Strategic and Technical Planning Committee 24" March 2023

Application WP/20/00692/DCC

number:

Webpage: https://planning.dorsetcouncil.qov.uk/WP/20/00692/DCC
Site address: Portland Port, Castletown, Portland, DT5 1PP

Proposal: Construction of an energy recovery facility with ancillary

buildings and works including administrative facilities,
gatehouse and weighbridge, parking and circulation
areas, cable routes to ship berths and existing off-site
electrical sub-station, with site access through Portland
Port from Castletown.

Applicant name: Powerfuel Portland Ltd
Case Officer: Felicity Hart
Ward Members: Rob Hughes, Paul Kimber, Susan Cocking

1. Summary of Recommendation: REFUSE planning permission for the following

reasons.

2. Reasons:

2.1

2.2

The proposed development, being located on a site that is not allocated in the
Bournemouth, Christchurch, Poole and Dorset Waste Plan 2019, fails to
demonstrate that it would provide sufficient advantages as a waste
management facility over the allocated sites in the Plan. This is by reason of
its distance from the main sources of Dorset’s residual waste generation and
the site’s limited opportunity to offer co-location with other waste management
or transfer facilities which, when considered alongside other adverse impacts
of the proposal in relation to heritage and landscape, mean that it would be an
unsustainable form of waste management. As a consequence, the proposed
development would be contrary to Policies 1 and 4 of the Bournemouth,
Christchurch, Poole and Dorset Waste Plan 2019 and paragraph 158 of the
NPPF.

The proposed development, as a result of its scale, massing and height, in the
proposed location, would have a significant adverse effect on the quality of the

1



2.3

landscape and views of the iconic landform shape of the Isle of Portland within
the setting of the Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site,
particularly when viewed from the South West Coast Path and across Portland
Harbour. As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy 14 of the Waste Plan,
Policy ENV1 of the West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland Local Plan, Policies
Port/EN7 and Port/BE2 of the Portland Neighbourhood Plan, and paragraph
174 of the NPPF.

The proposed development would cause ‘less than substantial’ harm to a
range of heritage assets. Public benefits of the scheme have been assessed,
taking account of the mitigation proposed, but are not considered sufficient to
outweigh the cumulative harm that would occur to the individual heritage
assets and group of heritage assets, with associative value in the vicinity. As
a result, the proposal is contrary to Policy 19 of the Waste Plan, Policy ENV4
of the West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland Local Plan, Policy Port/EN4 of the
Portland Neighbourhood Plan and Paragraph 197 and Paragraph 202 of the
NPPF.

3. Key Planning Issues

Issue Conclusion
Principle of The site is located within the commercial port of
development Portland, which is identified as a key

employment site under the provisions of Policy
ECON2 of the West Dorset, Weymouth and
Portland Local Plan 2015. It is considered that a
waste management facility involving energy
recovery that is able to provide shore power to
the port would be acceptable in principle in this
location, subject to meeting the other provisions
of the development plan.

Waste Whilst the proposal would be capable of
meeting a need for the management of residual
waste as identified in the Waste Plan 2019, it is
on an unallocated site and it is considered that
allocated sites are better placed to meet this
need in accordance with the policies and
strategy of the Waste Plan.




Heritage

The development would result in ‘less than
substantial’ harm to a range of heritage assets
in and around the Port including Grade Il Listed
Buildings, a Grade | Listed Building, Scheduled
Monuments and a Conservation Area. Historic
England has advised that some of these are of
the very highest significance and that
considerable harm would occur. Mitigation has
been proposed, involving scrub clearance and
repairs to the Scheduled Monument ‘Battery E’
which would result in its being removed from the
‘at risk’ register. This would not however offset
the harm identified to all of the heritage assets
and is not considered sufficient mitigation to
offset the cumulative harm that would occur,
even whilst balancing public benefits of the
proposal against the harm.

Landscape and Geology

The proposed development would be very
visible due to its scale and height and would
have a significant adverse effect on the local
landscape, being directly adjacent to the slopes
and iconic cliffs of the northeast corner of the
Isle of Portland. The height and scale of the
proposed building and stack would mean that
they would be visible from a number of
viewpoints, in particular, from the South West
Coast Path and from across Portland Harbour.
It would also be visible from and in the setting of
the Dorset and East Devon Coast World
Heritage Site, with distant views from the
AONB.

Biodiversity

An Appropriate Assessment has been
undertaken by Dorset Council as competent
authority under the Habitats Regulations and
Natural England has commented that they are
now satisfied that there would be no Likely
Significant Effects from traffic emissions
associated with the development. A further
Appropriate Assessment is being undertaken by
the Environment Agency in relation to air
pollution effects of the ERF incineration
process, and Natural England maintains a
holding objection until that is produced. Dorset
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Council NET have approved a Biodiversity Plan
which has been put forward as a S106
obligation. This would include a payment of
£82,000 to offset on-site habitat losses.

Traffic & Transport

Dorset Council Highways considers that the
proposal would not result in an unacceptable
impact on highway safety and that the local road
network has sufficient capacity to cater for up to
80 extra HGV movements in connection with the
proposed use.

Energy

The proposal would create 15MW of electricity
that would be fed into the national grid and
connections for shore power would be made
available for visiting cruise ships and other
vessels.

Economy

The economic benefits of the proposal would
mainly accrue from offering cruise ships and
other vessels the opportunity to use shore
power. More cruise ships could be encouraged
to visit Portland Port which would have the
potential to further increase spending in the
local area. In addition, once operational, at least
30 new jobs would be made available for the
lifetime of the operation of the plant.

Sustainability

The proposed development would be classed
as ‘low carbon’ and greenhouse gases
produced at Portland Port would be expected to
fall into the medium term, as more ships take up
and use shore power, lowering greenhouse gas
emissions, although this would be offset to
some degree by greenhouse gases that would
be emitted from the stack.

The proposal hopes to be able to import RDF to
be used as feedstock in the ERF, by ship. It also
hopes to be able to export IBA by ship, although
neither of these aspirations can be guaranteed.
If ship transport was to occur instead of road-
based haulage by HGV, this would make the
proposal more sustainable.




4,

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

Site Description

The application site is located on the Isle of Portland at Portland Port. The
proposed Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) building would be sited on the north-
eastern coast of Portland, on land at the Port, with cable routes extending out
to connect the ERF to Queens Pier and the Coaling Pier and extending beyond
Portland Port to Lerret Road to link to a sub-station.

The main part of the site, where the ERF would be located, is bounded to the
north and north-west by existing operational port development. Balaclava Bay
is located to the east of the site of the proposed building. Overland fuel pipes
from Portland Bunkers, which are fuel bunkers in the nearby cliffs used for
marine bunker fuel supply, run along the ground between the site of the
proposed building and Balaclava Bay. Incline Road is to the south-west of the
site, which is an internal private road within Portland Port, and a former railway
embankment. To the south of the application site are cliffs which comprise
grassland, scrub, woodland habitats and contain heritage features. These
cliffs rise steeply to approximately 125 m AOD, with the ground level where
the building is proposed to be located being at an elevation of 7m AOD.

HM Prison The Verne is sited on land at the top of the cliff, with the Jail House
Café and two residential properties situated between the main prison buildings
and the cliff edge.

The main part of the site where the proposed ERF building would be sited, is
broadly triangular in shape. The rest of the site shown within the red line
boundary includes land needed for proposed cabling routes to the electricity
substation off Lerret Road. These would be laid within the existing road
network and also to the berths at Queens Pier and the Coaling Pier.

The entire application site covers an area of 6.29 hectares (ha). The main
triangular part of the site where the ERF would be located, extends to 2.14ha,
with the cable routes to the substation and berthing piers extending over the
remaining 4.15ha.

The main part of the application site comprises vacant land, made up of
hardstanding that is currently being used for temporary stone storage (the
stone is being used for construction of the Deep-Water Berth at Portland Port).
The previously existing buildings on the site were demolished several years
ago.

The ERF would be accessed via Castletown Road, through Castletown, using
the main Port entrance gate. Once in the Port, vehicles accessing the facility
would travel along Main Road, past port buildings and the Dockyard
Engineer’s Office until they reach the triangular piece of land at the junction of
Incline Road and the Inner and Outer Breakwater by Balaclava Bay where the
ERF building would be built.



5.1

5.2

Application Site Plan A
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Description of Development

The application proposes the construction of an Energy Recovery Facility
(ERF), which would burn approximately 183,000 tonnes of refuse derived fuel
(RDF) per annum, with 10% contingency compacity to allow a maximum
capacity of 202,000 tonnes should this be required to maintain efficiency of
the plant in operation. The application is supported by an Environmental
Statement (ES) which provides the report for the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) of the proposed development. This was completed based
on the maximum throughput of 202,000 tonnes per annum. The only material
to be accepted at the ERF would be Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) which
comprises municipal waste that has first been treated through a Mechanical
Biological Treatment (MBT) process, and commercial and industrial (C & )
waste which meets specific criteria. It is proposed that only RDF is to be
received at the facility, with no untreated waste and no radioactive, clinical or
hazardous waste being accepted.

The main ERF building would be 201 m long. It would be 51 m wide and 47m
high at its northern end, narrowing to 24m wide and 19m high at its southern
end. and 47 m high in the north, reducing to 19 m high in the south. The
building would comprise a waste reception and RDF storage area, fuel delivery
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5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

area, boiler, flue gas treatment plant, residue handling systems, a steam
turbine, heat take-off for district heating, a primary substation, and ancillary
equipment. A flue stack is proposed which would be 80m in height, which
would be sited separately as a standalone feature in front of the building.

The waste reception area at the rear of the building would comprise separate
areas for baled and loose RDF. Baled RDF would be transported to the waste
pit through a de-baler and conveyors, and loose RDF would be delivered by
HGYV either to the waste pit directly or into a short-term storage area at the rear
of the building. The RDF would be moved from the waste pit into the main
boiler bunker by a waste feed crane and grab which would also feed the boiler
feed hopper with waste from the bunker. Combustion air would be drawn from
the waste reception area so that odours would be drawn into the boiler line.
The boiler would consist of a grate, furnace (primary combustion chamber),
auxiliary burners and a secondary combustion zone. The boiler would have a
flue gas treatment plant, a single stack with emissions control and monitoring
systems, residue handling systems and a feed water treatment system.

The RDF storage area roof at the rear would be fitted with 3,389 m? of
photovoltaic panels for extra electricity generation. The 80m high stack would
be situated approximately 10 m to the north of the building, would have a
diameter of 2m and would be painted battleship grey.

Super-heated high-pressure steam would be delivered to a steam turbine
which would generate approximately 18.1 MWe of electricity. The ERF would
export approximately 15.2 MWe of electricity to the local grid, with the
remainder used within the plant. Air cooled condensers will be used to cool
unused steam to water to return to the feed water system. The facility would
be installed with a sprinkler system and sprinkler tank, and a standby
generator would provide electricity during grid outages with fuel oil stored in
an external fuel tank.

It is proposed that the ERF would export power to the national grid under
conditions imposed by an export agreement. In addition, cables would also be
installed to the berths at the Queens Pier and the Coaling Pier to enable the
supply of power to moored ships. The proposed development would provide
33 kV connections from the main ERF substation to new connection points at
substations at the berths, where the power would be stepped down to 11 kV.
The ERF would also be designed and built with the potential to export both
power and heat, i.e., it would be Combined Heat and Power (CHP) ready. Heat
could be made available through a district heating network, although this is not
part of this application. If this were to happen, it is assumed that the output
would be 2.29MW of heat, based on a heat network supplying the Osprey
Leisure Centre, HM Prison The Verne, HM Prison Young Offenders Institute,
Portland and the Ocean Views development. If heat were to be exported in
this way, then the electrical output to the grid would be reduced to 14.85MWe.

The application proposes that the exterior of the building would be partially
covered in an innovative printed plastic wrap, designed in a manner to assist
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5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

in blending into the landscape, although the final appearance of the building
would be agreed through a planning condition.

In addition, the application also proposes a separate two storey office building
to be constructed to the northeast of the main building close to the inner
breakwater. This building would be 54m long, between 11m and 23m wide
and between 6 metres and 17 metres in height. It would include a reception
area, a general office space, management offices, meeting rooms, a plant
room, stores and welfare facilities including changing rooms. The ground floor
of the office building would be clad in the same light grey profiled metal
sheeting as the boiler house, with the first floor clad in the printed PVC mesh.

A transformer compound would be built to the northwest of the main ERF
building which would contain a transformer, switch rooms and battery/control
room. This building would be 17m x 15m x 4m high.

The site would be accessed through the main vehicle entrance to Portland
Port from Castletown. Access would be controlled by the Port’s existing
gatehouse and vehicles would use the Port's existing road system to reach the
ERF via Castletown, along Dock Road and Main Road. On arrival at the ERF
building, HGVs would enter the RDF store via a roller shutter door on the
building’s eastern elevation. Once in the building, loose RDF deliveries would
reverse back to the RDF pit. Baled RDF deliveries would reverse back to a
position beneath the overhead crane to the south of the circulation route. Once
unloaded, all RDF delivery vehicles would exit the building onto Incline Road
through a further set of roller shutter doors on the building’s western elevation.
They would then exit the site via Incline Road and north out through
Castletown.

Other ancillary infrastructure to support the operations of the site would include
the following: weighbridges, car parking and an enclosed cycle store, electrical
cables and substations, surface water drainage, wastewater collection tanks,
potable and mains water supply, security including site fencing, gates and
CCTV, lighting to walkways, roads, and a service yard and car parking areas.
New areas of landscaping are also proposed within the site to create a range
of habitats.
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5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

There would also be two residues resulting from the incineration of the waste:
Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) and Air Pollution Control residue (APCr). Both
would be constantly produced during the operation of the facility and would
need to be taken away from the site, either by road or ship. The applicant is
proposing to export the incinerator bottom ash (IBA) to a specialist processing
facility where it could be processed in an aggregate product suitable for
construction and road projects. The APCr would be exported by road to
another specialist facility where it could be processed into what the applicant
describes as a ‘carbon negative aggregate’, that could be used as raw material
in making building blocks.

The applicant intends to operate a detailed maintenance programme at the
facility, which would involve a single shut down period per year. The length of
this period may vary depending on the maintenance required, however it is
anticipated that there would be a four to eight week shut down each year.

Shore Power, Electricity and CHP

The proposal involves creating a shore-based power system, which would
supply electricity to berthed ships, in particular visiting cruise ships. A cable,
providing a high voltage electricity supply, would be routed along the Coaling
Pier and the Queen’s Pier ready for connection for berthing ships to utilise. A
cable connection would be routed from the ERF to a converter station to
convert the 50 Hz grid electricity to 60 Hz which is required by most shipping.
The converter station would be located between Main Road and Old Depot
Road. There would be two cable connections from the converter station.
Substations would be installed on the Queen’s Pier and the Coaling Pier with
the former providing up to 10 MW capacity and the latter providing up to 12MW
capacity.

The 12MW capacity connection would be able to provide capacity for the
largest cruise ships that can dock, or it could supply several smaller ships
simultaneously. The 10MW substation is designed to provide power to smaller
ships and could supply several at the same time.

The ERF would also have a 5MW grid connection, so power could be delivered
to ships during periods of shutdown (such as annual maintenance) and this
would also allow additional grid capacity to be supplied, in the event that more
power is required than the ERF is generating at the time. However, the
applicant anticipates that for most of the time, the ERF would be able to
provide shore power, and export power to the Grid simultaneously.
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5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

The roof of the proposed ERF building, above the RDF storage area at the
rear, would be fitted with approximately 3,400 m? of photovoltaic panels, which
the applicant expects will contribute about 750 MWh per annum to the national
grid. The applicant also proposes to fit 10% of the parking spaces with electric
charging points, and to fit the remaining spaces with ducting to facilitate the
installation of cabling and charging units as required. It is also proposed that
the ERF would be fitted with LED lighting to reduce its overall electricity use.

The facility has been designed with the capability to export heat and would be
classified as a “CHP-ready facility” by the Environment Agency. The applicant
has undertaken discussions with local potential heat users, with the aim of
providing a District Heat Network. This could include HMP The Verne. The
infrastructure required to supply the heat would need to be subject to a
separate planning application.

The applicant has designed the ERF so that Carbon Capture and Storage
(CCS) technology could be added at a later date, should this become an
economically viable option. Other commitments are proposed, to be secured
through a s.106 Agreement, which would be designed, as far as possible, with
the aim that the process operations would be carbon net-zero over the lifetime
of the plant.

