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1

Noise and Vibration Assessment Methodology

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This appendix sets out the methodology for assessing the likely significant
effects of the Project on noise and vibration.

1.1.2

The term “sound” describes the acoustic conditions which people
experience as a part of their everyday lives. The assessment considers
how these conditions change through time and how sound levels would
be likely to be modified by the Project. Noise is defined as unwanted
sound and hence adverse effects and mitigation refers to noise mitigation
e.g. ‘noise’ barriers. For simplicity, the term noise is used throughout this
Environmental Statement (ES) as a descriptor. ‘Vibration’ is defined as the
oscillation of solid objects. Vibration from certain activities can be
experienced by direct transmission through the ground, known as ground
borne vibration.

1.1.3

The need for the noise and vibration assessment has resulted from the
potential for the Project to generate impact on:
a. people, primarily where they live (‘residential receptors’); on an
individual dwelling basis; and on a community basis, including any
shared community open areas;
b. community facilities such as schools, hospitals, places of worship,
commercial properties (collectively described as ‘non-residential
receptors’); and
c. ecological receptors such as those in the Lee Valley Regional Park,
Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation, Walthamstow Site of
Special Scientific Interest, Chingford Reservoir Site of Special
Scientific Interest and Lee Valley Regional Park Site of Metropolitan
Importance for Nature Conservation.

1.1.4

In this assessment, significant noise or vibration effects may be:
a. adverse due to an increase in noise levels or beneficial due to a
decrease in noise levels caused by the Project;
b. temporary from construction or permanent from the operation of the
Project; or
c. direct, resulting from the construction or operation of the Project,
and/or indirect, e.g. resulting from changes in traffic patterns on
existing roads caused by the construction or operation of the Project.

1.1.5

It is important to differentiate between impacts and effects. Based on the
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment Guidelines for
Environmental Noise Impact Assessment 1 the following definitions are
adopted for this assessment:

1

Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2014) Guidelines for Environmental Noise
Impact Assessment, October 2014.
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a. noise impact: the difference in the acoustic environment before and
after the implementation of the proposals (also known as the
magnitude of change).
b. noise effect: the consequences of the noise impact. This may be in the
form of a change in the annoyance caused, a change in the degree of
intrusion or disturbance caused by the acoustic environment, or the
potential for the change to alter the character of an area such that
there is a perceived change in quality of life. This will be dependent on
the receptor and its sensitivity.
1.1.6

Therefore it follows that:
a. an impact is a change in the environment.
b. an effect is what results from an impact on a receptor and is
dependent on the receptor and its sensitivity.
c. as an impact increases in level, so the effect may increase either in
terms of magnitude (e.g. noise change) or in terms of the number of
receptors adversely affected (or both), to a point where either the level
of exposure or the number of receptors exposed reach a point where
the assessment needs to report the outcome as a likely significant
effect consistent with the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
Regulations.

1.1.7

The elements of the Project identified for assessment within the noise and
vibration assessment are as follows:
a. construction: includes an assessment of construction traffic,
construction noise associated with activities in the Temporary
Laydown Area and construction vibration.
b. operation: includes an assessment of operational traffic and will
include acoustic mitigation measures in the design of operational plant
to achieve compliance with noise policy and Environmental Permitting
requirements. This will ensure no significant effects in EIA terms.

1.1.8

The Project can be split into four development stages, all of which are
considered in the noise and vibration assessment. The construction
assessment considers Stages 1, 2 and 3 while the operational
assessment covers Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4. Additionally the effects of
decommissioning the proposed Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) are
assessed.

1.1.9

This appendix is divided into the following parts:
a. engagement: describing a summary of comments included in the
Scoping Opinion and received on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) and through further stakeholder
engagement and how these comments have been addressed;
b. legislation and guidance: detailing requirements of the relevant
National Policy Statements (NPS), how these have been addressed
and additional guidance relevant to the assessment;
c. methodology for establishing baseline conditions; and
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d. methodology for the assessment of
decommissioning and cumulative effects.

construction,

operation

1.2

Engagement

1.2.1

The Scoping Report recommended that construction noise and vibration
be scoped out from the assessment. However, the Scoping Opinion
included comments from London Borough of (LB) Enfield advising that
vibration from construction activities should be scoped in, which following
further discussion with LB Enfield, was identified as being due to justified
complaints about vibration being received at considerable distances from
construction vibration sources in the borough. On this basis it was agreed
with LB Enfield to undertake a qualitative assessment of construction
vibration. Although initially agreed with LB Enfield to scope out
construction noise on the basis of the distance of the closest sensitive
receptors to the Application Site, the Application Site boundary then
changed to include the Temporary Laydown Area to the east of the main
site. Given this brings construction works closer to sensitive receptors on
Lower Hall Lane to the east, it was considered appropriate to scope
construction noise from the Temporary Laydown Area back into the
assessment.

1.2.2

In addition to engagement with LB Enfield, engagement has also been
undertaken with the Environment Agency (EA) with regard to
Environmental Permitting and in particular suitability of baseline noise
measurements and operational plant noise criteria. Engagement with the
EA is ongoing and to date has been subject to two position papers which
are included in Volume 2 Appendix 8.3 for information.

1.2.3

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 1 sets out all the noise and vibration specific
engagement and comments received relating to the EIA including
responses to each of those comments setting out how the comment is
addressed in the ES. This includes the comments in the Scoping Opinion
on noise and vibration from the Secretary of State.

No

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 1: Noise and vibration engagement – comments and
responses
Organisation
Comment
Response
(date)

1

LB Enfield
(February 2013)

Engagement on baseline survey
location proposals and protocol.

Protocol accepted and locations for
monitoring agreed.

