 
inadequate. Many of the points raised in the review of the ES have not been responded to and where 
additional information has been supplied, in many cases, it is inadequate. This is important because, 
even though insufficient consideration has been given to combined and cumulative impacts within the 
assessment, it has still identified potentially significant air quality impacts on the SACs. In addition, the 
Shadow Appropriate Assessment has been based on potentially incorrect information. Impacts upon 
human health may also have been under-predicted.  

 
4.2 It is considered that any one of the issues identified in this review as ‘Major’ is sufficient to 
invalidate the conclusions presented in the ES. The large number of ‘Moderate’ and ‘Minor’ issues 
might also, when combined, affect these conclusions. It is thus considered that the air quality 
assessment within the ES and ES Addendum is not fit for purpose and that significant additional 
information is required in order to adequately inform consultation on the Scheme. At the present time, 
the conclusions of the ES and ES Addendum must be disregarded.  

 
 
By public donations SPWI have commissioned  
Jonathan Cox Associates: ecological consultancy to consider the planning application documents; 
which has the latest, current and relevant information. Their conclusion submitted to the planners 
and will be in the public realm is 

6.0 Conclusion 
1.1 The assessment of air quality impacts of the proposed ERF continues to contain major flaws 

and deficiencies.  These have been carried over into the updated Shadow Appropriate 

Assessment.  In addition, the updated in combination assessment now demonstrates that 

the critical load of nitrogen will be exceeded over a considerable area of the Chesil and the 

Fleet SAC.  As a consequence, the predicted impacts on internationally designated wildlife 

sites cannot be relied upon.  In particular, the conclusion that there will be no adverse effect 

on the integrity of the both the Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs SAC and the Chesil and The 

Fleet SAC cannot be substantiated. 

1.2 The updated Environmental Statement has now accepted the full extent of open 

mosaic habitat within the proposed development site.  As mentioned previously, this 

is a Priority habitat referred to in Section 41 of the NERC Act (2006) as a habitat of 

principal importance for the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  We dispute the 
method of compensation for the destruction of this habitat provided for in the 
Biodiversity Plan.  It is our contention that proper compensation can only be 
calculated with a proper baseline assessment of the structure and function of the 
habitat concerned.  The lack of proper baseline survey information, particularly in 
relation to Black Redstart, invertebrates and bats means the baseline assessment is 
inadequate.  Compensatory measures based on this are therefore also likely to be 
inadequate. 

Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Campaign trust the Environmental Assessment will be diligent, that 
you will read all the submissions and explain exactly how you came to your decision on this 
application.  We trust the process can be closed with no further submission post 5pm 22.09.21 and 
no resubmissions by the applicant. 
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