Other proposals

As mitigation to address the impact of the development on the historic
environment, the applicant proposes clearance of vegetation and repair work
to improve East Weare Battery E to a state where it could be removed from
the Historic England ‘At Risk’ Register.

The applicant also proposes to establish a Community Liaison Panel, which
would meet on a regular basis to discuss the operation of the facility. The
Panel would discuss and resolve issues raised by members of the local
community or other stakeholders. The proposed development would also
incorporate space within the facility to host education-based activities to
encourage managed groups such as educational trips from local schools and
youth groups.
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6.

Relevant Planning History

6.1

Portland Port was constructed between 1837 and 1890 for use as a naval
port to provide a Harbour of Refuge and coaling station for the steam navy.
In 1923 Portland and the harbour were designated as HM Naval Base
Portland, and from 1958 was used for Flag Officer Sea training.

6.2

From 1958 the site was used for weapons research which was undertaken
on the southeast of the site and the other buildings were used as
mechanical repair facilities for military vehicles. The naval base and major
weapons research establishments were closed in 1995/1996, and the site
started to transition into use as a commercial port.

6.3

Following privatisation, after the departure of the Royal Navy, the buildings
on the site were progressively demolished to create cargo storage space
when they were not used for tenants. The north and south buildings were
demolished in 2005 and 2009. The vacated buildings used by UMC,
Portland Shellfish and Permanent, were demolished in 2014 and 2017
including Buildings 214 and 228.

6.4

Planning permission 96/00432/COU for change of use to a commercial
port and commercial and leisure estate (including uses within Classes B1,
B2, B8 and leisure and marina uses). Granted November 1996.

6.5

Planning application 09/00440/FULES for the construction of energy plant
adjoining Balaclava Bay. Refused September 2009.

6.6

Listed Building Consent application 09/00451/LBC for the construction of
an energy plant adjoining Balaclava Bay. Refused September 2009.

6.7

Planning permission 09/00646/FULES for the construction of energy plant
adjoining Balaclava Bay. Approved January 2010.

6.8

Listed Building Consent application 09/00648/LBC for the construction of
energy plant adjoining Balaclava Bay (Listed Building Application).
Approved January 2010.

6.9

Planning permission 12/00622/CMPC request for confirmation of
compliance with planning conditions 3, 5 and 11 of planning approval
reference 09/00646/FULES. Approved October 2012.

6.10

Planning permission 12/00849/CMPC request for confirmation of
compliance with planning conditions 6 and 10 of planning approval
reference 09/00646/FULES. Approved December 2012.

6.11

Planning permission WP/13/00262/VOC for the variation of condition 2 of
planning approval ref 09/00646/FULES to allow for the use of rubber crumb
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(recycled rubber from tyres) in addition to vegetable oil in its power oil
production and power generation plant. Approved July 2013.

6.12 Planning permission WP/19/00565/CLE for the demolition of building 214
within the site of planning permissions 09/00646/FULES — Certificate of
lawful use or development. Issued October 20
7. Constraints
71 The key statutory planning and environmental constraints affecting the site
are set out below.
Ecology and Nature Conservation Designations
7.2 The cliffs which bound the site to the west and southwest form part of the Isle

of Portland to Studland Cliffs Special Area of Conservations (SAC) and Isle
of Portland Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). Other SSSis include the
Nicodemus Heights SSSI located 590 m to the south, Chesil and The Fleet
SAC and SSSI and Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges Marine Conservation
Zone (MCZ) 1.3 km to the west, and Studland to Portland SAC located 1.5
km to the southwest.

Dorset Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSl)
Coundll
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7.3 Several Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCIs) are located to the south
and southwest of the application site.

Councll

Dorset b % \_ Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI)

Heritage Designations

7.4 There are a number of scheduled monuments and Listed Buildings in the
vicinity of the site:
e A battery 135 m away
e The Verne Citadel 340 m away,
e The RAF Portland Rotor early warning radar station 570 m away,
¢ A heavy anti-aircraft battery 930 m away, and

e Portland Castle (also Grade | Listed Building) approximately 990 m to
the northwest

e The Grade Il Listed Inner and Outer Breakwater adjacent to the north-
eastern boundary

e The Grade Il Listed Dockyard Engineer’s Offices to the northwest, and
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7.5

7.6

7.7

e FEast Weare batteries to the southwest and other batteries to the south.

Inner and Outer Breakwaters

Royal Breakwater Hotel
East Weare Battery E
—

% 4— East Weare Battery C

) ‘ / East Weare Camp
’ Fast Weare Battery A
L] &/
> A
TN
*) .\‘ ‘e [ Scheduied Monuments
"‘~ . [ Listed Bulidings
; ’
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There are also a number of Listed Buildings located close to HM The Verne.
Approximately 600m to the west of the site is the Underhill Conservation Area
with the Grade |l Listed Royal Breakwater Hotel and the Grade | Listed
Portland Castle and Scheduled Monument.

Landscape and Geological Designations

The Dorset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is located 7.3km to the north
of the site. Chesil Beach is located to the northwest of the Isle of Portland and
is part of the designated West Dorset Heritage Coast. The cliffs to the west
and south of the site are designated as being land that is of local landscape
importance in the West Dorset, Weymouth & Portland Local Plan.

The Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site (WHS) wraps around
the majority of the Isle of Portland but excludes the area of the coast in the
vicinity of the site. The application site is situated within a regionally important
geological and geomorphological site (RIGGS), which covers the whole of the
Isle of Portland.
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7.8

7.9

7.10

7.1

Planning Designations

The site and a portion of the surrounding Port land is designated in the West
Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Local Plan (2015) as a key protected
employment site, suitable for B1 (light industrial), B2, (general industrial), B8
(storage and distribution) and other similar uses.

The site is located within a Mineral Safeguarded Area and Mineral
Consultation Area under the Minerals Strategy 2014.

The proposed development falls within the Port 1 Key Employment Site in the
Portland Neighbourhood Plan (2017-2031).

'_. Dorset A\Q and UNESCO World Heritage .suam

I UNESCO World Heritage Site - Jurassic Coast
[1 Dorset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)

Application Site

Rights of Way routes

There are a number of definitive public footpaths on the Isle of Portland, and
the nearest are S3/72 and S3/81. These two footpaths are both dead ends.
At the end of each is a section of palisade fencing stopping the walker from
going any further. The section of land between the two dead ends of those
footpaths is land in the ownership of Portland Port.
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8. Consultations

8.1 Natural England

Natural England has submitted six letters: 8" December 2020, 15 December
2021, 24" August 2022, 28" February 2023, 8" March 2023 and 14" March
2023.

NE confirmed that the application site is in close proximity to the following
internationally and nationally designated sites:

e |Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
e |Isle of Portland Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

¢ Nicodemus Heights Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Chesil and the Fleet (SAC)

e Chesil Beach and the Fleet Ramsar

e Chesil Beach and the Fleet Special Protection Area (SPA)
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e Chesil and the Fleet (SSSI)

e Portland Harbour Shore (SSSI)

e Studland to Portland (SAC)

e Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges Marine Conservation Zones (MCZ)

e South of Portland (MCZ)

Purbeck Coast (MCZ)

Natural England objected to the application and have maintained a holding
objection as the Environment Agency has yet to conclude its element of the
Appropriate Assessment into the air pollution effects of the ERF process.

In their letter of August 2022, Natural England set out concerns that the
evidence submitted might lead to a conclusion of a Likely Significant Effect
(LSE) at the Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs SAC and Chesil and the Fleet
SAC because the 1% threshold for Critical Levels and Loads could be
exceeded for NOx, Ammonia and Nitrogen deposition. In February 2023 the
Appropriate Assessment (with regard to traffic emissions) was concluded and
Natural England agreed with the conclusion that there would not be a Likely
Significant Effect on the European sites. Their letter of 14" March confirms
that this is therefore no longer a reason for an objection. A further Appropriate
Assessment is however being undertaken by the Environment Agency (with
regard to emissions from the stack), which is not yet completed. Until both
elements of Appropriate Assessment are complete, it cannot be concluded
that the project would not have adverse effects, and so the holding objection
is maintained until this is concluded.

Natural England’s letter of 14" March also confirms their agreement that the
application itself does not result in direct land take to the SSSI and SAC sites
nearby, so no objection is sustained on those grounds.

Natural England made comments suggesting mitigation measures, and
conditions to protect the marine environment from any dust and pollution
during construction through a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP). Natural England also objected to works in connection with a
proposed new section of permissive path and security fencing which would
have been within the Isle of Portland to Studland SSSI and which could have
resulted in net loss of habitat, but this part of the proposal has since been
withdrawn by the applicant and so no longer needs to be considered. With
regard to the District Heating proposal, Natural England said that
consideration would need to be given to how the pipes would be installed
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without causing an adverse effect on the integrity of the SAC or causing harm
to the interest features of the SSSI. They are aware that this would need to
be covered in a separate planning application.

In terms of the heritage mitigation strategy, it is noted that the proposals
include the removal of existing scrub around the East Weare Battery E to allow
for the repair and ongoing maintenance of what is a Scheduled Monument.
The monument is wholly located within the Isle of Portland SSSI. These scrub
works will need to be consented to by Natural England, and in due course the
applicant will need to consider the presence in this area of a number of rare
lichens, the precise location of which should be determined before scrub and
other works are planned. Works will also require ongoing management to
prevent scrub re-encroachment.

In terms of the Biodiversity Plan, NE notes the submission of a certificate of
approval from the Dorset Council NET team. The assessment made in the
Biodiversity Plan, is that the value of £83,000 is needed as compensation for
habitats that would be lost on site. This money would be used for habitat
restoration elsewhere on Portland, alongside other measures such as bird
boxes. Providing the Biodiversity Plan is secured through condition/S106, and
implemented in full, NE agree with the opinion of the NET team of Dorset
Council that in relation to non-designated wildlife interests, that the Planning
Authority will have met their duties under Section 40 of the Natural
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 and Regulation 9(3) of
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

Natural England had initially stated that Biodiversity Net Gain would need to
be secured separately to the compensation set out in the agreed Biodiversity
Plan, in order to achieve Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) for the scheme.
Examples of such projects could include contributions towards schemes to
reintroduce grazing at sites on the Isle of Portland, including, if possible,
Portland breed sheep, contributions towards schemes for control of scrub
within the wider Isle of Portland SSSI, and support for the control of
cotoneaster in the wider SSSI areas, particularly where rare lower plants are
threatened. These enhancements would need to be committed to by the
applicant with a fund agreed annually to cover the duration of the development.
Natural England considered these additional measures necessary if the
proposals are to deliver a long-term enhancement for the designated and non-
designated wildlife sites on the Isle of Portland. Natural England in their latest
letter advise that the level of biodiversity enhancement (net gain) proposed by
the applicant does not appear to be proportionate to the scale of development
proposed. Officers consider that as these measures are not necessary to
mitigate specific biodiversity impacts of the proposal, they would not meet the
tests for Section 106 obligations as set out in legislation (i.e. that the obligation
is necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms). The
statutory requirement for biodiversity net gain in conjunction with development
has not yet come into force, though is due to do so later this year.
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Natural England’s comments on the AONB:

Natural England note that the site also lies in close proximity to the Dorset
AONB, a designation of national importance with the highest status of
protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The site is also in the
setting of the Dorset and East Devon Coast UNESCO World Heritage Site.
Exercising or performing any functions in relation to or so as to affect land in
an area of an AONB, all public bodies, local planning authorities and Natural
England have a duty to have regard to the statutory purpose of AONBs which
is the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area.
The application should be assessed carefully as to whether the proposed
development would have a significant impact on the protected landscape of
the AONB or harm the statutory purpose to conserve and enhance its natural
beauty.

The proposal forms a significant industrial facility featuring a substantial
building stack and intermittent visible plume on the Dorset coast and Natural
England support the assessments made by the AONB team on its impacts.
These comments should be given great weight when determining this
application. We also ask you to give great weight to the advice of the Jurassic
Coast Trust as the lead organisation in the management and protection of the
natural World Heritage Site and how the proposal may affect the outstanding
universal value of the site. We ask you to consider when determining the
application whether those impacts can be justified through policy, given the
nature of this development in a very sensitive location. In weighing up the
benefits of the scheme against the impact on the AONB, your authority should
also have particular regard to the provisions of the NPPF which says great
weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic
beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. The requirement is for new development not only to protect the special
qualities of the AONBSs, but also to serve to enhance those qualities. It is clear
in addition, that you should also apply landscape policies set out in the
development plan. The scheme should also be considered in the context of
the Dorset AONB Management Plan, which is a material consideration and
states that proposals that are harmful to the character and/or appearance of
the area will not be permitted unless there are benefits that clearly outweigh
the significant protection afforded to the conservation and enhancement of the
AONB.

Environment Agency (three letters received 2" November 2020, 27%
September 2021, & 3@ March 2022).

The Environment Agency has no objection subject to conditions and
informatives. Issues that will be covered by the permitting process are as
follows: emissions to air from regulated activities; pollution to surface and
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groundwater; noise pollution from permitted activities; dust control from
permitted activities; pest control from permitted activities; fire risk from
permitted activities and odour control from permitted activities. If granted
planning permission, the proposed development will require a bespoke
environmental permit from the Environment Agency under the Environmental
Planning (England and Wales) Regulations.

In terms of flood risk, the EA has no objection subject to the development
being undertaken in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment
(FRA). The drawings demonstrate that the proposed site is within Flood Zone
1 and, due to the proposed finished site and floor levels would not be at risk
from flooding during design tidal flood events. In terms of contamination the
geo-environmental and geotechnical desk study submitted with the application
(entitled ‘ground conditions and water quality’) has been reviewed. The
previous use of the proposed development site presents a risk of
contamination that could be mobilised during construction to pollute controlled
waters in the form of coastal waters which are particularly sensitive in this
location.

The hydrogeology of the site is of very low resource value and of low sensitivity.
However, it needs to be demonstrated that contamination if present does not
pose a risk to the wider water environment, particularly during construction
and as a result of changing the conditions at the site through development.
Piling is also another potential risk. Conditions are recommended.

Further EA comment September 2021

The EA continues to have no objection to the proposed development subject
to conditions and informative previously requested. There does not appear to
be a contaminated land assessment to review, and we are therefore unable
to agree that the information provided is adequate. Outstanding issues
relating to surface water management will require advice from the lead local
flood authority.

Further EA comment March 2022

The EA maintains their position and have no objection to the proposed
development subject to conditions and informative previously requested.
Additional information supporting the application has been submitted following
a Regulation 25 request from Dorset Council. However, no information relating
to land contamination issues was requested and consequently none has been
provided. The second ES Addendum dated January 2022, now states that the
proposed development proposes no risk to water quality. As stated in our
previous responses we Wwill require an appropriate ground condition
assessment before we are able to make a judgement on this conclusion.
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Issues covered in the Permitting process were part of a limited coverage
investigation by RPS in 2009. We agree with the conclusions of the Arup 2020
report that based on the past use of the land and identified contamination there
is potential for development or future operation of the site to cause pollution of
adjacent coastal waters. These requirements will need to be addressed
through the information required as part of our contamination conditions as
requested previously.

Historic England (6 letters received, 5" November 2020, 26" August 2021,
11t February 2022, 18t February 2023, 22" February 2022, and 9t March

2023)

Historic England has concerns regarding the potential impact of this proposal
on the setting and significance of several nationally important scheduled
monuments that form a key component of the historic port. These are the
Verne Citadel, Portland Castle, East Weare Camp, and the Battery (E) 200yds
(180m) East of the Naval cemetery, as well as Underhill Conservation Area,
the Grade Il Listed Dockyard Offices, and a number of listed buildings
including the Inner and Outer Breakwater and several undesignated heritage
assets.

The scheme also has the potential to impact on the Dorset and East Devon
Coast World Heritage Site. As this is a natural World Heritage Site, it is beyond
the remit of Historic England to advise on this aspect of the application, and
we recommend that you should give full weight to the views of the Jurassic
Coast Trust as the lead organisation in the management of the World Heritage
Site.

Historic England's concerns relate to the scale and massing of the proposed
waste recycling centre, including the dominance of an 80-metre-high stack that
would visually compete with the Verne Citadel and dominate the heritage
assets within the area.

In terms of significance of heritage assets, Portland and its harbour has been
an important strategic military site since at least the 16th century when Henry
VIl built Portland Castle along with Sandsfoot Castle on the opposite shore to
protect the sheltered bay against the threat of French invasion.