2

Scoping
response:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

Noise
and
Vibration:
“The
assessment of noise and vibration
from construction/demolition plant
and works is proposed to be scoped
out due to the distance from
ecological/residential receptors (at
approximately 600m from the site).
The Scoping Report also states that
mitigation
measures
will
be
proposed to minimise noise and

The British Standard (BS) 5228-12
states that “at distances over 300m
construction noise predictions have to
be treated with caution, because of
the increasing importance of
meteorological effects”. At distances
beyond 600m air absorption and
ground attenuation would give rise to
reductions of at least 70dB, as
explained further in the response to

2

BS5228 -1:2009 +A1:2014 Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open
sites – Part 1: Noise.
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Comment

Response

vibration impacts. The Secretary of
State does not agree to scope these
aspects out as there is insufficient
information
on
the
location/characteristics/sensitivity of
receptors
or
the
characteristics/effectiveness of the
mitigation measures in the Scoping
Report.” (para 3.11 bullet iv)

Scoping Opinion para 3.43 below. It
is therefore considered that there are
unlikely to be any significant effects
from construction/demolition works
associated with the Project.

3

Noise and Vibration: “The baseline
conditions for the assessment
should be accurate and based on
reliable and up to date data.
Attention is drawn to the comments
from the EA which state that the
noise data gathered to date is
inadequate.
The
ES
should
demonstrate that noise monitoring
has been carried out to the relevant
British Standards guidelines (e.g.
BS7445).” (para 3.39)

4

Noise and Vibration: “Paragraph
9.3.7 of the Scoping Report states
that the potential direct effects are
considered to be those arising from
construction or operation within
300m of the site. A justification to
support this distance (e.g. in terms
of the pathways for potential effects)
is not provided. The Secretary of
State
recommends
that
the
methodology
and
choice
of
receptors should be fully explained
in the ES and agreed with the
relevant
Environmental
Health
Department of the Council and with
the EA.” (para 3.40)

It is considered that data collected is
adequate to assess for EIA purposes
the impact of the development on its
surroundings as the measurements
were taken at locations around the
Application Site which represent
sensitive receiver locations either
now or for future committed
development.
Further engagement is currently
being undertaken with the EA to
discuss comments raised within
regard to survey data.
As above for the response to para
3.11 bullet iv of the Scoping Opinion at distances over 300m construction
noise predictions have to be treated
with caution.
Further engagement with LB Enfield,
has been undertaken to gain
acceptance/agreement of the
methodology and receptor locations.

5

Noise and Vibration: “Paragraph
9.3.16 explains that appropriate
noise targets will be identified and
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Code of Construction (CoCP) (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1). Further engagement
was undertaken with LB Enfield in
February 2015 and agreement was
reached to scope out construction
noise. However, since agreement
was reached in February 2015, the
Application site boundary of the
Project has changed to incorporate a
Temporary Laydown Area to the east.
This area is within 300m of sensitive
receivers so construction noise
assessment is now to be undertaken
for construction activities occurring on
the Temporary Laydown Area.

LB Enfield have confirmed a
requirement to limit operational noise
to 10dB below the background noise
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Comment

Response

incorporated into the project design
to ensure that it does not have an
unacceptable impact on the
surrounding area. The targets are
proposed to be described in the
Design and Access Statement which
will accompany the application.
However, the Secretary of State
considers that all assumptions used
to inform the assessment should be
identified in the ES. This should also
include the type and number of
vehicles and plant used during both
the construction and operational
phases.” (para 3.41)
Noise and Vibration: “The noise and
vibration assessments should take
account of the traffic movements
along access routes, especially
during the construction phase. The
results from the noise and vibration
assessments will also provide
information to inform the ecological
assessments therefore the ES
should cross-reference to relevant
chapters/appendices as
appropriate.” (para 3.42)
Noise and Vibration: “The Secretary
of State notes that the Scoping
Report refers to the potential use of
piling techniques to construct the
foundations. The potential noise and
vibration effects of this activity
should be assessed.” (para 3.43)

level. The noise criteria are currently
being discussed and agreement is
expected post submission of this ES.
Therefore for the purposes of the ES,
where necessary, acoustic mitigation
will be incorporated in the design to
achieve compliance with the criteria
agreed with LB Enfield and the EA.
This will ensure non-significance in
EIA and noise policy terms.

LB Enfield- “It is considered that with
regard Noise & Vibration the issue of
potential noise from construction
should be scoped in, with particular
reference to any potential noise from
piling activities”. (Appendix 2)

The number of vehicles and type of
plant used during the Project
development stages is set out in
Volume 1 of the ES.
The noise and vibration assessment
takes account of traffic movements
along access routes during both
construction and operational phases.
The noise and vibration effects on
ecological receptors is contained in
Vol 2 Section 5 (Ecology). A crossreference is provided from the noise
and vibration assessment.

With receivers at distances beyond
600m, air absorption and ground
attenuation would give rise to
reductions of at least 70dB meaning
that noise levels at the receiver (from
piling) could be reduced from 127dB
to 57dB. This would be below the
threshold set out in guidance
(BS5228 category A2) for potential
significant effects. Typical measured
baseline noise levels at locations
around the Application Site range
between 53 – 79dBLAeq. It is therefore
considered unlikely that there would
be significant effects from piling and
no additional mitigation will be
necessary.
Further engagement was undertaken
with LB Enfield in February 2015
when it was agreed that it is unlikely
that there would be significant effects
from piling and therefore assessment
is not required and no additional
mitigation is necessary. However,
since agreement was reached in
February 2015, the Application Site
boundary of the Project has changed
to incorporate a Temporary Laydown
Area to the east. This area is within
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Comment

Response
300m of sensitive receivers so a
construction noise assessment is now
undertaken for construction activities
occurring on the Temporary Laydown
Area.

8

Scoping
response:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

9

EA
(February 2015)

Noise and Vibration: “The ES should
describe clearly the proposals for
mitigating any potentially significant
adverse effects. This should include
consideration of how noise
generated during construction and
operation could be monitored.” (para
3.44)
The EA raised the following
additional comment at a meeting on
18 February 2015:
• Adequacy of data is
questioned as surveys were
undertaken whilst the
current site was operational.
The EA stated that in order to
understand noise levels for the
operational phase the baseline data
should be collected without the
existing site noise levels (i.e. without
the site being operational). The EA
recommended that reference be
made to BS4142 (2014)6 to identify
an approach for
measuring/calculating what the
noise levels would be like without
the existing facility.

The CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1)
details mitigation measures including
noise and vibration monitoring to
control construction and demolition
noise to ensure there are no
significant effects.

