From: DIngram@winchester.gov.uk [mailto:DIngram@winchester.gov.uk]
Sent: 22 May 2013 16:55
To: Snell, Katherine; Chadwick, Peter
Cc: NParker@winchester.gov.uk
Subject: RE: WR193- TJ Waste further info

Katherine/Peter, I apologise for the fact that my response has been delayed
by a few days. I have assessed SLR’s subsequent response dated 10th May,
and in providing my response to each, below, I have given due consideration
to the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE), which considers Lowest
Observable Adverse Effect Levels (LOAEL’s) and Significant Observable
Adverse Effect Level’s (SOAEL’s).
The intent of NPSE is for developments to avoid presenting significant
adverse noise effects, and to take reasonable steps to mitigate and minimise
adverse effects on health and quality of life, taking into account the guiding
principles of sustainable development. This in essence means that where
developments cannot achieve levels below LOAEL’s they must seek to
minimise those effects to as near LOAL’s as is achievable and sustainable.
I have tried to address each of SLR’s responses as follows: 1. There are no details in the Planning Statement as to how the waste
will be handled or processed i.e. methods and any specified plant
proposed
SLR has provided some addition information on the materials handling
process as follows. Skips and vans will empty their contents into the WTS,
which will then be sorted by a combination of methods namely, by hand
and machine. The latter will comprise of a tele-handler or excavator and a
trommel screen. The larger items will I assume be sorted by hand and
placed into designated bays, according to the material type. I assume that
the smaller sized mineral waste i.e. broken bricks, blocks etc will be
loaded into the trommel screen and graded before being stock piled. All of
this process is conducted inside the WTS.
If HCC are minded to approve this application I would recommend a
condition to require that all on site waste handling operations are
conducted inside the WTS.
2. There is nothing in the supporting statement to address how the
onsite dust created through materials handling, will be mitigated.
This is particularly pertinent when you consider one side of the
waste transfer station building is open.
SLR have responded by saying that all materials handling will be inside
the WTS building, which SLR maintains will eliminate wind blown dust. I
accept that in containing the dumping and sorting operations to the internal
area of the WTS, this will act as a positive control on off site dust levels.
However given that one side of the WTS is entirely open, then on
particularly windy days, unless there are stringent dust control measures

inside the WTS, then there is still the potential for wind borne dust to be
blown off site. SLR suggests that this can be controlled by a regular
cleaning regime of the external yard area, and which I would also expect
within the WTS. There is however no detail in support of this suggested
regime i.e. methods of control and how often. Internal levels of dust also
present secondary health and safety concerns which although important,
do not present a material planning consideration.
If HCC are minded to approve this application I would recommend that
they include a planning condition requiring that measures be adopted to
ensure that all on site dust if effectively controlled so as to eliminate all off
site dust.
3. There is no information provided as to the height or performance of
the existing barriers or buildings.
This information has now been provided.
4. The height of the fixed plant inside the waste transfer station will
remain the same, regardless of building height’
In response, SLR has stated that the acoustic report has presented the
worst case from the simultaneous use of all the machinery. The resulting
reverberant field produced inside the WTS assumes that the building itself
presents a single noise source, and as such the dimensions of the building
influence the levels of noise emitted. Consequently in reducing the height
of the building from 12.5m to 7m, there will be a positive impact on noise
levels at noise sensitive receptors and concluded that complaints will be
unlikely.
This position has been derived from sound power levels for the
simultaneous use of the Trommel Screen, Tele Handler, Feed Hopper,
Picking Line and the activity of tipping the material. There is no technical
data supporting these Sound Power Levels i.e. the make manufacturer or
model of the proposed machinery, so it is assumed that the reader will
accept that the sound power levels used are going to be representative for
the actual machinery in use.
5. Unless the building is of such a structure that can guarantee that a
uniform sound reduction performance throughout, then there will
inevitably be acoustically ‘weak spots’ which may present a
disproportionate and directional impact. Notwithstanding, one of the
facades is open and will certainly present significant break out of
noise.
SLR suggests that the building will have no doors or windows and if
constructed correctly will be of uniform construction. SLR therefore states
that it will not therefore have any weak spots acoustically speaking, bar of
course the open façade which has been considered in the Cadna/A noise
modelling. In making such an assumption, and in feeding the relevant

data into the Cadna/A model, I can only assume that the modelled noise
impact on the elected noise sensitive receptors is correct.
6. The above performance has been derived from the findings of noise
prediction software package called Cadna/A, and the report contains
little information as to how this has informed the final position.
SLR provided a list of the parameters of consideration and supporting
numerical data for each parameter. I am not in a position to dispute these
figures and can only take them on face value.
7. For a mineral processing operation such as this, set in close
proximity to residential receptors I would consider that a single skin
prefabricated steel construction offers insufficient performance to
mitigate noise impacts.
SLR has based its position on the single steel sheet structure with a sound
reduction index of 24dB. This has again been fed into the Cadna/A
computer model and from which their position has been derived.
My overall position regards noise from on site noise activities is that ordinarily
I would not support an application from a waste transfer station of this type in
such proximity to noise sensitive dwellings in a city centre location such as
this. However the acoustic report, using established modelling methodology,
determines that the noise levels, from the proposal concludes that after
reducing the building height, complaints will be unlikely in all locations.
The report determines that the measured ambient noise levels are:
1.
2.
3.