The Inner and Outer Breakwaters were constructed between 1849 and 1882.
They were designed by the chief engineer James Meadow Rendel, and they
have architectural and historic interest with royal connections. The Verne
Citadel was constructed as part of the Portland coastal defences between
1857 and 1888 and it was used again in World War | and Il as a heavy anti-
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aircraft battery. The southern part of the Citadel is now occupied by the prison.
Between the proposed development and the Verne Citadel is the scheduled
monument known as Battery east of the naval cemetery. This is currently on
the Heritage At Risk register. To the east of the proposed development is the
scheduled monument, the East Weare rifle range. East Weare Camp was
established in about 1880 and from 1889 the rifle range was built. The
structure commanded Portland Harbour to its SE and can be seen from the
higher slopes of the Verne. The site has both architectural and historic interest
and has a good degree of surviving historic fabric despite being overgrown.
There are also many non-designated assets such as the Breakwater Railway
built in 1878 and the Eastern and Church Hope Railway of 1867. The building
of Verne High Angle Battery in 1892 and Upton Fort in 1902 demonstrates
Portland's continuing role as an important strategic location. During World War
Two further military installations were built. These form part of the wider East
Weare Camp, including six pill boxes, a fuel store and anti-boat landing
obstacles in Balaclava Bay. The historic and architectural interest of these
heritage assets forms part of their significance as does the relationship and
group value of these assets. Together they contribute to the understanding of
Portland as an important strategic military site.

Site access to the proposed ERF building would be past Portland Castle
through Castletown Conservation Area and then through Portland Port. The
proposal to develop within the setting of these nationally important sites could
adversely impact the ability to appreciate them and would make a negative
contribution to their setting. Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is
experienced, and the setting may be more extensive than its curtilage. The
extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual
considerations. Although views to and from an asset will play an important
part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced
by other environmental factors such as noise dust and vibration. Clear views
to and from the Verne Citadel and Portland Castle are critical to the heritage
significance of these military sites. They were designed to provide views out
across Weymouth Bay and were also designed to be seen as impressive and
dominating features in the landscape. The batteries and rifle ranges were also
designed to have clear views out and these views are fundamental to their
significance.

As a group, these assets have associative value and therefore there is a
particular sensitivity where the imposition of large new development in this
area would diminish their defensive context bringing a degree of harm.
Account should be taken of the combined or collective impact of harm to the
setting of the assets here, where the overall total impact on the group in
combination is greater than is suggested by individual assessment of the
separate assets.
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The Environmental Statement says that because of the overgrown nature of
East Weare Camp, the intervisibility between them and other strategic assets
such as the Breakwater, is no longer possible. Historic England disagrees with
this view and is currently working with volunteers to remove scrub and
vegetation from the monument. HE considers that the proposed development
has the potential to significantly alter the relationship through a dominating
new addition. Historic England disagrees with the Environmental Statement
that the proposed development will appear as a localised addition, within the
foreground of the distinctive and dominant Verne Citadel, which holds a
commanding presence in views both near and far. HE considers that the
proposed development will actually feature as a prominent addition to the
foreground of several heritage assets and will have a detrimental effect on
their significance as strategic military structures through visual dominance.

The proposed development will also be visible in long distant views and covers
a wide area with a visually prominent 80-metre-high stack. HE believes both
the height of the stack and the massing of the buildings will compete with the
dramatic backdrop of the Verne Citadel sitting on the rocky outcrop which is
an evocative and prominent feature of Portland.

Historic England acknowledges that this is a working port and a protected
employment site in the Local Plan, however due to the historic importance and
sensitivity of the site and its wider context any future proposals should take
account of relevant policies in the development plan, notably those that relate
to the historic environment and landscape. HE does not see how the proposed
development will protect and enhance the outstanding built environment and
the local distinctiveness within the area.

Historic England's position is that it has concerns regarding the potential
impact on both visual and associative relationship of the proposed
development on the significance of several nationally important heritage
assets including Verne Citadel, Portland Castle, East Weare Camp, Battery
200 yards east of the Naval cemetery, Underhill Conservation Area, Dockyard
Offices and the Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage site, as well as
on a number of listed buildings and non-designated assets. Whilst it is
acknowledged that the area has been a working naval base and in most recent
years of working port, it is felt that the proposed development is too dominant
a presence and will intrude on views to and from the heritage assets. Historic
England considers the impact on the individual assets within the area and the
cumulative impact both close to the development and from distant views would
be harmful from the introduction of a dominating and visually intrusive chimney
and large industrial scale buildings. Historic England also recommends that
the Council gives full weight to the advice of the AONB officers and the
Jurassic Coast Trust for their views on the potential impact on the Dorset and
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East Devon Coast World Heritage Site. It is for Dorset Council to decide if any
heritage benefits could be achieved which would offset any harm.

In determining this application HE advises that the planning authority should
bear in mind the statutory duties of Section 66(1) of the Planning Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (to have special regard to the
desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which they possess), and Section 72(1)
of the Planning Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 (to pay
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of conservation areas).

Further advice 25th August 2021

East Weare Batteries: This nationally important site is currently on Historic
England's Heritage at Risk register. The battery is also Grade |l Listed. East
Weare batteries were built in about 1870 and are broadly contemporary with
the near neighbour, the Verne Citadel. Consisting of three gun platforms with
a rear magazine, the battery is constructed of Portland stone ashlar beneath
substantial bomb proof earthworks. The battery was used during World War I
when it formed part of the Dorset coast defences and the Isle of Portland
defences. The application now proposes a programme of works that will
secure the long-term future of the batteries and would lead to its removal from
the Historic England's At Risk Register and allow public access. Any
development within the scheduled area would require scheduled monument
consent from the Secretary of State for the Department of Digital Culture
Media and Sport before any works could commence.

HE also made reference to a footpath extension which would comprise a new
section of permissive path created to allow public access, together with
interpretation to the group of heritage assets in and around the East Weare
battery. However, the applicant has since confirmed that these particular
proposals are no longer included.

The proposal also proposes to provide heating across the island. The pipes
would follow the road network and would be at a depth of approximately 500
mil below ground surface and the ES addendum concludes that there would
be no impact on archaeology. We recommend that the archaeologist is
consulted on any works here to mitigate against any potential areas of
significance that may be identified on the historic environment record. Any
development within the scheduled area would require scheduled monument
consent from the government.
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Historic England does still have concerns regarding the application on heritage
grounds. The concerns relate to the scale and massing of the building
including the dominance of an 80-metre-high stack that would visually
compete with the Verne Citadel and dominate the heritage assets within the
area. A programme of works is now proposed however, which will conserve
and secure the long-term future of the batteries, provide public access and
interpretation and will help offset harm that may result from this proposal.

Historic England’s letter of 1St February 2023 reiterates their concerns
regarding the potential impact of the proposal on the setting and significance
of several nationally important scheduled monuments that form a key
component of the historic port as well as a number of listed buildings including
the inner and outer breakwater and several undesignated heritage assets.
They also confirm that the historic and architectural interest of these heritage
assets forms part of their significance, as does the relationship and group
value of the assets. Together they contribute to the understanding of Portland
as an important strategic military site.

Historic England also confirms that the proposal has the potential to impact on
the Outstanding Universal Value of the Dorset and East Devon Coast World
Heritage Site, and that they concur with the Jurassic Coast Trust’s view that
the proposed development would negatively impact the setting of the World
Heritage Site.

Historic England refers to discussions regarding the potential to establish
heritage benefits but reiterate that they still maintain concerns regarding the
application on heritage grounds relating to the scale and massing of the
buildings, including the dominance of an 80m high stack which would visually
compete with the Verne Citadel and dominate the associative heritage assets
within the area. They confirm that as a group, these assets have associative
value and therefore there is a particular sensitivity in which the imposition of a
large new development would diminish their defensive context and bring a
degree of harm. The batteries and rifle ranges were designed to have clear
views out across Weymouth Bay and these views are fundamental to their
significance.

HE commented on the previously proposed 3-metre-high security style fencing
and gated access, for the public along a new section of permissive path, to be
secured through a Section 106 Agreement, commenting that they had
concerns about the introduction of this security style fencing which would be
harmful. [It was later confirmed by the applicant that this could be reduced to
2 metres but has since been withdrawn.]

Whilst Historic England would like to see a programme of repairs to secure the
long-term future of the batteries, we remain unconvinced that this could not be
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achieved by other means. We consider that the proposal will cause
considerable harm to the significance of several heritage assets from such a
large and dominant development within their settings. It is acknowledged that
the provision of a path with repairs to the At-Risk registered battery is a
heritage benefit, but this benefit is unlikely to offset the harm to this large group
of nationally significant heritage assets. Their group value adds to their historic
interest and makes an important contribution to their significance. Some of the
monuments and buildings affected are heritage assets of the very highest
significance and NPPF paragraph 200 advises that the more important the
asset, the greater the weight that should be given to its conservation. The
NPPF defines “conservation” as the process of maintaining and managing
change to a heritage asset in a way that sustains and, where appropriate
enhances its significance.

Further letter 22" February 2023

A further letter was submitted by Historic England in response to the
applicant’'s Updated Access Path Strategy Paper dated February 2023.
Historic England stated that they have concerns about proposed 2m high
security style fencing and that it is for Dorset council to decide if the heritage
mitigation strategy proposed is sufficient to outweigh the harm from the
proposed ERF within the setting of a number of highly designated heritage
assets. (Note: the fence and path have now been withdrawn from the
application).

Further letter 9" March 2023.

A further letter was submitted by Historic England saying that they would
welcome a programme of repairs to secure the long-term future of the batteries
but do have concerns regarding impact from a palisade style fence so close to
the scheduled and listed sites. With regard to the newly submitted Mann
Williams report, Historic England agrees that the scheduled site has been
declining over the past ten years but disagree that the proposed fence would
protect and enable conservation to progress. Historic England is of the opinion
that works to the scheduled monument could have been undertaken at any
point in the last ten years. (Note: the fence and path have now been withdrawn
from the application).

Historic England states that they maintain concerns regarding the application
on heritage grounds relating to the scale and massing of the waste recycling
centre including the dominance of an 80m high stack that would visually
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compete with the Verne Citadel and dominate the associative heritage assets
within the area.

UK Health Security Agency (formerly Public Health England. Four letters
received 218t December 2020, 25" August 2021, 4" November 2021,23"
February 2022).

The site is located on the north-eastern coast of the Isle of Portland, within
Portland Port, approximately 66m to the east of the villages of Fortuneswell
and Castletown. The closest residential property is located approximately
600m from the proposed stack.

The applicant has modelled likely emissions from the site and considered the
impact on local air quality against national air quality emission limit values.
There are residential areas within 1km of the site, together with potentially
vulnerable populations such as HMP The Verne and HMP Portland. The
submitted assessments do not specify specific human sensitive receptors but
identify the maximum predicted process contribution for residential areas. No
significant impacts have been identified and PHE is satisfied that the applicant
is using model assessment and criteria that are in line with UK guidance and
good practice.

The transport assessment indicates that during the construction phase the
increase in traffic flows will be just over 2%. During the operational phase the
additional vehicle movements would be below the threshold for a detailed
assessment based on 100% deliveries by road. It is therefore expected that
any increased vehicle movements will not have a significant impact on local
air quality.

Dust emissions during the construction phase and emissions of dust on odours
during the operation have also been assessed. The emission of dust has the
potential to cause nuisance and present a health risk from the inhalation of
particulate matter. Whilst nuisance can be a source of complaints and distress,
the assessment of dust as a potential statutory nuisance would be a matter for
the local authority therefore PHE will restrict its comments to respirable dust
(PM10 and smaller). PHE is satisfied that the human health impact from dust
and odour has been assessed in the application. Impacts from fugitive
emissions of dust and odour are considered below. It is noted that the
operation of the ERF would be subject to an environmental permit, the
conditions of which would ensure that fugitive emissions beyond the site
boundary are kept to a minimum.

There is a potential for soil contamination due to the history of the use of the
site. But due to the nature of the development it means that there is a low risk

28



of future users of the site coming into contact with contaminated soil. PHP is
satisfied that historic contamination does not pose a risk to public health.

In terms of noise Public Health England does not provide any comments at
the present time. The public health position statement on the impacts on health
of emissions to air from municipal waste incinerators concluded that modern
well managed incinerators make only a small contribution to local
concentrations of air pollutants. Public Health England is satisfied that the
applicant has approached the EIA in a manner consistent with the UK
requirements to predict likely emissions. The proposed facility would be
regulated through the pollution prevention and control regime which would
operate to best available techniques (BAT).

PHE will be consulted as part of the environmental permitting process and will
further consider emissions and control measures and make additional
comments at that time.

Further comment August 2021

PHE exist to protect the nation's health and well-being and reduce health
inequalities. These aims are reflected in the way we review and respond to
consultations. We responded to the EA on the 13th of August 2021 to make
some specific recommendations in relation to the environmental permit
application.

We request that Dorset Council takes account of the following additional
recommendation. The application does not evaluate potential impacts on air
quality from the backup generators. Further information on the quantity testing
regime and usage of the backup generators should therefore be provided to
demonstrate that emissions will not be a significant risk to public health.

Further comment November 2021

UKHSA has undertaken a risk assessment which concludes that modern, well
run and regulated municipal waste incinerators are not a significant risk to
public health. Any potential effect for people living close by is likely to be very
small. We request that Dorset council takes account of the following when
considering approving the application:

i.  Further information on the quantity, testing regime and usage of the
backup generators should be provided to demonstrate that emissions
will not be a significant risk to public health.

i. To ensure that the air quality modelling used is suitable and
appropriate inputs are used for all receptors and that the modelling
accurately reflects the local topography to provide reliable estimates
of reasonable worst-case scenarios.
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iii. That the recommended HHRAP model for comparison of most
pollutants including metals and dioxins is used and an assessment
against the tolerable daily intake or dioxins, furans and other
considered metals for the oral pathway at the worst case receptors is
conducted.

Reducing public exposures to non-threshold pollutants below air quality
standards has potential public health benefits. We support approaches which
minimise or mitigate public exposure to non-threshold air pollutants, address
inequalities and exposure and maximise co-benefits such as physical exercise
and encourage their consideration during the design environmental and health
impact assessment implementation and post implementation monitoring
stages.

Further comment February 2022

UKHSA has reviewed the additional documents and considers that they
provide adequate information to satisfy concerns posed previously. In
relation to the backup diesel generator the further information provided
means that it is considered that an exceedance in air quality thresholds
would be highly unlikely and there would be no appreciable health risks.
Based on the information supplied, the UKHSA has no significant concerns
regarding the risk to health of the local population from the proposed
development.

Dorset Council AONB Landscape Planning Officer (two letters received 30"
October 2020 and 24" September 2021).

The AONB Landscape Planning Officer has raised concerns regarding the
presence of the proposed development within the setting of the AONB, which
has the potential to erode the landscape and scenic qualities of the designated
area. Whilst it is not considered that the proposed buildings would result in
significant effects on the AONB there are concerns that visible emissions
would lead to a notable industrial element being added to the AONB setting in
a prominent position.

The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 places a statutory duty on all
local authorities to have regard to the statutory purpose of conserving and
enhancing natural beauty when discharging any function affecting land in
AONBs. The NPPF makes reference to AONBs by saying great weight should
be given to conserving and enhancing the landscape and scenic beauty in
National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which
have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues. The scale and
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extent of development within these designated areas should be limited.
Planning permission should be refused for major development other than in
exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the
development is in the public interest.

It is acknowledged that as this development is located outside the AONB, most
of the aspects of the NPPF that refer to development within the AONB do not
apply, including the potential requirement for a major development test.
Nonetheless great weight should be attributed to conserving the landscape
and scenic qualities of the designated area.

In order to evaluate the effects of the development on the Dorset AONB,
attention should be paid to the special qualities that make it a unique and
outstanding place and underpin its designation as a nationally important
landscape. Features of the AONB that we need to conserve and enhance for
the future, and that should be considered in decisions affecting the AONB are
as follows:

e The area provides contrast and diversity and a microcosm of England's
finest landscapes, comprising a collection of fine landscapes, striking
sequences of beautiful countryside unique in Britain, uninterrupted
panoramic views to appreciate the complex pattern and textures of
surrounding landscapes, numerous individual landmarks, tranquillity
and remoteness, dark night skies and undeveloped rural character.

¢ Wildlife of national and international significance.

e A living textbook and historical record of rural England comprising an
exceptional undeveloped coastline and a rich historic and built heritage.

e Arrich legacy of cultural associations.