The EA also queried whether the
baseline data that would be used for
the EIA would also be used for the
environmental permit.

All noise surveys were carried out
while the existing EfW facility was
operating, as it is a long-established
24-hour operation and is considered
to contribute to the existing
background noise climate in this
urban environment. The noise
surveys showed that the noise
climate in the vicinity of the
Application Site is dominated by road
traffic noise associated with the North
Circular Road (A406). The
background noise data provided is
therefore considered valid. Two
position papers have been produced

3

The Applicant is satisfied that the
survey data contained in the Scoping
Report is compliant with previous and
current guidance in terms of noise
monitoring protocol and scope (i.e.
British Standards and H3 Horizontal
Guidance). Both surveys were
undertaken following BS7445:20033
and BS4142:19974 guidance which
represented the relevant and correct
guidance at the time of the surveys.
They also comply with the new
BS4142:20145.
The noise surveys in June/July 2013
also encompass the survey
requirements set out in the
Environmental Permitting
Regulations: Integrated Pollution
Prevention and Control H3 Horizontal
Guidance for Noise Part 2 (2004) 6.

BS 7445-1:2003 Description and measurement of environmental noise. Guide to quantities and
procedures.
4 BS 4142:1997 Method for rating industrial noise affecting mixed residential and industrial areas.
5 BS 4142:2014 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound.
6 Horizontal Guidance Note H3 (part 2) - Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Horizontal
Guidance for Noise Part 2 – Noise Assessment and Control.
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Organisation
(date)

Comment

Response
since the PEIR with meetings
conducted with the EA to discuss
each position paper. The two position
papers are included in Volume 2
Appendix 8.3 for information.
Engagement is continuing with the
EA to further discuss the issues
raised.

10

Phase 2
Consultation
response: LB
Enfield (June
2015)

LB Enfield advises that the Councils
standard requirement is that noise
from any plant must be 10dB below
the lowest measured background
level during operational hours.

11

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Secretary of
State (June
2015)

The Planning Inspectorate considers
that the cooling systems associated
with the ERF have the potential to
emit noise which needs to be
assessed.

1.3

The noise criteria are currently being
discussed and agreement is expected
post submission of this ES. Therefore
for the purposes of the ES where
necessary, acoustic mitigation will be
incorporated in the design to achieve
compliance with the criteria agreed
with LB Enfield and the EA. This will
ensure non-significance in EIA and
noise policy terms.
Operational plant noise including
cooling systems will be designed with
acoustic mitigation incorporated into
the design to achieve compliance
with the criteria agreed with LB
Enfield and the EA. This will ensure
non-significance in EIA and noise
policy terms

Legislation and guidance
General

1.3.1

The National Planning Policy Framework7 took effect in 2012 to define the
Government’s planning policies for England. This is directly applicable to
development consent applications. In the case of environmental noise, the
National Planning Policy Framework planning objectives are addressed
through the Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) 8 . The NPSE
states the following aims:
“Through the effective management and control of environmental,
neighbour and neighbourhood noise within the context of Government
policy on sustainable development:


avoid significant adverse health impacts on health and quality of life;



mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life;
and



where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality
of life.”

7

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012); National Planning Policy Framework
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/nppf (accessed July 2015)
8 Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (2010), Noise Policy Statement for England.
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Within these aims, the NPSE uses the key phrases ‘significant adverse’
and ‘adverse’. In clarifying what these mean the NPSE notes that:
“There are two established concepts from toxicology that are currently
being applied to noise effects, for example, by the World Health
Organization. They are:
a. NOEL – No Observed Effect Level
This is the level below which no effect can be detected. In simple
terms, below this level, there is no detectable effect on health and
quality of life due to the noise.
b. LOAEL – Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality
of life can be detected.”

1.3.3

The Policy extends these concepts to include:
c. “SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which significant adverse health effects on
health and quality of life occur.”

1.3.4

These terms are adopted in the Government’s Noise Planning Practice
Guidance (NPPG) 9 , which presents example outcomes to help
characterise these effects. In general terms an observed adverse effect
(i.e. above the LOAEL threshold) is characterised in the NPPG as
perceived as “noticeable and intrusive”. In terms of an example outcome,
it states:
“Noise can be heard and causes small changes in behaviour and/or
attitude, e.g. turning up volume of television; speaking more loudly;
where there is no alternative ventilation, having to close windows for
some of the time because of the noise. Potential for some reported
sleep disturbance. Affects the acoustic character of the area such that
there is a perceived change in the quality of life.”

1.3.5

The NPSE states that these effects should be mitigated and reduced to a
minimum.

1.3.6

The NPPG characterises SOAEL as perceived as “noticeable and
disruptive”. In terms of an example outcome, it states:
“The noise causes a material change in behaviour and/or attitude, e.g.
avoiding certain activities during periods of intrusion; where there is no
alternative ventilation, having to keep windows closed most of the time
because of the noise. Potential for sleep disturbance resulting in
difficulty in getting to sleep, premature awakening and difficulty in
getting back to sleep. Quality of life diminished due to change in
acoustic character of the area.”

1.3.7

The NPSE states that these effects should be avoided.

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012) National Planning Practice Guidance –
Noise, http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/noise/noise-guidance/ (Revision
date: 6 March 2014).
9
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The NPPG describes a further level of effect: Unacceptable Adverse
Effect Level (UAEL). The NPPG characterises UAEL as perceived as
“noticeable and very disruptive”. In terms of an example outcome, it
states:
“Extensive and regular changes in behaviour and/or an inability to
mitigate effect of noise leading to psychological stress or physiological
effects, e.g. regular sleep deprivation/awakening; loss of appetite,
significant, medically definable harm, e.g. auditory and non-auditory”

1.3.9

The NPSE states that these effects should be prevented.

1.3.10

The NPSE notes that it is not possible to have a single objective noisebased measure that defines SOAEL that is applicable to all sources of
noise in all situations. Consequently, the SOAEL is likely to be different for
different noise sources, for different receptors and at different times.

1.3.11

Under Government noise policy and practice guidance, it is clear that
defining Project specific SOAELs for the noise sources under
consideration in this assessment is a key step.