58.7 db LAr, 1hr at Prinstead Close/Bar End Road
52.2 dB LAr, 1hr at New Bridge Cottages
48.9 dB LAr, 1hr at 1 Domum Road,

the modelled predicted rating level LAr, 1hr in those same locations are:
4.
 38.5 db LAr, 1hr at Prinstead Close/Bar End Road
5.
 40.6 dB LAr, 1hr at New Bridge Cottages
6.
 43.0 dB LAr, 1hr at 1 Domum Road,
7.
8.
Note, according to the measurement locations indicated on the plan
appended to the acoustic report, the site indicated as 1 Domum Road, is in
fact Wharf House, 31 Wharf Hill, Winchester.
9.
10.
Using this data and comparing it with the measured ambient noise
levels in the same locations, the predicted noise levels are in all cases at
lower than existing levels. In consequence one cannot use the predicted
noise levels as a planning conditions as they would be impossible to
measure.
11.

12.
I therefore propose a condition that seeks to set measureable noise
levels at the facades of the above locations and which seeks to protect the
existing ambient noise environment, as follows:
13.
14.
 Prinstead Close/Bar End Road
58.7dB + 38.5dB
= 58.7
dB (59 dB)
15.
 New Bridge Cottages
52.2 dB + 40.6 dB = 52.5
dB (53 dB)
16.
 Wharf House 31 Wharf Hill
48.9 dB + 43.0 dB = 49.9
dB (50 dB)
17.
18.
Note decibels are added on a logarithmic and not an arithmetic scale.
Also because Type 1 sound level meters are only accurate up to +/- 0.5 dB I
have rounded up the noise levels.
19.
Traffic
SLR state that there is no established LAMax noise standards to assess road
traffic noise and that in any event the World Health Organisation Guidelines
do not provide day time LAmax standards against which to assess health
impacts. I do not dispute this; however I have used the opportunity of
consultation to highlight the fact that whilst this may be the case, in comparing
the time weighted averages of the existing and ambient noise environments,
this approach effectively averages out the noise maxima, during the same
period.
On worst case, there will be 14 vehicle movements per hour, which equates to
an average of 1 HGV movement every 4 minutes 18 seconds, passing the
properties on Bar End Road, each one of which is believed to generate a
sound power level of 105 dB(A). On worst case I believe when presented in
such a way, there is a material consideration on the change this development
brings to the ambient noise environment, although it is also recognised that it
is not likely to be the case throughout an average working day.
However, in considering how to apply LOAEL’s, clearly I am informed by
current guidance. As stated WHO Guidance does not currently present any
day time maxima levels against which one might inform a position as to
whether an equivalent LOAEL is achievable. Therefore despite my inclination
to use maxima noise levels to illustrate likely impacts, I am unable to use it to
inform the planning decision making process. Therefore in adopting SLR’s
position of comparing the existing and predicted ambient noise levels, they
have identified minor impacts using Guidelines for Noise Impact Assessment
2002. This approach would endorse the view that for road traffic noise the
LOAEL’s have been achieved.
Notwithstanding given the nature of the site access, the likely vehicle speeds
and the orientation of the affected properties, there is little that can be done to
mitigate such noise impacts. Given these considerations I am of the position
that the minor increases in noise to properties on Barfield Road and Prinstead
Close I am unable to determine such impacts as being unacceptable.

Vibration
Whilst there may have been no mention of vibration in the Pre-Application
advice, with the benefit of considering the full details comprising this
application, I am of the view that the heavy composition of the materials being
handled and the nature of the handling process, that there is the potential for
off site vibration effects. The properties in Wharf Hill and New Bridge
Cottages are some 50m approx from the waste transfer station. Unless the
applicant can provide details that demonstrate that my concerns of vibration
are unwarranted, I would recommend that a planning condition be employed
that seeks to control any off site vibration influence.
Conclusion and recommended planning conditions
Whilst I accept that, in using noise modelling techniques as assessed against
BS 4142 conclude that there is a ‘positive indication that complaints are
unlikely’ I am nevertheless of the view that in normal circumstances I would
not encourage a waste handling operation such as this, in close proximity to
residential property.
Therefore, if HCC are minded to approve this application I would strongly
recommend that they impose conditions for the control of dust, noise, and
vibration, through hours of operation and an empirical noise condition to
ensure that the on site operations remain within the noise levels predicted.
As such I would recommend the following planning conditions.


‘No on site waste storage and handling operations shall take place
outside the waste transfer station unless otherwise approved by the
Waste Planning Authority.’

Reason
To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
20.

 ‘There shall be no visible dust leaving the site boundary.
Before the development hereby approved commences, a dust
management plan shall be submitted for the written approval of the
Waste Planning Authority. The measures identified shall be
implemented and maintained at all times in accordance with the
approved plan’.

Reason: To protect the amenities of the area.


‘No machinery shall be operated, no process shall be carried out and
no deliveries taken at or dispatched from the site except between the
hours of 07:30 and 1800 Monday to Friday and at no time on
Saturdays, Sundays and recognised public holidays, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Waste Planning Authority’.

Reason
To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.


‘The level of noise emitted from the site shall not exceed the
following:
59 dB LAeq 1hr, at 3.5 meters from the nearest façade of any of the
properties in Prinstead Close and Bar End Road:
o 53 dB LAeq 1hr, at 3.5 meters from the nearest façade 1 New
Bridge Cottages;
o 50 dB LAeq 1hr, at 3.5 meters from the nearest façade of wharf
House, 31 Wharf Hill.
o

as measured and rated in accordance with BS 4142: 1997’.
Reason
To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
21.

 ‘There shall be no off site vibration attributable to the on site
activities associated with this application. In the event of noticeable
vibration in any nearby sites, details of a mitigation scheme and
timescale for implementation shall be submitted to the Waste
Planning Authority for approval in writing and implemented as
approved.

Reason
To protect the amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties.
Should you have any queries or concerns with regards this submission,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards

David Ingram
Head of Environmental Health
Environment Division
Winchester City Council
Colebrook Street
Winchester SO23 9LJ
T: 01962 848479
F: 01962 841 365
E: dingram@winchester.gov.uk
www.winchester.gov.uk