It is considered that the special qualities (SQs) that would be particularly
susceptible to harm from the proposed development are:

1. the uninterrupted panoramic views to appreciate the complex pattern
and textures of the surrounding landscapes and

2. an exceptional undeveloped coastline.

The development site is located within the setting of the Dorset AONB which
is referred to in the Management Plan. Objective C1 of the plan is that: “The
AONB and its setting is conserved and enhanced by good planning and
development.” To support this objective Policy C1h says that: “The landward
and seaward setting of the AONB will be planned and managed in a manner
that conserves and enhances the character and appearance of the AONB.
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Views into and out of the AONB and nonvisual effects, such as noise and wider
environmental impacts, will be appropriately assessed.”

This development site, at its closest, is within about 7.5km of the AONB
boundary. Publicly available views of the proposed development from within
the AONB would therefore generally affect receptors from long distances,
particularly panoramic sea views from the coastal margin and elevated inland
hills, such as the South Dorset Ridgeway. It should be noted that a
development does not need to be within the AONB to have a ‘direct’ effect
upon the designated area. When considering effects on landscape character
these may include locations that are not publicly accessible.

The location of the proposed development at Portland Port would be at the
foot of the steep cliffs that form the northern face of the Isle of Portland. The
immediate context of the site encompasses a harbour area, active coastal
waters, large scale quasi-industrial buildings and other built developments
such as housing. From within the AONB, the distance from which existing built
development is seen means that it is common for only larger developments to
be perceptible. Buildings within the harbour area and the overall mass of
housing that is grouped together across the sloping landform of Fortuneswell
are clearly discernible. Visibility of built development in the area varies greatly
dependent upon atmospheric and lighting conditions. Clear visibility and
‘highlight’ conditions when the sun is relatively low in the sky, tends to result
in built development being much more perceptible. Similarly, reflective
finishes, such as those found on the roofs of some of the large buildings, can
notably increase visual effects under certain conditions.

The AONB’s landscape and seascape character assessments make
numerous references to views that include the Isle of Portland. Sweeping
panoramas along the AONB’s coastline, particularly from elevated locations,
draw the eye towards the land mass of Portland, making this an instantly
recognisable focal point. The introduction of the proposed power plant would
add a new large-scale feature within the port area. Due to the scale of the
building, it is likely that there this would often be a discernible feature within
sensitive views out from the AONB. However, considering the distances
involved, it is not considered that the addition of the power plant buildings
alone would adversely affect the outlook from the AONB to the degree that
would justify its refusal.

However, the presence of visible emissions even if these are not consistently
present could have the potential to notably increase the effect of the
development on the designated area. There will clearly be visible emissions
on some occasions and on some occasions this plume may be substantial, at
times with a length greater than 200m. Putting aside the technical aspects of
the modelling, it appears that the worst-case scenario for the effects of the
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development include a significant plume that has the potential to substantially
increase the landscape and visual effects of the development.

Further comment September 2021

The NPPF was updated in 2021, and the new version contains the following
relevant new wording... “The scale and extent of development within all these
designated areas should be limited, while development within their setting
should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse
impacts on the designated areas.”

These comments relate solely to landscape and visual effects of the proposal
on the AONB itself. The development site is, at closest, approximately 7.5km
from the AONB boundary. Overall, it is foreseeable that the substantially
greatest magnitude of effect will be experienced within the landscape and
seascape environment of Weymouth and Portland, outside the AONB
boundary. Views of the proposed development from within the AONB are over
relatively long distances but encompass sensitive panoramic sea views from
the coastal margin and elevated inland hills, such as the South Dorset
Ridgeway. The AONB’s landscape and seascape character assessments
make a number of references to sweeping panoramas along the coastline
towards the Isle of Portland, with the landmass forming an instantly
recognisable focal point. | have previously referred to the introduction of the
proposed power plant adding a new large-scale feature within the port area,
and that due to the scale of the building this would be a discernible feature
with insensitive views out from the AONB. However, given the distances
involved this adverse impact on the outlook from the AONB would not be to a
significant degree.

In terms of further information received regarding the potential for plumes from
the facility, these could be relatively occasional and could be of a scale that
would substantively add to the impacts of the proposed building, due to the
potential length of the plume and the potentially eye-catching characteristics
of such a feature, for example, on occasions when the plume may be
highlighted against the backdrop of cliff faces that are in shadow, resulting in
a degree of colour contrast. The number of hours for which the feature may be
visible is addressed in the modelling, but this is a technical area where the
AONB team do not hold expertise and it has been suggested that the planning
authority considers commissioning expertise to adequately appraise these
predictions.

The applicant has stated that the plume would be likely to only produce a very
minor alteration to the view for a very limited number of hours. The alteration

33



8.6

that would occur is represented within updated photomontages that use a
range of locations including two within the AONB (White Horse Hill and a
location close to Ringstead). The montages are rendered to show a plume with
the length of approximately 188 metres, this being the maximum length of
plume that would have been visible within a recent five-year period, according
to the modelling. In producing the images, a decision has been taken to
account for prevailing south-westerly wind direction, which has some bearing
on the appearance of the plume within the images, particularly from the
direction of Ringstead, where the plume shown is foreshortened within the
artistic impression provided.

The applicant considers that the plume would have a negligible impact on the
setting of the AONB and on the qualities that underpin the area’s national
designation. It appears that the negligible effect from the worst-case scenario
appears to be an underestimation, as the presence of a substantial plume
would at times, highlight the presence of new, overly industrial element within
the seascape setting of the AONB. Consequently, some adverse effects on
the landscape and scenic qualities of the designated area can be foreseen,
particularly on the “uninterrupted panoramic views” and “exceptional
undeveloped coastline” special qualities.

Public Health Dorset (two letters received 13" November 2020 and 215t
September 2021).

Public Health Dorset considers the potential impact of the proposed
development on the health and well-being of the local population. Concerns
are raised by the public in relation to impact on human health due to emissions
produced by the ERF operation and the associated road transport of waste.
The Health Impact Assessment submitted with the application has concluded
that the health effects associated with emissions of NO2, SO2, PM10 and PM
2.5 from the ERF are shown to be very small and could reasonably be
described as negligible.

The World Health Organisation concluded in 2013 that there is no evidence of
a safe level of exposure to PM (particulate matter) or a threshold below which
no adverse health effects occur. The proposed development and associated
increased traffic and transport will lead to increased exposure of the local
population to this pollutant, and others even if they are very small. The
application refers to the potential for the proposed development to provide
‘shore to ship’ power for vessels in Portland Harbour.

The applicant highlights that this would lead to a reduction in emission levels
from vessels in Portland Harbour, but due to lack of detail, it is not possible to
understand the degree of potential benefit. Providing a means of reducing
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emissions from vessels in Portland harbour would in principle be beneficial
and we would welcome further baseline information on emissions levels and
health impacts of vessels in Portland harbour.

As the HIA notes, it is necessary to consider the impact of the proposed
development on both physical and mental health. The site is located within a
community characterised by higher levels of deprivation than much of Dorset
and a population that experiences worse outcomes than Dorset's wider
population across a number of health indicators. This includes levels of
depression higher than the England average with 22.9% of adult primary care
patients in Weymouth and Portland living with depression. The site of the
proposed development is also, as detailed through the application, unique in
its topography and built environment. For example, the site’s near sea level
location would result in the proposed stack terminating below the height of
nearby residential areas. With these observations in mind the
recommendations of the HIA are generally welcome but we also recommend
that the applicant extends their intention to communicate the findings of the air
quality assessment (as a means of allaying public concern) to encompass
communication to the community of how assessment of the potential impact
of the development on air quality during construction and operation has taken
account of the specific characteristics of the site, prior to determination of the
application.

The HIA includes an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed
development on vulnerable groups and health inequalities. The proposed
development is sited in close proximity to neighbourhoods which are among
the 10% most deprived in England. Research demonstrates ongoing
inequalities in exposure to air pollution, with deprived areas worst affected by
high concentrations of particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide.

Given that the proposed development has the potential for cumulative adverse
impacts on the physical and mental health and wellbeing of the local
population, potentially exacerbating existing health inequalities, we would
welcome more detailed consideration of the likely impacts and mitigations. It
is not clear whether the applicant has specifically considered the potential
impact of emissions on the resident population of HMP Verne, and to a lesser
extent, HMP/YOI Portland. Prisoners face particular challenges to leading
healthy lives and, in comparison to the wider population, are more likely to be
exposed to any emissions associated with the construction and operation of
the proposed development. We would suggest that the applicant clarifies how
they have taken into account of ‘static’ prisoner populations in the
Environmental Statement prior to determination of the application.

The ES concludes that no potentially significant cumulative air quality, noise,
landscape and visual or traffic and transport effects have been identified in the
assessments so there is no potential for significant cumulative community and
health effects from the proposed development. It is Public Heath Dorset’s view
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that this statement cannot be supported without further detail on the questions
and points of clarification raised above.

Further comment September 2021

Additional modelling of the potential impact of the proposed provision on shore
power on air quality has been carried out. This concludes that if implemented,
the proposal would have a beneficial impact on human health. It is important
to note that this conclusion appears to be based on modelled reductions in
exposure to PM10 and NO2, compensating for a smaller reduction in exposure
to SO2 which in some locations will contribute to a very slight worsening in
health outcomes.

We request that...

1. The EA assess the validity of the modelling and the conclusion drawn
by the applicant at paragraph 2.3 of the HRA addendum,

2. And that details are provided of how the provision of shore power to
vessels in Portland Harbour and its potentially positive impact on air
quality and human health is to be secured. If this potentially positive
impact is to be considered as a benefit weighing in favour of the
proposal when determining the outcome of the planning application,
then assurance should be given to Dorset Council and the local
community that vessels will be required to make use of shore power
when in Portland Harbour.

The fact that the applicant is willing to engage with key stakeholders is
welcomed, and it is assumed that this will include HMP The Verne, Island
Community Action and Weymouth & Portland PCN. The responsibility will lie
with the applicant to make contact and engage with these and other
stakeholders.

Engagement was referred to in Section 6 of the HIA stating “ongoing
engagement with local communities and wider stakeholders will be undertaken
to minimise potential effects on health and well-being arising from anxiety over
the proposed construction and operation activities prior to the determination of
the application.” It is not clear if this has been done yet and we recommend
that if the applicant wishes to alleviate this anxiety, then efforts to engage with
the community should be made before the application is determined.

As the applicant considers that health benefits will accrue for the duration of
the employment and would be most benefit to those currently experiencing
socio economic deprivation, economic inactivity or unemployment within the
area, then Public Health Dorset consider that the applicant should provide
appropriate evidence to Public Health Dorset of how training and employment
opportunities will be targeted towards local people and that this is secured
through an appropriate agreement.
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Additional air quality modelling has been carried out and Public Health Dorset
welcomes the view of the EA on the results of this additional modelling and the
conclusions drawn from it. We request that if the EA is not already doing so,
that it considers whether the modelling methodology used is:

a.) suitable for the application site’s topography and surrounding built
environment and

b.) whether or not it takes into account the particular circumstances and
vulnerabilities of the population at HMP Verne.

Dorset Council Environmental Health (two comments received 3 December
2020 and 12t July 2020, plus two more on contaminated land from WPA on
behalf of Dorset Council 26" October 2021 & 15t March 2022).

The Council’s Environmental Health response includes consideration of the
following factors:

Contaminated land, Waste (specifically ash), noise nuisance, light nuisance,
Construction Management Plan, Air Quality in the context of the local Air
Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) and particulate matter.

Contaminated Land - Dorset Council’s contaminated land consultants have
formally reviewed the submitted environmental statement and various
associated documents. They advise that the following conditions should be
applied if the application is approved:

1. a phase one desk study report documenting the entire history and character
of the areas within the development curtilage relating to past contaminating
activities to include a preliminary risk assessment to be submitted.

2. during an agreed phased development of the site the developer shall submit
a series of invasive site investigation reports documenting the presence of
contamination, detailed strategies relating to the development phases for
remedial works, measures to be taken to avoid risk from contaminants or
gases during construction, and a detailed phasing scheme for the
development. The remedial works shall be fully implemented before the
development is completed. In addition, on completion of remediation works the
developer shall provide written confirmation to include verification and
validation testing where appropriate, indicating that all works have been
completed in accordance with the agreed details. There would also be a
requirement for the reporting of unexpected contamination.

In addition, an informative is recommended that states that waste special
precautions shall be taken with materials containing asbestos and that any
asbestos removal must be carried out by registered contractors. Skips shall
be covered when leaving the site and in order to avoid dust or mud deposits
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off site and all vehicles shall be checked and if necessary, deposits removed
before leaving the site.

Waste — production of wastes - Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA) is the recoverable
waste created by the process. This can be recycled and subsequently the
operator may be holding this product on site until a reasonable quantity is
removed by an authorised carrier. It is good practice for a condition to be
applied to ensure that this product is adequately contained prior to removal,
as IBA, as with the products associated with the air condition emissions control
residues, will need to be transported by a specialist contractor for suitable
disposal. Other waste arising from the construction plan phase would be
adequately controlled through the construction and environment management
plan. Waste will also be covered by the permit conditions.

Noise - A Noise Impact Assessment dated August 2021 was submitted in
response to the Environment Agency's requirements to be in line with the
assessment for industrial and commercial sound. This would also fit with our
comments asking for consideration of the baseline survey to be reviewed once
the pandemic restrictions were lifted. The methodology for the baseline sound
survey is agreed and accepted. The report details that mitigation measures
have been incorporated within the calculations so the Council would ask that
these design features are conditioned as part of any planning decision, for
example profiled steel sheet cladding and louvres to the lower 6 metre of
metres of the walls.

The conclusion states that the modelled predicted rating sound emissions do
not exceed measured background levels at receptors, therefore the noise
assessment that has been submitted is accepted. A condition would be
required so the operation of the plant is monitored and demonstrated to be in
line with the predicted levels of the noise impact assessment. After the plant
has been in operation for approximately 3 months a further report is required
to demonstrate that it is operating within the agreed scheme.

Light - The submitted lighting statement acknowledges that through good
design and mitigation where required, light spill beyond the boundary of the
site will be minimised. A condition is therefore recommended which requires
details of the lighting scheme to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the
local planning authority. This would need to specify the provisions made for
the level of illumination on and off the site and controls to prevent the light
impacting on the amenity of neighbouring residents.

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) — An outline CEMP
has been submitted. A condition is recommended that a detailed CEMP is
required, and this must show how statutory nuisances are to be avoided during
demolition and construction of the facility including times of work noise levels
dust suppression and piling.

Air Quality - early consideration relating to the stack height, potential emissions
and control measures for gas and particulate emissions from the facility will
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not be addressed by Environmental Health as this legislative responsibility lies
with the Environment Agency and will be addressed as part of their own
planning considerations under the environmental permitting application
process. Dorset Council’s Environmental Protection team will make suitable
representation on the permit application as required. Similarly Environmental
Protection cannot comment upon ecological matters. The air quality review of
25th of May 2022 written by TetraTech is considered to have been found to be
robust, competent and sufficient to determine that there is not expected to be
a significant adverse impact as a result of the application. Environmental
Protection support this report and have no objections.

AQMAs - the worst case estimate for numbers of HGV daily trips to and from
the facility when operating is 80 vehicle movements per day. Air quality
implications on the AQMAs within Dorset Council area have been considered
by the applicant. Dorchester AQMA would not be a route for waste carrying
vehicles to use. The Chideock AQMA has an estimate that of the worst-case
figures given, 8 of those would be through the village of Chideock. It is
considered by Environmental Protection that these worst-case estimated
additional movements would not make any change to the exceedances of the
Air Quality within this AQMA and the applicant’s decision to scope out the
potential impacts upon these AQMAs is accepted.

In terms of the impact of NO2 upon Boot Hill, Castletown, Ocean View and
HMP The Verne, Boot Hill was reconsidered as a street canyon. More recent
data from 2019 and 2020 has enabled further verification on the modelling
methodology used.

Dorset Council Landscape Officer (three responses received 30" October
2020, 9t December 2021 & 215t November 2022)

Comments have been received from three landscape consultees over the
course of the consideration of the application: the landscape officer who
originally commented; a further comment from TetraTech on behalf of the
council, on the effects of the plume; and more recent comments from the
current senior landscape architect. The summary of comments here is based
primarily on the most recent responses from the senior landscape architect.