1.3.12

Any receptor forecast to experience an overall exposure from the Project
that exceeds the relevant SOAELs is identified as being subject to
significant adverse impact on health and quality of life (under Government
noise policy) and hence identified as a likely significant adverse effect in
this assessment. As these significant effects generally relate to disruption
of activities indoors, off-site mitigation (e.g. noise insulation) can be used
to avoid the significant effect, provided mitigation within the Project (e.g.
alternative construction processes or noise barriers) has first been
maximised as far as is sustainable.

1.3.13

Where outdoor space associated with the a dwelling is also significantly
affected then, as set out in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) - Noise this
can be “offset if the residents of those dwellings have access to:
a. a relatively quiet facade (containing windows to habitable rooms) as
part of their dwelling, and/or;
b. a relatively quiet external amenity space for their sole use, (e.g. a
garden or balcony). Although the existence of a garden or balcony is
generally desirable, the intended benefits will be reduced with
increasing noise exposure and could be such that significant adverse
effects occur, and/or;
c. a relatively quiet, protected, nearby external amenity space for sole
use by a limited group of residents as part of the amenity of their
dwellings, and/or;
d. a relatively quiet, protected, external publically accessible amenity
space (e.g. a public park or a local green space designated because of
its tranquillity) that is nearby (e.g. within a 5 minute walking distance).”

1.3.14

Where the noise level from the Project is between LOAEL and SOAEL,
NPSE (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra),
2010) states:
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“all reasonable steps should be taken to mitigate and minimise
adverse effects on health and quality of life while also taking into
account the guiding principles of sustainable development. This does
not mean that such adverse effects cannot occur.”
1.3.15

The EIA process requires that likely significant effects are identified along
with the envisaged mitigation to avoid or reduce adverse significant
effects. The EIA therefore has to define significance criteria that enable
impacts that are ‘adverse impacts’ in Government policy terms to be
identified, where necessary, as likely significant effects in the EIA. This
aligns the triggering of mitigation under both the EIA process and
government noise policy.

1.3.16

Where the effects are adverse in policy terms (i.e. not significant) then
other factors such as the number of dwellings affected can result in the
effects being reported as likely significant effects in the ES. The approach
adopted is set out in greater detail later in this appendix. This approach
has precedent in the assessment of other major infrastructure projects
such as High Speed Two the Forth Replacement Crossing and the
Thames Tideway Tunnel.

1.3.17

In addition to the above, the following policy and guidance has been
considered in the development of the methodology for the assessment of
construction noise and vibration for the Project:
a. British Standard 5228: 2009+A1:20142: provides guidance on the
assessment of noise from construction operations and describes
methods for evaluation of the significance of noise effects. Annex E
describes the ‘ABC’ method of assessment, based upon which it is
proposed to establish the threshold of potential significant effect at
residential receptors. The Standard contains detailed information on
noise reduction measures and promotes the ‘best practicable means’
approach to control noise and minimise the effect on local residents
and construction workers.
b. The Control of Pollution Act 197410: gives the Local Authority powers
requiring the control of site noise under Section 60 of the Act. Under
Section 61, the developer or contractor intending to carry out the
works may apply in advance for a consent as to the methods by which
the works are to be carried out. This may include specific controls to
restrict certain activities identified as causing particular problems.
Conditions regarding hours of operation will generally be specified and
noise and vibration limits at certain locations may be applied in some
cases. All requirements must adhere to established guidance and be
consistent with best practicable means to control noise only as far as
is necessary to prevent undue disturbance.

1.3.18

10

Operational noise from plant will be assessed using BS4142:20145 to
achieve compliance with the criterion as defined in discussions with LB
Enfield and the EA, taking into account:

Control of Pollution Act, 1974, The Stationery Office.
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a. the relative level (and character) of the operational industrial noise
relative to the background noise level;
b. the absolute level of noise;
c. the character of noise from the proposed facility compared to that of
the existing residual or ambient noise; and
d. the sensitivity of the receptor.
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
1.3.19

Planning policy for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs), is
contained in the NPS. The NPS provide the policy framework within which
decisions on NSIPs are made.

1.3.20

There are two NPS’ of direct relevance to the Project. These are:
a. EN-1 – Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
b. EN-3 – National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure

1.3.21

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 2 details the requirements from EN-1 which are
relevant to noise and vibration. How this requirement has been addressed
and where further details on how the requirement has been addressed is
also described.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 2: Noise and vibration NPS EN-1 requirements
Requirements of NPS EN-1
How the requirement Location of where to
is addressed
find further detail
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Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment: A
description of the noise generating
aspects
of
the
development
proposal leading to noise impacts,
including the identification of any
distinctive, tonal, impulsive or low
frequency characteristics of the
noise

Construction activities
which might give rise to
noise
impacts
are
identified.
Operational
noise
associated with loading
and unloading, mobile
plant and vehicles,
industrial
processes
and
fixed
plant
installations have been
identified.
Acoustic
mitigation
will
be
incorporated in the
design
to
achieve
compliance with the
criteria agreed with LB
Enfield and the EA.
This will ensure nonsignificance in EIA and
policy terms.

Construction noise
Vol 2 Section 8.7

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment:
Identification of noise sensitive
premises and noise sensitive areas
that may be affected;

The assessment area
has
been
defined
around the Application
Site
for
both
construction
and
operational effects and
the potential sensitive
receivers have been

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1
Plate 1 and Vol 2
Figure
8.1
(Measurement
and
receptor locations)
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-

Operational plant noise
- Vol 2 Section 8.8

Vol 2 Section 8.5
(Baseline) for receptor
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Requirements of NPS EN-1
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How the requirement
is addressed

Location of where to
find further detail

identified.

locations.

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment:
Description of the characteristics of
the existing noise environment

The noise environment
characteristics
are
described in Vol 2
Section 8.5 of the ES.

Vol 2 Section 8.5

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment: A
prediction of how the noise
environment will change with the
proposed development in the
shorter term such as during the
construction period, at particular
times of the day, evening and night
as appropriate

The assessment of
construction
noise
impacts is scoped out,
with the exception of
the assessment of
construction activities
to be undertaken in the
Temporary
Laydown
Area, the assessment
of which is contained in
Vol 2 Section 8.7.

Vol 2 Section 8.7

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment: A
prediction of how the noise
environment will change in the
longer term during the operating life
of the infrastructure; at particular
times of the day, evening and night
as appropriate

The operational noise
assessment
predicts
noise
emissions
throughout
the
operational life of the
ERF and RRF. These
emissions
will
be
controlled,
using
acoustic
mitigation
measures,
where
necessary,
in
the
design, to achieve
compliance with the
criteria agreed with LB
Enfield and the EA,
which are applicable
throughout
the
operating life of the
infrastructure, at all
times of day. This will
ensure
nonsignificance in EIA and
policy terms.
It is not possible to
include
a
detailed
assessment in the ES
but it can be concluded
that
effects
from
operational
noise
would be not significant
on the basis of the
noise criteria imposed
through the ES.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment:
An assessment of the effect of
predicted changes in the noise

As above

Vol 2 Section 8.8.
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How the requirement
is addressed

Location of where to
find further detail

Embedded mitigation
measures to control
noise and vibration
effects
during
construction are set out
in the CoCP.
The operational noise
assessment
determines
the
requirement
for
acoustic
mitigation
which
will
be
implemented.

CoCP
–
Appendix

Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment:
The nature and extent of the noise
assessment should be proportionate
to the likely noise impact.

Appropriate
assessment areas and
methodologies
have
been selected for the
assessment of noise
and vibration during
construction
and
operation.

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1
Section 1.5 and 1.6
below.

Para 5.11.5 – The noise impact of
ancillary activities associated with
the development, such as increased
road and rail traffic movements, or
other forms of transportation, should
also be considered

The noise impact of
increased road traffic
movements have been
considered
in
the
assessment reported in
the ES.

Project
traffic
assessment - Vol 2
Section 8.7.
Cumulative
traffic
assessment – Vol 2
Section 8.12.

Para 5.11.6 – ‘Operational noise,
with respect to human receptors,
should be assessed using the
principles of the relevant British
Standards and other guidance.’
Further information may be found in
EN-3 and EN-5. ‘For the prediction,
assessment and management of
construction noise, reference should
be made to any relevant British
Standards and other guidance which
also give examples of mitigation
strategies.’

Construction noise has
been assessed, the
methodology for which
is described in Section
1.5 below. This is in
accordance
with
relevant
British
Standards and other
noise guidance.
A detailed assessment
of operational noise is
not included in the ES,
however,
acoustic
mitigation
measures
will be incorporated in
the design to achieve
compliance with the
criteria agreed with LB
Enfield and the EA.
This will ensure nonsignificance in EIA and
policy
terms.
The
assessment to inform
the
Environmental
Permit
will
be
undertaken
in

Construction noise –
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1
Section
1.5.

environment on any noise sensitive
premises and noise sensitive areas
Para 5.11.4 of this NPS notes that
the applicant should include the
following in the noise assessment:
Measures to be employed in
mitigating noise
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1.6.
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How the requirement
is addressed

Location of where to
find further detail

accordance
with
relevant
British
Standards and other
noise guidance. The
methodology for this is
described in Section
1.6 below.
Para 5.11.7 – The applicant should
consult the EA and Natural England
as necessary and in particular
regard to the assessment of noise
on protected species or other
wildlife. The results of any noise
surveys and predictions may inform
the ecological assessment. The
seasonality of potential affected
species in nearby sites may also
need to be taken into account.

Engagement
is
ongoing with the EA.
Natural England are
engaged with regard to
the
ecology
assessment (Vol 2
Section
5),
which
includes consideration
of noise effects on
ecological receptors.

Engagement described
in Vol 2 Section 8.2
(with regard to EA) and
Vol 2 Section 5.2 (with
regard
to
Natural
England).

Para 5.11.8 –‘The project should
demonstrate good design through
selection of the quietest costeffective
plant
available;
containment
of
noise
within
buildings wherever possible, the use
of landscaping, bunds or noise
barriers
to
reduce
noise
transmission.’

The selection of plant
and
mitigation
for
operation in the design
would comply with the
requirements
of
BS4142:2014
and
requirements identified
by the EA (through the
Environmental
Permitting process).

Vol 2 Section 8.8

Para 5.11.9 of this NPS notes that proposals should meet the following aims, and that
the IPC should be satisfied that these have been met before they may grant
development consent:

Page 14

‘avoid significant adverse impacts
on the health and quality of life from
noise;’

The
assessment
included within the ES
does
not
identify
significant
adverse
impacts.

Vol 2 Sections 8.7, 8.8
and 8.9.

‘mitigate
and
minimise
other
adverse impacts on health and
quality of life from noise;’

The
assessment
included within the ES
does not identify other
adverse impacts.

Health information is
contained in the Health
Impact
Assessment
provided as part of the
DCO submission.

‘where possible, contribute to
improvements to health and quality
of life through effective management
and control of noise.’

The
assessment
included within the ES
does
not
identify
significant
adverse
impacts.

Vol 2 Sections 8.7, 8.8
and 8.9.
Health information is
contained in the Health
Impact
Assessment
provided as part of the
DCO submission.

Para 5.11.10 – measureable
requirements or specified mitigation
measurements may be required by
the IPC when preparing the
development consent order to

The ES does not
identify
specific
mitigation, however, it
does acknowledge that
the
selection
of

Vol 2 Section 8.8
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Requirements of NPS EN-1

How the requirement
is addressed

‘ensure that noise levels do not
exceed any limits specified in the
development consent’

operational plant will
need
to
provide
appropriate levels of
noise
control
to
achieve
compliance
with the noise criteria,
The criterion will be
defined by the EA and
LB Enfield discussions,
post submission of this
ES. This will ensure no
significant
noise
effects.

Para 5.11.11 ‘The IPC should
consider
whether
mitigation
measurements are needed both for
operational and construction noise
over and above any which may form
part of the project application.’ In
doing so requirements may be
imposed. ‘Any such requirement
should take account of the guidance
set out in Circular 11/95 or any
successor to it.’

No mitigation beyond
that embedded within
the Project design is
identified as being
required
in
the
assessment.