Concerns are raised due to the scale of the buildings and their location at the
very edge of the Portland Peninsula Landform. The Isle of Portland is a
distinctive feature of the Dorset landscape, highly visible from large areas of
the Dorset coast and mainland. The landscape and visual impacts of these
proposals are at their most significant in views of the NW where they will create
a new skyline rising up vertically from the base of the gently sloped Portland
landform. Views of this nature would also be visible from a continuous section
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of the Southwest coast path long distance walking route. It would also be
visible from Sandsfoot Castle, grade II* Listed, at the designated Heritage
Coast area, the Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site and the
Portland Harbour waters.

Even though these viewpoints are from some distance away from across the
harbour, the very large scale of the proposed building and stack is such that
they will create significant adverse impacts. If a smoke/vapour plume is also
seen coming from the stack, even on a very infrequent basis, this would also
add a further significant adverse landscape and visual impact. The location of
the main buildings and chimney are such that they occupy a very exposed
position on the edge of the harbour. Incline Road runs between the new
buildings and the start of the rising landform of this side of the island and the
road and the service yard area has the effect of further separating the
proposed buildings from the rising landform of Portland. This separation of the
building slightly away from the bottom of the sloping landform means that in
some views they will be seen against a backdrop of completely open sky. From
these viewpoints the profile of the new built structures would create their own
entirely new skyline sitting alongside the Isle of Portland skyline. In that respect
this particular site differs from much of the developed Portland Port and most
of the other developed areas along Portland's northern edge. Other sites are
more capable of accommodating large development where there is the
backdrop of the Portland land mass rising up behind the development within
the context of other build developments and substantial buildings.

Portland Port is a busy working harbour, but the existing buildings and ships
are of a substantially smaller scale than the proposed development, and they
appear as relatively low-lying waterfront development, whereas the height and
scale of the proposal starts to compete with the larger dramatic and dominating
landform of the Isle of Portland. Large ships that sometimes dock there can
also create a prominent, man-made feature, but these are transient impacts,
as the ships come and go.

In terms of landscape character, the site is situated within the Limestone
Peninsula Landscape Character Type of the Dorset Landscape Character
Assessment of 2009. It is also within the Portland Peninsula Landscape
Character area (Weymouth and Portland Borough Council Landscape
Character Assessment 2013), and in LCA2, The Grove and the Verne
(January 2020 Referendum Version of the Neighbourhood Plan for Portland
2017-2031). At the National level, the site lies in National Character Area 137,
Isle of Portland. Due to the scale of the proposed development, the structures
would be visible and would have the potential to impact on surrounding
landscape character areas. Several of the landscape character areas
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specifically highlight the distinctive landform of the Isle of Portland as a key
characteristic of the landscape.

The senior landscape architect considers that the LVIA submitted with the
planning application has understated the significance of some of the
landscape and visual effects that would occur if the development were to go
ahead. In addition, he does not agree with many of the judgments that have
been reached in applying the methodology and the way in which viewpoints
have been selected and grouped. As a result, he considers that the resulting
judgments understate the level of significance of visual effect.

It is important to note that the LVIA submitted with the application concludes
that there will be significant visual effects resulting from the proposal on
several of the visual receptors within the Portland Harbour area and from the
Isle of Portland itself. The LVIA forms part of the EIA and the resulting effects
have been assessed and are classed as significant effects in EIA terms.

The LVIA also concludes that there will be significant seascape effects arising
from the development of moderate to moderate to slight significance following
completion of the proposal.

The senior landscape architect considers that the LVIA fails to identify and
give due consideration to the district level landscape character area, in
particular because the relevant key characteristics which should have been
considered, and were not, were as follows: A dramatic and distinctive wedge-
shaped limestone peninsula with prominent cliffs and an open skyline with
sweeping views along the coast.

The senior landscape architect considers that the proposed buildings are very
large scale and have the potential to compete with and become new additions
alongside the existing distinctive shape and silhouette of the Isle of Portland,
which would erode the most important key characteristics, including the
distinctive shape of the landform.

In addition, the occasional, visible presence of an emissions plume would add
further to the landscape impacts both on the immediate and surrounding
landscape receptors and would have the potential to impact on the key
characteristics and perceptions of character of the different receptors. A plume
would, even at its lesser scale, be a conspicuous new element, that would in
turn draw further attention towards the new chimney and industrial building. In
those views where the development would be seen against the skyline, and in
particular the closer views, the visual effect of the plume would be greatest.

The LVIA concludes that significant visual effects will occur within the area of
Portland Port and the breakwaters, including the Sailing Academy, Portland
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Marina and Portland Harbour, together with public rights of way S3/68, S3/70,
S3/72 and S3/81 and Sandsfoot Castle and Nothe Fort. All these areas would
be subject to significant visual impacts and the senior landscape architect
considers that the areas identified should have been extended to include the
continuous viewpoints from the north and western edges of Portland Harbour,
including the views from both sides of Sandsfoot Castle. These significant
visual impacts would be experienced by recreational walkers and cyclists
using the SWCP, parts of the Rodwell trail, and from within the Dorset and
East Devon Coast UNESCO World Heritage Site, and West Dorset Heritage
Coast.

The section of the SWCP between Sandsfoot Castle and Small Mouth Bay
forms part of the Rodwell Trail recreational walking and cycling route.
Interpretation boards depict the views across the harbour towards the Isle of
Portland from the route. The clearly distinguishable, existing landmarks along
the northern edges of Portland are identified and described on the boards.
From numerous viewpoints along the northern edge of Portland Harbour, the
viewer is clearly able to see the entire Portland landform. This gives an
awareness of the island's distinctive overall shape and profile which is referred
to in the various character assessments.

The World Heritage Site continues for around 2 kilometres along the northern
shoreline of Portland harbour and visual receptors along these stretches of
coastline which include popular beaches will be subject to some of the most
conspicuous views of the proposed development. These views will also be
where the development is seen against the open sky as an angle from which
the development is viewed meaning that it will appear at the base of the
Portland landform. The senior landscape architect does not agree with the
LVIA findings in this respect which conclude that visual impacts on views from
the WHS will be of negligible adverse magnitude and that the overall degree
of visual effect will be slight and not significant.

In terms of building design and finish, the large group of new buildings will be
seen in views from the sea and distant land-based views from the north and
east NE. From these views the entire 201 metre building length will be
apparent. The architect has designed the eastern elevations to take their
inspiration from the shapes and geology of the Portland land mass that will be
their backdrop. The roof lines of the buildings, their relative positions, overlap
and detailing have been carefully designed to help the building sit as
sympathetically as possible within its sensitive location. These are an
imaginative solution which help address some of the issues faced by the citing
of such a large industrial building in this very exposed location. However, the
council's senior landscape architect has concerns over the printed PVC mesh
finish.
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The concept of printed Portland vegetation images on a PVC mesh causes
several concerns. As well as the concerns over how robust this finish will be it
is also very prone to appearing out of tune with the colours and textures of the
surrounding native vegetated cliff faces throughout the changing seasons and
light conditions. The images that have been depicted appear to be out of scale
with individual bushes and other cliffside scrub type vegetation appearing at a
much larger scale than the real vegetation would be. In certain views the
abrupt and straight outer edges forming the tops and sides of the printed
vegetation images will appear alien and at odds to the printed image of varied
textured and natural vegetation. A fully vegetated cliff face such as this would
naturally form over a varied and uneven outer edge as its profile.

In some elevation drawings it can be seen that the vegetated image has also
been added to the western building elevations. This means that it would be
seen in views out to sea from the Isle and from the West of the building. In
these instances, the printed vegetation finished does not make sense. The
additional level of fixings on the outer material give an increased requirement
for maintenance which if not undertaken regularly could soon lead to a rapid
deterioration in the quality of the buildings finish.

The Addendum D&A statement (Aug 2021) submitted with the planning
application does offer possible alternative finishes which could be more
successful.

In conclusion, the greatest land based adverse landscape and visual impacts
arising from the proposal would be public views from the north and the
northwest. The main issues are the scale of the proposed building and its
relative position with regard to the Portland landform, where it begins to appear
separated from the landform and forms its own new skyline.

Dorset Council Conservation Officer (Four responses 17" November 2020,
15t October 2021, 22" February 2023 & 13" March 2023).

The proposed development comprises 2 principal buildings, a stack and a
number of ancillary structures with a total floor space of approximately 8,564
square metres. The larger building is the boiler house and the attached turbine
hall which form two volumes and together extend across the site on a
northwest- southeast axis to a maximum of 201 metres long and 51 metres
wide narrowing to 24 metres wide and 47 metres in height reducing to 19
metres. The larger building will have 3,389 square metres of PV panels to the
roof of the RDF storage area at the Southeast end of the building. The second
smaller building, separated by the width of a new HGV route through the site
to connect Canteen Road to Balaclava Road, would be used as an office
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building. The height of the latter extends from a minimum of 6 metres to a
maximum of 17 metres whilst the footprint extends to 54 metres in length and
between 11 metres and 23 metres in width. The stack is located approximately
10 metres to the Northwest of the boiler house and the stack would be 80
metres in height with an outside diameter of approximately 2 metres.

The application site is not situated in a Conservation Area; however, it is close
to Underhill Conservation Area being located to the north at Castletown. The
application site itself does not contain any designated heritage assets either,
however there are some designated heritage assets that are in very close
proximity. The proposal does have the potential to affect the setting of a
number of designated and non-designated heritage assets.

It is clear from the general history of the naval base at Portland Port since the
mid-19th century that the site has been developed as part of the wider context
of naval operations, functions and ancillary needs. Development has taken
place throughout the 20th century as well and the general principle of
development on the site in heritage terms is therefore accepted.

In terms of scale and massing, the application explains how scale and layout
of the building is dictated to some degree by the requirements of the ERF
process. Final form of the design of the building has apparently taken its
inspiration from the angular geometry of Portland, particularly when viewed
from the north and NE. This approach has also been taken to the office
building to try to visually amalgamate the two structures. The conservation
officer accepts that the design process has resulted in an imaginative building
which expresses itself in minimised volumes intended to reflect the immediate
context as far as it is possible. The stack is clearly an element that affords
fewer opportunities for discretion and the landform offers few vertical
punctuations that could serve as a counterpoint. It is acknowledged that the
stack has been placed so as to be read against the cliff backdrop in long views
from the north and NE and standing at 80 metres high will not break the skyline
in these views. However even after the design process the stack remains a
prominent visual element in views from the West and NW where it would be
seen against the skyline.

The conservation officer does have some concerns over the building scale
which at its maximum height is about twice the height or slightly more than any
of the nearest taller buildings. In addition, removal of previous buildings in the
vicinity has enhanced the setting of heritage assets potentially adversely
affected by their presence, including the scheduled monuments of the East
Weare battery and the Verne Citadel, both of which depend partly for their
significance on unbroken views out of Portland, and in the case of Verne
Citadel on visual dominance in long views. Therefore, the impact of the new
building at a considerably greater scale cannot be reasonably construed as
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comparable with any preceding buildings on the site. In addition, the additional
height of the building will impact considerably on panoramic views over the
harbour and breakwater from the public vantage points on the cliff above
footpath S3/72, which permits the sheer scale, engineering and purpose of the
Verne Citadel to be appreciated and understood in a wide sea and landscape
context.

In addition, there are some concerns over the impact of the stack. Whilst it is
accepted that this would not break the skyline in views from the north and NE
this is not the case in views across the harbour from the Northwest and West.
From these angles, the site does not benefit from a landform backdrop and
therefore the building and the stack however narrow their profile stand
prominent against the sky and forms at least some measure of visual
distraction from the Verne Citadel and the Breakwaters.

In relation to the proposed design of the buildings, the conservation officer
considers that this design is the result of a carefully thought-out process of
evaluation and does not object in principle to the overarching design
responses to the site. These comments do not override the conservation
officer’s concerns about the scale, and it must be acknowledged that however
successful attempts are at concealment they are more successful in digital
images than they are to the naked eye and the building will remain visible in
long views towards the Verne Citadel and therefore will present some measure
of visual distraction from the heritage asset.

Another additional concern relates to the potential effects resulting from light
spill from the development and the resulting impact on views towards the
Verne citadel at night or on dark days. It is noted that the application does not
include any verified views or drawings to demonstrate the appearance of the
development at night in a way that renders it comparable with existing lighting
around the island.

In terms of harm, it is necessary to assess the resulting scheme, however
minimal in its intentions, against the potential impacts on heritage assets. The
submitted cultural heritage section in the application identifies a broad array of
designated and non-designated heritage assets that could potentially be
affected by the development. This identifies adverse impacts on a number of
designated heritage assets combined with a degree of effect. Moderate
degrees of adverse impact correspond to substantial or less than substantial
harm as defined in the NPPF. The application has put forward site specific
mitigation to address potential impact on adjacent listed structures through
accidental damage for example such as the potential for boxing around the
commemorative date stone on the inner breakwater and it is also suggested
that works including vehicle movements are risk assessed for their potential
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impact on the dockyard offices and that suitable temporary hoarding or
protection is provided around them when required.

The submitted cultural heritage assessment found less than substantial harm
to the significance of the following designated heritage assets owing to
adverse impacts on the contribution made by their setting:

1. Battery (200 yards east of the Naval Cemetery) scheduled monument and
Grade Il Listed, known as East Weare batteries.

2. Verne Citadel - scheduled monument including additional designated
heritage assets.

3. Portland Castle scheduled monument and Grade | Listed including
associated designated heritage assets.

4. Dockyard Engineer’s Offices. Grade Il Listed

5. Inner and Outer Breakwater including coaling shed, jetties and forts
Grade Il Listed

The assessment also considers the number of schemes on Portland for
possible cumulative impacts on the above heritage assets. A number of
adverse effects are identified which give rise to additional less than substantial
harm. In general, taking into account the raised level of harm arising from the
cumulative effects, the conservation officer also agrees with the level of harm
assessed to the above designated heritage assets and does not see grounds
to elevate any aspects to substantial harm.

In addition to the above the assessment other adverse impacts were found,
classed as slight, and therefore not significant, to the Battery northeast of East
Weare Camp Grade Il listed, Battery approximately 80 metres SE of East
Weare camp Grade Il listed and Underhill Conservation Area.

In conclusion, the assessment of impacts finds that there would be ‘less than
substantial harm’ to designated heritage assets including three scheduled
monuments. The NPPF requires that great weight be given to the conservation
of designated heritage assets and the more important the asset, the greater
the weight should be. In terms of designations, scheduled monuments enjoy
the highest level of national designation, therefore any harm, whatever scale,
requires clear and convincing justification.

The Breakwater Branch Railway is a non-designated heritage asset that would
be affected by the proposed development. The application does not show the
retention of the tracks along Canteen Road through the site, and the removal
of these tracks would result in the partial loss of this heritage asset and
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therefore ‘substantial harm’ to its significance, divorcing the tracks along the
inner Breakwater from the remainder of the port. This harm could be avoided
by the retention of the tracks in the resurfaced road, and this would therefore
be required. In addition, the viaduct on the former Eastern and Church Hope
railway sits just outside the application site. It would not be directly affected by
the scheme and taking into account the elements of setting that contribute to
its significance, we do not consider that the scheme will result in harm to its
significance.

The scheme would result in harm to a number of heritage assets of
considerable national importance attracting the greatest level of weight in
favour of their conservation.

Further response 22" February 2023

This response was in relation to the applicant’s submitted Updated Access
Path Strategy Paper February 2023 and the comments were solely about the
impact of the proposed mitigation upon the heritage assets. The 2 m high
palisade fence and the permissive path that were a feature of the proposed
mitigation at that time have now been removed from the application. The
conservation officer concluded that the erection of a 2 m high palisade fence
along the public footpath and the proposed permissive path would
compromise the immediate setting of the batteries and change the way they
would be experienced and have been experienced historically. Overall the
conservation officer concluded that the proposed mitigation would harm the
significance of the batteries, their immediate settings, and their wider settings.
It should be recognised that the batteries have substantial Group importance
and historic importance in British naval history, by virtue of architectural design
and position on the Verne citadel. These elements are key elements to the
significance of these assets and the wider grouping of structures. Therefore,
it's concluded that the proposed mitigation would cause ‘less than substantial
harm’ to the heritage assets, with limited public benefit to outweigh this harm.
The level of harm would be considerable.