Location of where to
find further detail

N/A

Para 5.11.12 of this NPS notes mitigation measurements which may be required:
‘engineering: reduction of noise at
point of generation and containment
of noise generated;’

Noise is considered
and managed within
the Project design.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

‘lay-out: adequate distance between
source
and
noise-sensitive
receptors; incorporating good design
to minimise noise transmission
through screening by natural
barriers, or other buildings;’

Noise is considered
and managed within
the Project design.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

‘administrative: restricting activities
allowed on the site; specifying
acceptable noise limits; and taking
into account seasonality of wildlife in
nearby designated sites.’

Noise
mitigation
measures
will
be
incorporated to achieve
compliance with the
noise
criteria,
The
criterion will be defined
in discussion with the
EA and LB Enfield,
post submission of this
ES. This will ensure no
significant
noise
effects.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

1.3.22

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 3 details the requirements from EN-3 which are
relevant to noise and vibration. How this requirement has been addressed
and where further details on how the requirement has been addressed is
also described.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 3: Noise and vibration NPS EN-3 requirements
Requirements of NPS EN-3
How the requirement Location of where to
is addressed
find further detail
Para 2.5.53 of this NPS notes
‘specific considerations which apply
to
EfW
[Energy-from-Waste]
generating stations’ with sources of
noise and vibration including:

The potential sources
of operational noise
associated with the
Project are identified in
Vol 2 Section 8. This
includes incorporating
acoustic
mitigation
measures in the design
to achieve compliance
with the noise criteria,
The criterion will be
defined, in discussion
with the EA and LB
Enfield,
post
submission of this ES.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

Para 2.5.54 – ‘The ES should
include a noise assessment of the
impacts on amenity in case of
excessive noise from the project as
described in Section 5.11 in EN-1.’

The effects on amenity
has been considered in
the ES with acoustic
mitigation to achieve
compliance with the
noise
criteria,
The
criterion will be defined
in discussion with the
EA and LB Enfield,
post submission of this
ES. This will ensure no
significant
noise
effects.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

Para 2.5.57 – ‘The primary mitigation
for noise for EfW generating stations
is through good design to enclose
plant and machinery in noisereducing
buildings,
wherever
possible, and to minimise the
potential for operations to create
noise.

Noise is considered
and managed within
the Project design.
The operational noise
section of this ES will
incorporate
acoustic
mitigation measures in
the design to achieve
compliance with the
noise
criteria,
The
criterion will be defined
in discussion with the
EA and LB Enfield,
post submission of this
ES.

Vol 2 Section 8.8

Para 2.5.58 – ‘Noise from features
including sorting and transport of
materials during operation of EfW
generating stations is unavoidable.
Similarly noise from apparatus
external to the main generating
station may be unavoidable. This
can be mitigated though careful plant

As above

As above

 delivery and movement of fuel
and materials;
 processing waste for fuel at EfW
generating stations;
 the gas and steam turbines that
operation continuously during
normal operation;
 external noise sources such as
externally-sited
air-cooled
condensers
that
operate
continuously
during
normal
operation.
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How the requirement
is addressed

Location of where to
find further detail

selection.

Local policy
1.3.23

Ongoing discussions are being held with the EA to reach agreement on
operational noise criteria. These will inform the ES and form the basis of
the discussions with LB Enfield.

1.3.24

In terms of the ES acoustic mitigation would be incorporated in the design
of the Project such that compliance with the agreed criteria would be
achieved. This will ensure that there are no significant effects in EIA or
noise policy terms.

1.4

Baseline conditions
Current baseline

1.4.1

A noise survey has been undertaken to establish the baseline noise levels
at a number of different types of noise sensitive receptors in the vicinity of
the Application Site as shown in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Plate 1.

1.4.2

The noise survey locations were chosen to represent the nearest
identified existing and future noise sensitive receptors (i.e. residential
receivers) to the Application Site. Future receptors were identified from
the development schedule provided in Vol 1 Appendix 5.2. A description
of the receptors is provided in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 4.

1.4.3

Both attended and unattended baseline surveys were undertaken, the
methodology for both is described below.

1.4.4

The noise assessment and monitoring locations were discussed and
agreed with LB Enfield prior to undertaking the surveys.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Plate 1: Measurement and receptor locations

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 4: Measurement and receptor locations
Co-ordinates
Measurement
location no.

1

2

3

Description

Residential – representing sensitive
receiver locations in Russell Road
Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location.
Residential – representing sensitive
receiver locations on Lower Hall Lane
Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location.
Residential – representing future
sensitive receiver locations in the
Meridian Water Masterplan
development.

Distance and
direction from
Application Site
boundary

X

Y

536548

192830

502m north-east

536393

192540

150m east

536050

192122

535610

192116

215m south

Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location.
4
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Co-ordinates
Measurement
location no.

Description

Distance and
direction from
Application Site
boundary

X

Y

535863

192457

Within Application
Site boundary

535092

192450

565m west

535413

193294

125m west

development. Attended measurements
only at this location.

5

6

Amenity - representing recreational
users along the River Lee Navigation.
Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location.
Residential - representing future
sensitive receiver locations in the
Meridian Water Masterplan
development.
Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location.

7

Residential - representing sensitive
receiver locations on Zambezie Drive.
Both attended and unattended surveys
at this location

Attended surveys

1.4.5

The attended surveys were conducted by Arup at the following times:
a. 28 February 2013: between 14:07 and 17:34, and 20:10 and 22:09;
b. 1 March 2013: between 00:00 and 03:25, 12:29 and 16:11, and 20:00
and 21:46;
c. 23 June 2013: between 10:07 and 16:50;
d. 24 June 2013: between 00:59 and 03:59;
e. 27 June 2013: between 00:59 and 03:48, 11:24 and 15:22, and 20:02
and 23:15.

1.4.6

The sound level meter was set to record noise levels over 15 minute
periods during the daytime between 10:00-17:00, ten minute periods
during the evening between 20:00-22:00 and, five minute periods during
the night between midnight and 03:00. For each noise measurement, the
noise climate, wind speed and direction, and the measured noise levels,
were all recorded and noted. The meter was set to automatically store the
LAeq, LAmin, LAmax, LA10 and LA90 indices. Measurements were made with a
fast (0.125s) time constant.

1.4.7

The measurements were made with the measurement microphone
mounted using a tripod 1.2m-1.5m above ground level under acoustically
free field conditions (i.e. at least 3.5m from any acoustically reflecting
surface other than the ground). A windshield was fitted over the
microphone at all times during the survey period to minimise the effects of
any wind induced noise.
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1.4.8

The weather conditions during all the survey periods comply with the
requirements for undertaking noise surveys.

1.4.9

Windspeeds were recorded during each survey, with almost 50 per cent of
the surveys recording no wind in the air to measure, i.e. still conditions.
The remainder where wind speeds were recorded, at the maximum wind
speed recorded, winds gusted to no greater than 4.5ms-1 and were
generally from a northerly direction.

1.4.10

Measurements were carried out using equipment as detailed in Vol 2
Appendix 8.1 Table 5. The sound level meter and microphone are Type 1,
conforming to BS EN 61672-1: 201311. The calibration of the sound level
meter, pre-amplifier and microphone chains were checked before and
after use, to confirm that there was no significant drift in meter response at
the calibrator frequency and level. All Arup’s sound level meters are
regularly calibrated and this calibration is traceable to international
standards. The noise measurement surveys were carried out in
accordance with the principles of BS7445-1:20033.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 5: Noise survey equipment list
Measurement equipment

Manufacturer

Type number

Serial number

Precision grade noise logging
sound level meter

Brüel & Kjær

2260

2370442

½” diameter pre-polarised
condenser microphone

Brüel & Kjær

4189

1903808

Type 1
calibrator

Brüel & Kjær

4231

2402714

Precision grade noise logging
sound level meter

Norsonic

NOR 140

1403425;
1403431

½” diameter pre-polarised
condenser microphone

Norsonic

NOR 1225

98510;
98540

Pre-amplifier

Norsonic

NOR 1209

12578;
12579

pressure

Rion

NC74

35173565;
35015347;
35173564;
34336007;
34336008;
34773051;
34904968

Precision grade noise logging
sound level meter

Rion

NL52

00620958;
00231670;
00231671

Precision grade noise logging
sound level meter

Rion

NL32

00451285;
00493036

Type 1
calibrator

11

sound

sound

pressure

BS EN 61672-1: 2013 Electroacoustics. Sound level meters. Specifications. BSI 2013.
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Measurement equipment

Manufacturer

Type number

Serial number

Pre-amplifier

Rion

NH21

15278;
29978

Pre-amplifier

Rion

NH25

20999;
21614;
21615

½” diameter pre-polarised
condenser microphone

Rion

UC53

308532;
315941

½” diameter pre-polarised
condenser microphone

Rion

UC59

03876;
04715;
04716

Unattended surveys
Unattended survey periods

1.4.11

A number of unattended noise surveys were set up at the locations shown
in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Plate 1. The logging meters were set to run over the
following periods:
a. Location 1: between 28 February 2013 and 1st March 2013
b. Location 1: between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013
c. Location 2: between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013
d. Location 3: between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013
e. Location 5: between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013
f. Location 6: between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013
g. Location 7: between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013

1.4.12

It was not possible to install logging equipment at location 4 due to access
and security issues.
Unattended survey methodology

1.4.13

The NL52, NOR140 and B & K2260 logging meters were set to record
noise levels over 15-minute periods for 12 hours to cover three periods;
the interpeak period (daytime), late evening period and night time. The
meters were set to automatically store the L Aeq, LA10, LA90 and LAmax,F
indices. Measurements were made with a fast (0.125s) time constant.

1.4.14

The measurements were made with the measurement microphone
mounted using a tripod approximately 1.2m-1.5m above ground level
under acoustically free field conditions (i.e. at least 3.5m from any
acoustically reflecting surface other than the ground).

1.4.15

A windshield with bird spikes was fitted over the microphone at all times
during the survey period to minimise the effects of any wind induced
noise, and also to prevent birds from perching on the equipment.
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1.4.16

The measurement locations were chosen to provide a representative
indication of the typical ambient noise levels across the Project
assessment area.

1.4.17

The weather conditions during all surveys were dry and variable with wind
speeds less than 4ms-1 generally from the north-east, complying with the
requirements for undertaking noise surveys.
Receptor identification and sensitivity

1.4.18

Receptor sensitivity is classified in the Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment ‘Guidelines for Environmental Noise
Impact Assessment’1. The guidance notes that residential dwellings
would be considered sensitive but that other uses can also be considered
similarly sensitive, and likely to be adversely affected by the Project.

1.4.19

It is considered for this assessment that people, primarily as residential
receptors are highly sensitive receptors, as well as schools and hospital
uses. Other non-residential receptors such as places of worship and
commercial properties are considered to be medium sensitivity receptors.

1.4.20

Residential receptors for the noise and vibration assessment are the
same as those identified for the monitoring locations as set out in Vol 2
Appendix 8.1 Plate 1 and Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 4 above.
Future baseline

1.4.21

The future baseline for the Project has been taken as the existing baseline
situation, i.e. the various noise sources and receivers which characterise
the locality and are relevant to the assessment. The baseline noise
measurement surveys are considered to represent the future baseline
noise climate as no particular changes are expected.

1.4.22

In addition, information on developments in the area close to the
Application Site that have extant planning permissions has been used to
identify any additional future receptors for consideration in the baseline
and assessment.

1.5

Construction effects

1.5.1

The construction assessment of noise and vibration covers the following
aspects:
a. construction noise impacts – from Temporary Laydown Area
construction activities only;
b. construction vibration impacts; and
c. road traffic impacts – assessing total generated flows during the
project development stages (i.e. construction and operational
generated flows).

1.5.2

The methodology for the assessment of each of these is contained in this
section.
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Assessment of Project stages
1.5.3

The construction noise assessment considers activities which take place
in the Temporary Laydown Area only. These occur during Stages 1, 2 and
3. The assessment of construction noise arising from the Temporary
Laydown Area begins in Stage 1b when it would be operational, following
establishment of the area in Stage 1a.