Further response 13t March 2023

This response was received following the removal of the fence and the path
from the mitigation. The conservation officer considers that the proposed
mitigation works to battery E will be a benefit, but there is a high probability
that these works will simply be a short-term fix and the structure could fall back
into disrepair without any ongoing maintenance planned. Paragraph 196 of the
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NPPF states “Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to,
a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be
taken into account in any decision.” Given that the monument has been
allowed to fall into disrepair, due to lack of any maintenance, the works should
be since considered as urgent rather than ‘mitigation’.

As the battery is situated outside of the development boundary the proposed
works will not mitigate any harm to the setting of the surrounding heritage
assets affected by the proposed development. The batteries have substantial
Group importance and historic importance in British naval history and these
are key elements of the significance of these assets and the wider grouping of
structures. Therefore, it is concluded that the proposed mitigation will not
outweigh the harm to the heritage assets identified in the setting of the
proposed development. This harm will be ‘less than substantial’, however the
level of harm to the setting of the heritage assets will be considerable. (Note:
‘less than substantial harm’ does not mean the harm is acceptable, merely that
the level to reach ‘substantial harm’, by virtue of the loss of a heritage asset
has not been reached. As per paragraph 199 of the NPPF, Great Weight
needs to be given to the conservation of heritage assets and this is not
apparent in this proposed development.)

Dorset Council Rights of Way

The proposed works are in the vicinity of a number of Rights of Way as
recorded on the county definitive map. The proposal for the main buildings to
be built within the Port area itself would have some adverse visual impact on
the Southwest Coast path which is a national trail. The proposal to link up two
cul-de-sac public footpaths, numbers S3/72 and S3/8, may lead to a re-routing
of the Southwest coast path along the line of this route and provide a route
which is closer to the coastline. (This proposal has since been withdrawn).

Dorset Council Natural Environment Team (NET)

Ecology mitigation for impacts on biodiversity (rather than air quality,
nutrification and acidification issues which NET is aware of and which are all
subject to further Habitats Regulations Assessment work by the authority), is
detailed within the NET approved biodiversity plan (BP). The BP therefore
deals with on-site biodiversity impacts through mitigation and compensation.
The compensation for habitats lost on site, in the form of a financial
contribution, would be used for habitat restoration elsewhere on Portland. The
NET Compensation Projects Officer will determine how these funds would be
allocated once they have been received by the authority, if the application is
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approved. If the application is to be approved there should also be a condition
requiring the full implementation and compliance of the BP and a Section 106
for the agreed compensation payment as set out in the BP.

NET notes and supports the comments of Natural England regarding
biodiversity net gain. In addition to the BP compensation, an element of net
gain will need to be agreed with Natural England and confirmed within an
amended version of ‘The Statement of Common Ground- Ecological
Enhancements’ document prior to determination.

In addition to securing implementation of the BP and compensation payment
by planning obligation, NYT recommends further conditions for a construction
environmental management plan in line with BS 42020: 13.

Dorset Council Archaeology

No archaeology comments, but there are potential setting issues for various
heritage assets.

Dorset Council Flood Risk Management

This is a brownfield site that falls largely within flood zone 1 (low risk of
fluvial/tidal flooding), as indicated on the Environment Agency’s indicative
flood maps. Flood risk is therefore considered to be low, however due to the
proximity of coastal waters, the site is very close or directly adjacent to areas
of flood zone 2 along both the north and east boundaries. The site is also near
to an additional small area of surface water ponding just outside the north
boundary of the site.

Major development proposals need to be supported by a site-specific drainage
strategy in accordance with the recommendations of the NPPF. The free
discharge of surface water to the sea is considered to be allowable at this
location as it will have no discernible impact on the downstream tidal flood risk.
We also considered that surcharging of the system needed to be avoided
during normal conditions as exceedance flows directly to tidal waters could
conceivably convey contaminants off site. We therefore advise a survey of the
pipes that are used as existing surface water outfalls takes place.

The applicant has submitted further information, as requested and there is
therefore no objection to the application subject to recommended conditions
to be included on any permission granted, as follows:

1. detailed surface water management scheme to be submitted,
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2. details of maintenance and management of both the surface water
sustainable drainage scheme and any receiving system have been
submitted to the council,

3. further evidence to be submitted to show that a full CCTV survey of the
existing surface water outfalls has been carried out along with any
remedial work to ensure that the surface water outfall pipes have the
required capacity and are in an acceptable condition to manage the
necessary surface water discharges from the site into the sea.

Dorset Council Highways

Refuse derived fuel (RDF) is to be imported by road but could potentially be
imported by sea as well. The scenario of 100% being transported by road has
been considered for the purposes of this report for robustness. It is expected
that this would likely need to be imported from the east of the county to provide
the necessary quantities and to make the scheme economically viable. As part
of the road network to be used would be the strategic road network, Highways
England (National Highways) have been directly consulted and it should be
noted that they have no objection.

The application indicates that the lorry movements could be spread over a 12-
hour day with HGVs typically carrying 25 tonne loads over 12 hours. The
applicant predicts some 25 of these HGVs per day carrying the RDF. There
would also be some lesser movements of HGVs carrying ash and ancillary
operational supplies. 10 staff are expected to be employed at the facility once
operational, in three shifts over 24 hours.

It is likely that the proposed development would result in approximately two to
three HGVs per hour entering the port access. These numbers are likely to be
higher during the construction phase. Powerfuel are proposing on site storage
of 2 1/2 days fuel reserve, and this would act as a short-term buffer to allow
deliveries to avoid peak times in terms of traffic at critical points along the
Portland corridors such as at school run times. It is proposed that ash would
be taken off site, which could be by ship.

The highway authority considers that the submitted transport documents are
satisfactory and the residual cumulative impacts of the development cannot
be thought to be severe in highway terms. Consequently, Dorset Highways
has no objection subject to conditions.
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Dorset Wildlife Trust

The Wildlife Trust objects to this application on the grounds of climate change
impacts, impacts on waste reduction targets and potential tourism impacts to
the local area. In addition, DWT believed the application has significantly
overlooked the need to consider marine planning policy and impacts on marine
designated sites. We support any comments made by Natural England
regarding the conclusions drawn and the mitigation required to avoid impacts
on the surrounding European sites.

DWT consider that the construction of the building in this location is not
compatible with local national and global targets on climate change. Creating
a demand and market for residual waste is in direct conflict with the urgent
need to eliminate residual waste as far as possible and as quickly as possible
the lifetime of the ERF is projected to be at least 25 years meaning that it is
expected to be operational until approximately 2050. This means a minimum
quantity of residual waste will need to be supplied continuously to the facility
with throughout this period.

The Dorset Waste Plan provides projections to 2033 only, and the Dorset
climate and emergency strategy commits Dorset Council to becoming carbon
neutral by 2040. In order to meet its own climate targets Dorset Council needs
to prioritise waste prevention, reuse and recycling. A continued increase in
residual waste produced is not compatible with achieving local and
government targets for net zero by 2050.

Renewable energy sources must be prioritised over combustion as the future
of energy production in order to achieve carbon neutrality within the target.
And this approach must go hand in hand with radical changes in energy use,
material consumption and waste production in order to achieve this.

Chesil Beach and the Fleet are important areas not only for wildlife but for
giving people the opportunity to engage with the natural environment and to
learn to value these special habitats and protected sites. Chesil Beach Centre
is a hub for visitors to Portland who are interested in discovering more about
this protected area of coastline. It is particularly attractive to families and
provides a hugely important opportunity to engage children and young people
of all ages with the value of Dorset's environment and wildlife. The proposed
building will be a visible example of development on the coastline at Portland
as viewed from the Chesil Beach Centre and Dorset Wildlife Trust considers
that the proposal will conflict with the promotion of the area as an attractive
location to experience wildlife and the natural world.

DWT are also concerned that the acknowledged increase in traffic volumes
will have impacts on road safety and impact negatively on the visitor
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experience both for visitors to Chesil Beach and for those visiting the wider
Isle of Portland, many of whom are attracted by the nature and wildlife of the
area. This has the potential to significantly impact the engagement of visitors
and local people with the environment and the natural world at a time when it
is more important than ever that people are able to care for and value
biodiversity both locally and globally.

In terms of marine impacts and planning policy DWT notes that despite the
coastal location the marine environment appears to have been overlooked.
None of the submitted documents refer to the South Marine Plan 2018, which
is a statutory consideration for planning decisions affecting the sea, coast,
estuaries and tidal waters. In the planning application all marine protected
areas are receptors of high (international or national) importance, with marine
conservation zones having national importance. Therefore, it is expected that
some consideration is given to how the proposals meet the policies within this
policy framework.

Although the shadow appropriate assessment dated August 2021 now
includes consideration of the marine Studland to Portland SAC, other statutory
designated marine sites have not been considered. A similar two stage
assessment process should be undertaken to ensure that your authority can
be certain that the proposals will not adversely affect these sites. Section 126
of the marine and coastal access act 2009 places specific duties on public
authorities with regard to the authorisation of an act that is capable of affecting,
other than insignificantly, the protected features of a Marine Conservation
Zone and or any ecological or geomorphological process on which the
conservation of any protected feature of a MCZ is wholly or in part dependent.

The Marine Management Organisation has created a two stage MCZ
assessment process to guide the implementation of section 126. The first
stage screening serves to identify whether any elements of the scheme had
the potential alone or in combination to affect the area. If it is deemed that a
proposed activity might significantly affect an MCZ feature or a supporting
process wholly, in part, acting either alone or in combination with other plans
or projects than the MCZ assessment, then it should progress to a stage one
assessment.

Although mitigation measures are proposed to minimise the risk of pollutants
entering the sea or the introduction of invasive non-native species through
increased shipping, DWT recommend that your authority must be certain that
these are sufficient to ensure that the marine habitats are safeguarded.
Mitigation measures are only effective if enforced and any incident which may
compromise the effectiveness of the measures proposed risks having serious
long term and irreversible impacts on those marine ecosystems which are
already under severe pressure.
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Dorset Council Emergency Management and Resilience Officer

Portland Port provides an operational berth for Royal Navy Nuclear Powered
Warships (NPW) and hence this application also falls under the impact of the
REPPIR regulations 2019. The proposed development is located within the
DEPZ (detailed emergency planning zone) in what the Portland Port off site
reactor emergency plan is concerned, and very close to the ACMZ (Automatic
Counter Measures Zone).

Having assessed the application, Dorset Council's Emergency Planning Team
see no major reason for not accommodating this application into the Portland
Port off-site reactor emergency plan arrangements, as applying to all other
businesses located and operating within this location. We are prepared to work
with the business to ensure that they are fully integrated into all our emergency
plans including some issues and considerations as below.

As per the current Portland Port off site reactor emergency plan, all businesses
will have to be evacuated at declaration of any off-site nuclear emergency in
a highly unlikely emergency stemming from the nuclear reactor of an MOD
submarine. One consideration may be to look at the site possibly not being
used during an NPW visit which are infrequent but normally last between one
week and 10 days. If this is not a viable economic option, it can be worked
round, and the proposed facility can be included in our countermeasures plan.

Another consideration refers to significantly increased traffic within the port
and via the main gate. As fuel / waste is being transported to the incinerator
by road, this increased traffic and potential vehicle queues at the main gate
could delay or hinder the response of emergency services to mitigate this.
However, there is an option to use a secondary entrance from the top of the
Port, but its appropriateness would need to be fully investigated. Similarly, the
operation of any vessels in connection with the proposed facility would have
to be controlled or possibly even stopped altogether during an NPW visit to
Portland Port. This applies to all other vessel movements within the port and
the applicant must be aware of this. The business should demonstrate that its
operation does not pose any specific increased risk to visiting NPWs on the
deep-water berth or the wider port environment, including explosive risks or
more conventional or ones including an increased fire risk due to the specifics
of the operation.

While Dorset Council's Emergency Planning Team is confident that the offsite
planning arrangements for the operational berth at Portland Port are robust
enough to secure the protection of all the port’'s employees, we would like the
applicants to be aware of and to consider some of the points highlighted above
which would need to be included in our emergency plans.
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National Trust

The National Trust owns Portland House, a Grade |l Listed Building that
overlooks Portland Harbour and is one of the very few remaining examples of
the art deco Hollywood Spanish style. The trust also owns coastal lands at
Ringstead Bay, West Bexington and Cogden beach which all form part of the
Dorset AONB and Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site. These locations are
popular with walkers and beachgoers and are traversed by the Southwest
coast path.

In terms of landscape and heritage, national planning policies state that great

weight should be given to conserving the significance of designated heritage
assets and their settings, including listed buildings and the Jurassic Coast
World Heritage site. Planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the
natural and local environments, including by protecting and enhancing valued
landscapes, and conserving and enhancing the landscape and scenic beauty
of AONBs and their settings. In these respects, the National Trust has
concerns regarding the significant scale of the proposed facility and the impact
it would have on views. In profile it may be particularly prominent from Chesil
Beach and parts of Weymouth including Portland House and the impacts of
any visible plume from the flue would potentially be seen along a wide stretch
of coast.

In terms of tourism and the local economy the proposed development would
create some new jobs however we do have concerns about the long-term
implications for the tourism and visitor economy along this stretch of coast.
Large scale industrial type development such this which looks to be a far more
sizable structure than the previously permitted energy plant, could alter the
public perception of this part of the of the Dorset coast particularly given the
prominent location.

In terms of wider environmental issues, the possible effect of the proposal on
the natural environment and the urgent need to tackle climate change should
be considered. Does this proposal represent best practice and is it the most
sustainable solution for dealing with Dorset's waste and meeting the energy
needs of the port? Have all possible alternatives been considered? And does
the proposal accord with all relevant legislation policy and guidance including
that relating to atmospheric pollution?

In conclusion the National Trust would ask the Council to give appropriate
weight and attention to the issues and concerns that we have raised before it
comes to a decision to ensure the best possible outcome for Portland and
Dorset.
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Jurassic Coast Trust (Four letters received 28" October 2020, 15" December
2020, 215t September 2021 and 4" January 2023)

The Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site (WHS), otherwise
known as the Jurassic Coast, was inscribed in 2001 for its internationally
significant geology, palaeontology and geomorphology. It is protected by a
variety of UK planning and conservation laws and by specific guidance within
NPPF and NPPG.

The NPPF defines World Heritage Sites as designated heritage assets and
relevant detail in respect of their protection can be found in the NPPF.
Paragraph 184 of the NPPF is key in that it identifies World Heritage Sites as
being of the highest significance and therefore the designated heritage assets
are of the greatest importance. Paragraph 199 says that when considering the
impact of the proposed development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and
the more important the asset the greater the weight should be. Paragraph 199
also states that any harm to or loss of the significance of a designated heritage
asset from its alteration or destruction or from development within its setting
should require clear and convincing justification.

The proposed development is outside the boundaries of the Dorset and East
Devon Coast World Heritage Site, meaning that any impacts from it would
occur on the site’s setting. Both the NPPF and the NPPG emphasise the need
to protect a WHS and its setting.

The Jurassic Coast Partnership Plan 2020-2025 defines the setting of the D &
ED WHS in terms of its Experiential setting and its Functional setting. The
experiential setting should be regarded as the surrounding landscape and
seascape and concerns the quality of the cultural and sensory experience
surrounding the exposed coasts and beaches. Although the coast was not
inscribed on the World Heritage list for its natural beauty, UNESCO recognised
its value with respect to this criterion as being nationally important and is
justified further by the UK government's decades long designation of the East
Devon and Dorset Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which cover more
than 80% of the World Heritage Site area. An assessment of landscape and
seascape character provides a starting point for the evaluation of the impact
of the change on the setting. The special qualities of the AONB, such as
tranquillity and the undeveloped character of coast and seascapes are
important for helping to determine how people experience and enjoy the
setting of the WHS.

In terms of functional setting, the setting is important because development
and activity may take place within it which may sooner or later, impact on the
WHS. There may be a need for future coastal defences. The cliffs need to be
allowed to erode into a natural setting and of this site most notably, the coastal
landforms and process are defined and explained by past and present
geomorphologic and hydrological systems that extend landward and seaward.
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Developments that impact on these systems may well have resulting impact
within the site itself.

The proposed development will not have an impact on the functional setting,
but | do have concerns about potential impacts on the way people experience
the WHS. Two policies in the Jurassic Coast partnership plan are relevant, R4
and IM3. Policy R4 requires that those elements of landscape character,
seascape, sea-bed scape, natural beauty, biodiversity and cultural heritage
that constitute the WHS’s functional or experiential setting are protected from
inappropriate development. Policy IM3 refers to mineral extraction and energy
developments outside the inscribed area of the WHS, but which could have an
impact on it, and says that decision makers should consider potential harm to
the setting of the site and take measures to ensure that harm is avoided.

It is noted that the planning application has made efforts to mitigate the likely
impacts of a building of the proposed scale in terms of its actual layout massing
and external elevations. The context of the of the building as it will sit in the
landscape, and how it will largely be viewed from the WHS, is within an already
industrialised port area, backed by the much larger silhouette of Portland itself.
It is therefore not considered that the building itself represents significant
damage to the setting of the WHS.

However, the overall impact of an operational ERF is not restricted to the
presence of the building within the landscape and there is no escaping that it
is a very large industrial building beyond the scale of what is already at the
port. Lighting that would be necessary for a facility of this size, particularly on
the stack, means that there will inevitably be a change in the balance of how
the views out of the WHS are perceived to be of an industrial or natural
coastline. Of more significant concern is the potential impact of the plume.

In summary there are concerns as to whether or not an industrial development
of this scale is appropriate within the setting of the WHS. There are questions
about how an operational ERF in this location might change how people
perceive its surroundings as a natural or industrialised landscape.

The Jurassic Coast Trust informed the Council in January 2023 that UNESCO
had published an updated Guidance and Toolkit for Impact Assessments in a
World Heritage context and note that “World Heritage should always be
considered as a highly sensitive environment’. JCT therefore recommends
that the EIA and LVIA for this application is reviewed with this in mind and
more broadly that UNESCO's new guidance is taken into account when
reviewing the application overall.

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

The MMO state that it is the applicant’s responsibility to take the necessary
steps to ascertain whether their works fall below the Mean High Water Spring
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Mark and would therefore require a licence from the Marine Management
Organisation.

Wessex Water

In terms of foul drainage, domestic type flows can be accommodated in the
public combined foul sewer. A private pump connection will require a break
chamber and gravity connection to the 700MM combined sewer. The private
pumping station and rising main will be subject to septicity control. In terms of
foul drainage for trade effluent discharge an application would need to be
made to Wessex Water to obtain permission to discharge trade effluent. As
part of the consent application process Wessex Water trade effluent team
would assess the risk associated with the proposed discharge. If the proposed
discharges are suitable for discharge to public sewer and capacity is available,
we do not need to refer to a third-party agency and would issue a trade effluent
consent. In terms of surface water drainage, the applicant proposes to
discharge to sea, and we leave the Dorset Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)
to agree surface water arrangements and associated flood risk measures. As
the site is a private facility with restricted access it is unlikely that any
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) features in the private curtilage of this
facility would be eligible for adoption by Wessex Water and the LLFA would
need to be satisfied with the applicant's proposed management and
maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage.

In terms of water supply, provision can be made for domestic use and
discussions have taken place with the applicant regarding the parameters for
providing a commercial supply to the facility. There are existing water mains
crossing the site; however, the proposed layout conflicts with the public water
mains and the developer must therefore agree the diversion of the water mains
and associated apparatus with Wessex Water.

National Highways (formerly Highways England)

No objection - Having reviewed the further information provided, we are
satisfied that the transport assessment presents a suitably robust worst-case
scenario with regard to the traffic impact on the strategic road network, noting
that the applicant states that they are in active discussion to secure a contract
to export incinerator ash by sea. Our recommendation of no objections
provided previously remains appropriate.
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Dorset & Wiltshire Fire and Rescue Service

Dorset & Wiltshire Fire and Rescue Service (DWFRS) state the assessment
of this development proposal in respect of Building Control matters would be
made during formal consultation, however DWFRS have made an early
recommendation for the installation of an appropriate sprinkler system within
the facility. DWFRS provide a ten-point list explaining the benefits of installing
an appropriate sprinkler system which include points such as a 90% reduction
of fire damage in comparison with buildings without a sprinkler system.

Health and Safety Executive

HSE recognises that the development includes a structure that would
generally be considered to be a vulnerable building that is close to 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.

Office for Nuclear Regulation

The Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) stated the scale and location of the
proposed development is such that ONR do not advise against this application,
unless the emergency planners who are responsible for the preparation of the
Portland Nuclear Site off-site emergency plan required by the Radiation
Emergency Preparedness and Public Information Regulations (REPPIR) 2019
state that, in their opinion, the proposed development cannot be
accommodated within their off-site emergency planning arrangements.

The Office for Nuclear Regulation also advise the following:

The applicant should take due cognizance of the nearby operational berth at
Portland Port;

The applicant should liaise with the operator of the operational berth, as
appropriate; and

The applicant and/or planners should engage with the Dorset Council's
emergency planning function to ensure suitable arrangements can be made
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to accommodate the development in the off-site emergency plan associated
with the operational berth.

Ministry of Defence

No objection.

Ministry of Justice — Estates Directorate

The Ministry of Justice (MoJ) expressed concern about potential effects on its
staff and inmates at The Verne as a result of the potential impacts to air quality
from the proposed development. MoJ questioned the robustness of the air
quality assessment submitted as part of the application and was concerned
that the air quality assessment does not consider all the likely air quality effects
of the development in combination and against a reliable baseline of existing
air quality. Ministry of Justice has written again (February 2023) to confirm that
the MoJ’s position is one of neutrality (neither objects nor supports).

Ramblers Association

The Ramblers Association recognises that incineration is a recovery operation
which may be further up the waste hierarchy than landfilling and that producing
electricity and heat from burning wastes avoids the need to burn fossil fuels.
However more energy is saved through recycling operations and there is the
unavoidable fact that incineration also emits gases. Waste recovery facilities
should be strategically planned and sensitively sited. Proper assessment
should be carried out prior to development to ensure that it does not damage
precious landscapes wildlife or historic places with every effort made to
minimise the impact on walkers.

The Ramblers object to the proposed development due to its serious impact
on the Portland landscape and its protected features on the walking
environment which includes the England coast path. There are also concerns
about the impact of increased heavy vehicle traffic on local residents and
pedestrians.

The England coast path between Rufus Castle and Lulworth Cove was the first
stretch of this nationally important path to be approved by the government and
opened in time for the Olympics in 2012. The route runs across the Causeway
from the mainland to the east of the A354 Portland Beach Road, it then runs
beside Ham Beach Road, alongside the National Sailing Academy, to reach
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Portland Castle and its viewpoint. It passes along Liberty Road and crosses
Castle Road to start to climb towards Verne Common up the Merchant’s
Incline. All land between the coast path and the coast is approved coastal
margin, shown as pink wash on Ordnance Survey maps. Coastal access rights
apply within this margin, but some parts of the shaded area are not subject to
these rights because they are at excepted land or subject to local restrictions
or exclusions.

The Ramblers highlight that the applicant makes no reference to the England
Coast Path, which is important for both the health and recreation of Portland
residents and is part of the attraction of the island to visitors and will become
of increasing importance in the future, both nationally and internationally once
the England Coast path is completed.

Ramblers are also particularly concerned about the impact of the development
on footpath S3/72 which runs to the north of the Verne and is immediately to
the South of the application site. This path runs very close to the Royal Naval
Cemetery and the sensitivities attached to a military cemetery cannot be
overlooked or underestimated. The cemetery itself is located within the
Portland coastline and is part of the green infrastructure network. It is also
designated as a site of national importance for Nature Conservation and land
of local landscape importance. The impacts on the green infrastructure have
implications not only for local residents but also on tourism. Note that
Portland's Neighbourhood Plan states that tourism is a key industry with
potential to expand.

Also, in terms of tourism, the National Sailing Academy and Portland Marina
are places that the public go to, with access on foot and bicycle, and views
from these locations do not appear to have been adequately considered.
There would be a substantial increase in articulated lorry movements at
Castletown and it is at this point at which the England Coast Path users must
cross the road. It is unacceptable for users of a nationally important path to
have to contend with such traffic.

The majority of the coast of the Isle of Portland is also part of the UNESCO
designated Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site. The island provides an iconic
view from the mainland, stretches of the World Heritage Site, and from the
Dorset AONB. The land immediately to the South of the development site is
designated as a site of national importance for nature conservation. These
designations alone mean that the development of the kind proposed would be
contrary to numerous planning policies including local plan policies ENV 1,
ENV 3 and COM?7.

The vision for Portland set out in the Local Plan is that by 2031, Portland will
have maintained and enhanced the unique character of the island in terms of
its built and natural assets, whilst thriving economically and socially for the
benefit of residents and visitors. It will be the home of specialist maritime
industries, and have a broad tourist offer, including activity based in
sustainable tourism, for example, water sports, climbing, walking and bird
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watching. All things that capitalise on its unique location. In the Waste Plan
Policy 14 Landscape and Design Quality, is also relevant and states that
proposals for waste management facilities will be permitted where they are
compatible with their setting and would conserve and/or enhance the
character and quality of the landscape. Proposals for waste management
facilities should achieve this through a sympathetic design and location and
an appropriate use of scale, mass, layout, detailing, materials and building
orientation. If this is not practical, then acceptable mitigation of adverse
impacts on the landscape should be found.

The Ramblers therefore object to the proposed development because of its
severely detrimental impact on land which is located in close proximity to the
internationally designated landscape. The proposed development would be
visible from the World Heritage Site, the Jurassic Coast, would be visible from
the Dorset AONB and the England Coast Path and will cause harm to the
green infrastructure of Portland. These impacts have been understated by the
applicants. The traffic generated is likely to impact adversely on both residents
and visitors alike and the proposal is contrary to numerous planning policies.

Further comments

The Ramblers Association also consider that the provision of a permissive
footpath to facilitate a circular route around Portland is disingenuously
described as mitigation for the proposed development. They state there had
previously been a campaign which is unrelated to this proposal which identified
a suitable route. In effect this would be the restoration of a path which must
have been in existence in the past (the assumption is that the original closure
of the stretch was related to MOD occupation of the site) and is the obvious
link between definitive footpaths S3/72 and S3/81, about which they had been
in discussions with Portland Town Council.

Dorset LEP

Dorset LEP understand that this project will help to deliver government and
LEP objectives by reducing carbon emissions from landfill, transport and
shipping, improving air quality (by reducing shipping emissions), generating
electricity and heat and helping the position of Portland Port to become a hub
for green technologies such as clean hydrogen.

The Port of Portland is identified in the Local Industrial Strategy as a key asset
of the Dorset economy and one which the LEP is keen to see continue to
develop and thrive. It considers this a timely opportunity to help the Port and
Dorset’s visitor economy, by providing support for the Port and associated
cruise industry. Portland is constrained by a limited power supply and there is
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8.29

a need for the Port to become more energy resilient, utilising local renewable
and low carbon energy sources.

To reduce carbon emissions, cruise ships will require shore power in all of the
ports that they visit. Furthermore, the Royal Navy presence and associated
ships of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary are also important to the local economy, are
already shore power enabled, and would make use of this facility in future.

Given the Dorset LEP’s stated objectives to support business growth, it is of
great concern that a potential inability to host cruise ships due to an absence
of shore power could lead to a reduction of at least £2-3M per year of on-shore
tourism spend, resulting from the loss of cruise liner visits. This could also
have an adverse effect on existing jobs with an estimated 36-52 jobs
supported by the cruise industry at risk in sectors that have been hard hit by
the Covid-19 pandemic, such as retail, transport, accommodation and food,
tours, entertainment and culture.

The £100M investment in this project will be one of the largest recent private
sector investments into Dorset. As well of the benefits to the Port and the
cruise industry, it also represents a strong backing for Dorset’s local supply
chains, transport links, retail and hospitality businesses that rely on the
customer base generated by activity at the port of Portland.

The LEP also notes the applicant’s commitment to an apprenticeship scheme

working in collaboration with a successful programme run by another
renewable energy business at the Port (Manor Renewables) and Weymouth
College. This is an opportunity to expand training for Dorset’s residents to
benefit from the job creation in the green economy. This investment could help
to support one of the areas with the lowest social mobility by providing jobs
and training within the new and emerging eco tech sector.

Dorset LEP notes and would like to highlight that many Dorset sites are
suffering with poor grid infrastructure and capacity and this facility could have
a positive influence on the county’s energy security. For these reasons the
LEP considers there are strong synergies with this planning application and
national strategy for industry, energy and the environment and it will help to
deliver Dorset’s Local Industrial Strategy and green recovery plan, and the
Portland Economic Plan.

Dorset Waste

Dorset Waste welcomes the provision of additional waste capacity. They also
stated that Dorset’s municipal residual waste is currently under contract and
that any possible future treatment at this facility would be subject to the normal
competitive tender process.
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9.1

9.2

Other representations

The main objector groups that have formed since the application was
submitted are Stop Portland Waste Incinerator Group (SPWI) and The
Portland Association. There have been 3,416 individual representations
objecting to the proposal, 36 representations supporting the proposal and 39
commented neutrally. Two petitions against the proposal were also submitted
with 6792 signatures in total. In addition, there are other representations from
Councillors, MPs, Government Departments and other councils.

Objector Groups — A summary of the main issues raised by the objector
groups is set out below, split by topic. These comments cover the range of
issues also raised by individuals.

Ecology comments

e Toxic emissions being released from the stack and the impact on
biodiversity particularly the designated areas including the SAC, SPA,
SSSIs, Ramsar Site and Marine Conservation Zones around Portland.

e Concern over the quality of the assessments in the ES and Shadow
Appropriate Assessment to determine the impact of emissions on ecology.
There are concerns over the quality of the assessments of impacts of
increased levels of air pollution on the integrity of the Isle of Portland to
Studland Cliffs SAC, Chesil and the Fleet SAC, Portland Harbour and
nearby Marine Conservation Zones.

e Concern over the adequacy of the air quality modelling and the
subsequent impact on flora and fauna and designated sites which are
sensitive to air pollution.

e The proposed development would adversely impact on the flora and fauna
on Portland which is located in the middle of the World Heritage Site on
the Jurassic Coast. These areas would be directly impacted from the
fallout of the incinerator plume. The keys areas to be affected by the
emissions include the SPA, a Ramsar site, OSPARs, SACs, SSSis,
Marine Conservation Zones, an EMS, SNCls and Conservation Reserves.

¢ Not all the incinerator pollutants can be captured, and significant volumes
of pollutants are likely to be emitted.

e Theimpact of increased CO2 emissions as a result of the development (for
every tonne of waste incinerated one tonne of CO2 will be released from
the stack) and the impact on ecology. It is estimated that 180,000 tonnes
of CO2 would be emitted per annum by the incinerator. This quantity of
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CO2 each year will have a significant effect on the pH of rainfall locally
within the range of the chimney. This has the potential to undermine the
necessary alkaline conditions essential to the health of the SAC and SSSI,
the entirety of which are within chimney range.

The potential impact of ocean acidification as a result of sulphur dioxide
and carbon dioxide release to air resulting in localised changes in pH have
been underestimated.

Mercury has been listed as a particular concern as this element cannot be
destroyed by incineration and there is a risk it will be released via the flue
down into the surrounding environment. As mercury leaves the flue it will
cool and condense into mercury liquid on the sea surface and quickly to
the seabed where it will enter the food chain via amoeba. One vulnerable
area listed is the water containing oyster beds. As material will be coming
from further afield It would make it more difficult to control the mercury
levels of the feedstock for the facility.

Nitrogen oxides from air pollution are a significant cause of eutrophication
(the enrichment of plant nutrients in water). The emission from the
proposed development will result in an increase of NOx in the air resulting
in increased eutrophication.

The proposed development will be expected to comply with permitted
levels of emissions; however, these permitted levels are not set by health
safety limits, but by the limits to which the filters are currently technically
able to capture the emissions. The impact of the emissions would not likely
be immediate. The emission will result in the gradual degradation of
habitats as a result of the damage from the emissions. Habitats such as
calcareous grasslands and the seagrass communities of the protected
SACs and the Ramsar site, will disappear.

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 both
the Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs SAC and the Chesil and The Fleet
SAC cannot be substantiated. The final conclusion of the shadow
appropriate assessment, that there will be no adverse effect on the
integrity of sites, is relying on the 70% predicted environmental
contribution (PEC) and is inappropriate.

The in-combination impacts have not included additional ships associated
with the incinerator, the back-up generators or vehicles associated with
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the new grain store, vehicles associated with the proposed Eden Project
and vehicles associated with using the port on the surrounding designated
sites. The combination of stack emissions circulating together in the air
has also not been assessed.

e The Environmental Statement has ignored the value of open mosaic
habitat within the proposed development site. 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. The destruction of
this habitat should not be permitted without full and comprehensive
compensation.

e The proposed use of a mechanical grab to load Incinerator Bottom Ash
(IBA), which contains harmful pollutants, onto open cargo vessels is
inappropriate and presents a very real risk of contamination of the marine
environment and creates the potential for toxins entering the food chain.

e For safety reasons there will be a flashing light at the top of the stack. The
impact of the flashing light on Portland which is home to a large number
of bird, butterfly and moth species, has not adequately been assessed.

e In the event of a fire there is a risk that contaminated firewater could end
up entering the local environment.

e The security fencing used on the new permissive footpath could impact on
local wildlife through interrupting existing trails, flightpaths or
hunting/foraging areas.

9.3 Human Health concerns

e The stack is not high enough to ensure the health and safety of occupants
of the Verne and other nearby residents by the safe and proper dispersal
and dilution of pollutants.

e Health impacts associated with the increased vehicle movements.
Vehicles associated with the facility will be using one route (A354 Portland
Beach Road), therefore the increased emission associated with the
vehicles will be concentrated along this route.

e There are already air pollution exceedances, particularly NOx, in the area.
The proposed development would only add to this.

e Concerns over impact of facility on local residents’ and workers’ health
particularly those with asthma.
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Due to higher concentrations of airborne particulate matter (PM) there will
be a potential adverse impact and impairment in cognitive development of
children as well as an increase in heart disease due to ultra-fine particles
emitted as a result of the proposed development.

The operation of Portland ERF could increase the health risks from
cadmium, chromium or nickel for children significantly.

The applicant’s conclusion regarding the impact on human health as a
result of emissions of dioxins and metals from the facility from the ingestion
of home grown produce lists fruit, vegetables, chicken and eggs. It does
not include consumption of local fish and shellfish all of which have a
higher risk of ingesting mercury, which bioaccumulates, from mercury
accumulating in the sediment.

Air Quality Consultants have found there to be outstanding concerns about
whether the overall impact of the stack, traffic and generator emissions on
pollutant concentrations has adequately been considered by the applicant.
There are also concerns over the adequacy of the modelling used to
determine the impacts.

The data used to model the terrain and incorporate it into the air quality
modelling is of a low resolution, and therefore does not take into account
the extreme terrain.

The modelling of the back-up generators has been undertaken based on
two plants that have little similarity to the back-up generator proposed at
the facility.

Proximity to waste Incinerator plants results in a potential increase in foetal
abnormalities, warranting further monitoring of exposures and health
outcomes near existing facilities, currently a concern of Public Health
England.

The proximity to densely populated areas (e.g.Castletown, Underhill,
Fortuneswell, Tophill, HMP the Verne, Grove, Easton, Weston), means
that local air quality will be adversely impacted.

The scale and mass of the proposed facility means that there will be an
adverse impact on physical and mental health of residents, creating fear
and intimidation due to the oppressive nature of the facility, the resultant
noise, loss of light and loss of social and landscape amenity.

Concerns over the construction noise and the noise generated once
operational. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic no noise survey was
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undertaken. The proposed development would operate 24hrs a day and
therefore noise generated from the plant as well as associated vehicles
overnight could generate noise which would impact nearby residents.

In operation, as the source of the Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) is unknown,
pollution content and levels are therefore unknown, creating an
unacceptable risk to the local marine environment. Hence a precautionary
approach should be applied as required by Local Plan ENV9.

The proximity of the development and resultant emissions will detract from
the visitor experience of the marine environment, potentially deterring
visitors (day-trippers, cruise ships, sailing, kitesurfing, paddle boarding,
swimming, kayaking, fishing and so on) from leisure pursuits on and
around the island.

Portland and Weymouth is amongst the 10% most deprived places in the
UK. Research has shown that areas in the top 20% for deprivation host
nearly one-third of the waste incinerators in the UK. Deprivation has a
significant impact on the health and wellbeing. East Weares
(approximately 420 households) is one of the 10% most deprived
neighbourhoods in the country, with regard to income, employment,
education, health, crime and housing, as measured by The Index of
Multiple Deprivation (2015). The health of these residents would be further
adversely affected by the toxic and noxious air-borne emissions from this
plant

9.4 Landscape concerns

The mass and height of the development causes some disruption to the
distinctive profile of Portland and therefore may negatively affect the
visible association between underlying geology and landscape character
from certain viewpoints within the World Heritage Site (WHS) and from
certain viewpoints that present the WHS on Portland within the overall
context of the Island. The incinerator would ultimately change the
distinctive wedge shape of Portland.

The proposed development would negatively impact the views from:
o Portland Castle and the immediate surrounding area

o Sandsfoot Castle
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o Views along the footpaths and cycle paths on the harbour edge at
Osprey Quay and Public Rights of Way including S3/72, S3/86 &
S3/18

o Views from the Royal Naval Cemetery
o Portland Marina

o Views from the sea to the east and southeast beyond the
breakwater.

o Dorset Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

The presence of the development would increase the perception of the
area being industrialised and would detrimentally affect the perceived
beauty and relative tranquillity of the surrounding areas both on Portland
and along the coast.

The stack would dominate this area of the coastline.

There is a lack of research on the durability of the PVC mesh which is to
be used to camouflage the building within the surrounding landscape.
The location of the site within a coastal environment could impact the
durability of the mesh therefore negatively impacting the views of the
landscape. In addition, the chosen colour would not camouflage the
building throughout the year with the changing colour of the vegetation
on Portland.

The landscape is a key attraction for tourism on Portland. The
development would negatively impact the landscape and therefore
negatively impact the tourism industry.

Lack of photo montages to enable the planning authority and the public
to adequately assess the impact specifically montages showing daytime
images at key locations close to the proposed site, including images
showing the red light on the flue during the day. There is also a lack of
photo montages at night-time showing how the darkened tower with
penetrating red lights overlooking over the island, will highlight the plume.

Concern of the modelling of air flows and atmospheric conditions and the
implications for the spread of pollutants and the visibility of the plume, in
worst case scenario. The visibility of the plume would negatively impact
the setting of Dorset AONB.
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9.5

Traffic/Transport concerns

The local road network is not suitable for or able to cope with the
increased generation of vehicle movements, particularly of articulated
lorries of about 25-tonne capacity. Stop Portland Waste Incinerator group
conducted a count of articulated lorries which indicated that the
development would result in an increase of 133% of movements by these
vehicle types at Foords Corner. This area regularly becomes congested.
There would also be an increase of 200% at Castletown.

Due to the location of the site, there is just one route to access the site
(A354 Portland Beach Road). All vehicles associated with the
development will be accessing the site via the same route.

The impacts of the development contravene policies 3 and 4 of the Waste
Plan.

The local road network is unable to handle the increase of articulated
lorries. The part of the B3156 near Wyke Road is very narrow with a bend
which is congested during peak times.

Parts of the B3150 are narrow which already results in lorries having to
travel along the pavement when trying to pass each other.

Traffic during the summer period increases due to tourism, this would be
exacerbated with the vehicles associated with the development.

The transport survey submitted as part of the application was conducted
during off peak winter months and therefore not representative.

Vehicles carrying large loads on the roundabout by Wyke Church
regularly get stuck trying to manoeuvre round the tight corner.

The proposal under planning application WP/18/00812/SCOE has not
been included within the potential in-combination impacts. This
development is a planned tourist theme attractions which is expected to
attract a large number of visitors each year. This application could be
prevented from going ahead if the in-combination traffic from the
incinerator together with the predicted new visitor traffic would impact on
the integrity of the designated sites.

Cruise liner excursion coaches have not been included within the
assessment as the baseline date pre-dates the use of the port as a cruise
terminal from 2017. In 2017 only 24 cruise ships visited the port, however
it is expected that by 2024 there will be 60.
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9.6

Heritage concerns

The proposed development would have a detrimental impact on heritage
assets such as Portland Castle, Sandsfoot Castle, the Portland
Conservation Area, Grade Il listed Mulberry Harbours Caissons, the
Grade |l listed inner & outer breakwater and the Grade | listed Portland
Castle, due to the size of the plant, emissions from the plume and
associated vehicle movements.

The industrial appearance of the 80 m high stack is out of keeping with
the historic buildings in the Port and the Verne Citadel.

Contravenes the Jurassic Coast Partnership Plan 2020-2025 strategic
aim 1 and regulation policies 2 and 4; IM policy 3; strategic aims 2 and
4; Waste Plan policy 14; Local Plan strategic objectives ‘will have special
regard to conservation of the area’s natural beauty’; Local Plan policies
ENV1, ENV2 ‘over-riding policy consideration’; and the NPPF paragraph
172 and 173.

The proposed development would impact on views from key areas such
as Portland Castle and the adjacent public footpath, the foot/cycle path
at Osprey Quay, Royal Naval Cemetery, PRoW S3/72, PRoW S3/86
PRoW S3/18, and Portland Marina.

The development would negatively impact on the character of the
Jurassic Coast and could threaten its World Heritage status.

Portland was an important location as one of the main embarkation
points of the D-Day Landings.

There is no evidence to suggest the proposed footpath, information
boards and overgrowth clearance will mitigate the potential harm to the
heritage assets.

As the proposed footpath is not a public right of way, the public won’t
have a legal right to use the footpath.

The clearance of vegetation and the opening of a footpath will make the
incinerator more obvious in the landscape when viewed from the East
Weare area.

No consideration given to the potential harm to the significance of the
Breakwater Branch Railway.
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9.7

Climate Change concerns

The development is incompatible with local and national policy with many
citing the proximity principle, increased recycling rate targets and targets
outlined in the Environment Bill.

The development contravenes Dorset Council’s Declaration of a Climate
and Ecological Emergency as it would increase air pollution locally and
add to greenhouse gases: approximately 577 tonnes of CO2 every day
(assuming 350 days of operation a year), increased levels of nitrogen
oxides, hydrogen chloride, hydrogen fluoride; ultra-fine particulate matter
(UFP) and PM 2.5 which UK government is aiming to reduce.

The development is estimated to produce approximately 577 tonnes of
CO2 a day. The applicant has indicated that carbon credits could be
purchased to offset the carbon production from the development. The
impact of the proposed development cannot be outweighed through the
purchasing of carbon credits.

In Chapter 5 of the ES, it indicates that the earliest possible end-date for
its functioning would be 2048: eight years past the date by which Dorset
Council aims to be carbon-neutral itself and only two years before it is
hoped that the whole of Dorset will have been helped by Dorset Council
to achieve the same goal (as stated in the Dorset Council Climate and
Ecological Emergency Strategy Draft for Consultation of 15 July 2020).
There is not enough evidence to suggest the development would be
carbon neutral.

This plant operates in the guise of Waste Recovery because it produces
heat from waste products which is either used directly or turned into
electricity. It emits just as much CO: as a fossil fuelled plant and adds to
climate change rather than mitigating these effects.

The Committee on Climate Change has recommended that: "Recycling
rates (recycling, anaerobic digestion (AD) and composting) need to rise
to 70% across UK by 2030 (and by 2025 in Scotland and Wales). Total
waste arisings should be reduced by up to 33% by 2037 from baseline
projections”. Incineration encourages the continued production of
"difficult to dispose-of" wastes, principally plastics. It therefore mitigates
AGAINST the encouragement of a circular waste economy. Rather than
encouraging potentially polluting incineration, local waste management
policy should be to encourage waste minimisation and a circular
economy.
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In a report produced by DEFRA in August 2020 it was stated that more
than 90% of the materials burned could be avoided, reused or recycled.

9.8 Onshore Power comments

Not all cruise ships mooring at the port have the facilities for connecting
to shore power.

No clear evidence has been provided that demonstrates any significant
beneficial effect to residents and port users, as a result of the provision
of onshore power supply provided by the proposed waste incinerator.

The applicant and Portland Port have misunderstood the need for the
provision of onshore power (OSP) for cruise ships and RFA vessels in
respect of complying with maritime regulations. The need for the
provision of OSP in Port is to reduce the emissions from shipping by
replacing, where appropriate, onboard auxiliary engines with clean zero
emission OSP from the national grid, or standalone clean energy sources
such as wind, solar, tidal or hydro, which would thus create no additional
heavy metals emission contribution to the MDI, that are caused by either
emissions from shipping at berth, or emissions from a waste incinerator.

9.9 Local Economy comments

The workforce for the construction of the facility will likely be brought in
from other areas rather than using people in the local area.

The development would deter visitors to the island and therefore have a
detrimental effect on the local economy which relies heavily on the
tourism industry.

The development would discourage new sustainable businesses to the
area.

Arts and culture attract public funding and grant income to Portland. The
arts and culture industry creates jobs and subsequently contributes to
the local economy through investment in accommodation, retail and local
goods and services. The development has the potential to threaten the
varied, environmentally sensitive and sustainable tourism opportunities
on Portland.
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9.10

The development could result in degradation of the landscape overtime,
therefore destroying the main attractions to the area resulting in fewer
visitors to the area.

The presence of the facility would result in a decrease in the value of
properties.

The development could deter future investment into the area.

Need comments

There are short and medium-term waste contracts in place in the local
area.

Not enough RDF is locally available for the operational requirements of
the facility; therefore, the operator will be required to source RDF from
further afield.

The UK already has enough incinerator capacity.

The presence of the incinerator will discourage efforts to reduce waste
production in the County.

9.11  Land Stability and Contamination comments

The development is located at the base of a cliff and therefore there could
be a risk of landslides in the area that could cause damage to the
development and subsequently the surrounding environment.

Portland is subject to erosion-based landslips, and they are difficult to
predict.

There have been recent landslides in the area and there is a potential
risk of future landslides. There were previous significant landslides
approximately 300m from the proposed site. Wessex Water who
undertook the 2014 engineering works in the stated the area is subject
to the risk of further landslides along the length of the sewer, part of which
runs behind the proposed site.
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No intrusive investigations were carried out to establish the baseline
condition of the site and its surrounds, rather a desktop study was
undertaken based on reports produced over 10 years ago to support the
application for an energy plant. Further information is required to
adequately assess the risk.

912 Other Material Issues

The proposed development is contrary to the development plan as it fails
to address the key policy tests.

The Updated Shadow HRA is poorly drafted, and the conclusions of the
appropriate assessment are difficult to understand. This report is also full
of inconsistencies and omissions.

No screening assessment has been undertaken with respect to hydrogen
fluoride emissions.

The Applicant has overlooked a number of other projects within the area
which are likely to contribute to in-combination effects:

o WP/18/00812/SCOE - Proposed development of a visitor
attraction at Bower Quarry & Jordans Mine

o WP/20/00649/FUL - Osprey Quay Petrol Station
o WP/20/00705/FUL - Drive-through coffee shop
o P/FUL/2021/04113 - Erection of 34 no. dwellings

o WP/19/00298/FUL Erection of a building to house containerised
biomass boiler system.
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9.13

9.14

Other Representations — Objecting

UKWIN (United Kingdom Without Incineration Network) (February 2021 and
August 2012)

UKWIN is a network of anti-incineration campaigners, founded in 2007. They
object to the proposal on the grounds that it would have adverse climate
change impacts. The issues that are UKWIN's focus are as follows: the
mischaracterisation of the position of the Committee on Climate Change, the
failure to account for differences in the amount of biogenic CO2 that would be
released through incineration compared to landfill, the flawed use of ‘sending
waste untreated to landfill’ as the waste treatment counterfactual, and the
inadequate use of CCGT as the energy generation is counterfactual. They also
provide comments on the applicant’s ‘achieving carbon neutrality’ document.
UKWIN explains how the development as proposed is unlikely to achieve
carbon neutrality and would be more likely to result in significant adverse
climate change impacts. UKWIN also sent in a UKWIN Good Practice Guide
to ERFs.

UKWIN say that incineration plants, on average perform around 14% worse
than their plated capacity with net export being around 28% lower than the
plated generation capacity. This would mean an average (gross) generated of
15.39Mwe would have a net export of only around 13Mwe, significantly lower
than the figure put forward by the applicant. UKWIN also consider that energy
from mixed waste incineration should not be described as ‘low carbon energy’
and maintain their objection to the proposal on climate grounds.

Wevymouth Civic Society

Weymouth Civic Society, founded in 1944, is a group of local residents from
the Weymouth and Portland area with an interest in the built environment, and
who seek to “promote high standards of planning and architecture in the area.”
They argue that the proposal contravenes Policy 3 of the Waste Plan (2019)
and highlight that there are four more suitable sites already allocated in that
Plan. They argue that the existing highway network, already congested, can
not support the increased HGV movements from the proposed development.
They express concern over the suitability of the proposed route, with steep
inclines, and the impact of exhaust fu