1.5.4

Stage 2 construction activities are summarised as minor construction and
landscaping works. During Stage 2 the Temporary Laydown Area is
assumed to be in use and an assessment of noise impacts during this
stage assumes that the same activities would be taking place, as for
Stages 1b-1d.

1.5.5

During Stage 3 the existing EfW facility would be decommissioned and
demolished. During Stage 3 the Temporary Laydown Area continues to be
in use and an assessment of noise impacts during this stage assumes
that the same activities would be taking place, as for Stages 1b-1d.

1.5.6

The qualitative construction vibration assessment considers activities
across the Application Site during all development stages of construction
i.e. Stages 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 2 and 3.

1.5.7

Road traffic noise levels have been predicted for the starting year for each
Project stage, both with and without the development to determine the
noise impact. All stages are assessed in the traffic noise assessment
taking account of total generated flows in each stage (i.e. construction and
operational generated traffic).
Assessment area

1.5.8

The assessment area is dependent upon the type of noise or vibration
source being considered.

1.5.9

The assessment considers construction noise from the Temporary
Laydown Area to receptors within approximately 300m of the Application
Site boundary. Those receptors further away have been scoped out of the
assessment.

1.5.10

The assessment also considers construction vibration from the Application
Site to receptors within approximately 300m of the Application Site
boundary. Again, those receptors further away have been scoped out of
the assessment.

1.5.11

The assessment of traffic noise identifies the most sensitive receptors as
those receptors closest to the roads used by traffic generated by the
Project.
Assessment method
Construction noise

1.5.12

The assessment of construction noise effects is made by comparing
predicted noise levels during construction against the future base case.
The impact associated with change in noise level is evaluated along with
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other parameters, such as the number of receivers and their sensitivity, to
assess the significance of the effect.
1.5.13

The assessment process and rationale is provided below, but in summary
the assessment is carried out in a step by step process as follows:
1. Identify relevant sensitive receptors for construction noise.
2. Determine typical ambient noise levels at or close to the receptors
identified.
3. Identify the relevant construction areas and activities that are likely to
take place in that area, as well as the embedded mitigation measures
agreed for the Project construction processes.
4. Prediction of noise from construction activities using the BS5228 noise
calculation method and assessment parameters.
5. Establish the threshold of potential significant effect at residential
receptors, based on typical ambient noise levels, using the ABC
method in Annex E of BS5228- 1:2009+A1:2014.
6. Determine the potential significance in EIA terms, of any exceedance
of the threshold ABC category as identified.
7. Determine the final assessment of significance of construction noise
based on a number of other factors and professional judgment.
8. Determine significance in Government policy terms, based on Project
defined thresholds for SOAEL and LOAEL.

1.5.14

The above steps are used in this assessment, and the detail of this
approach is as follows.

1.5.15

Step 1: First, the relevant sensitive receptors are identified by carrying out
a desktop study of mapping information to establish which are the closest
high sensitivity receptors to the Application boundary.

1.5.16

Step 2: The second step is to determine the typical ambient noise levels
at or close to the receptors identified. The baseline ambient noise levels
for this Project are determined from the baseline noise surveys and are
identified and tabulated in Vol 2 Section 8.5.

1.5.17

Step 3: The third step is then to identify the relevant construction areas,
and activities that are likely to take place in that area (in each stage), as
well as the embedded mitigation measures agreed for the Project
construction processes. The CoCP is provided in Vol 1 Appendix 3.1.

1.5.18

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 6 shows the list of assumed construction plant
used for the calculation of the construction noise for the Temporary
Laydown Area during each Project development stage of the Project. The
list is compiled using professional judgement based on experience of
similar works.

Page 24

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 8.1 Noise and Vibration Assessment Methodology

Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 6: Assumed construction plant on the Temporary Laydown
Area
Equipment

Number

% on-time

Source

Lorry with Lifting Boom
Lorry
Petrol Hand-held Circular Saw
Compressor for Hand-held
Pneumatic Breaker
Generator for Welding
Diesel Generator
Hand-Held Welder (Welding
Piles)
Angle Grinder (Grinding Steel)

1
1
1

20
20
5

BS5228 Table C 4-53
BS5228 Table C 11-4
BS5228 Table C 4-70

1

50

BS5228 Table C 5-5

1
1

5
100

BS5228 Table C 3-32
BS5228 Table C 4-84

1

5

BS5228 Table C 3-31

1

5

BS5228 Table C 4-93

1.5.19

The assessment assumes a ten hour working day, with no evening or
night-time working, and that noise and vibration control measures detailed
within the CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1) are implemented.

1.5.20

As part of these measures, it is assumed that there would be Application
Site hoarding around the construction site area, which would give, as a
minimum, partial noise screening of nearest sensitive receptors of 5dB.

1.5.21

Step 4: The fourth step is the prediction of noise from the construction
activities in each Project development stage. Noise from construction
activities has been calculated using the approach presented in BS52281:2009+A1:2014 Code of practice for noise and vibration control on
construction and open sites.

1.5.22

Step 5: The fifth step is to establish the threshold of potential significant
effect at residential receptors using Annex E in BS5228- 1:2009+A1:2014
which describes the ‘ABC’ method of assessment, based upon which it is
proposed to establish the threshold of potential significant effect at
residential receptors.

1.5.23

Under this approach, the adverse impact threshold is determined at an
existing residential dwelling using the existing ambient noise level,
rounded to the nearest 5dB and evaluated in relation to the thresholds set
out in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 7.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 7: Potential significant effects at dwellings from on-site noise
sources (from BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014)
Threshold values in decibels (dB),
LAeq,T
Assessment category and threshold value
Category Category Category
period
A
B
C
LOAEL
LOAEL
SOAEL
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Night-time (23:00 – 07:00)

45

50

55

Daytime (07:00 – 19:00)
Saturdays (07:00 – 13:00)

65

70

75

Other:
Weekday evenings (19:00 – 23:00)
Saturdays (13:00 – 23:00)
Sundays* (07:00 – 23:00)

55

60

65
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Where:
Category A: are threshold values to use when ambient noise levels (rounded to the
nearest 5dB) are less than these values.
Category B: are values to use when ambient noise levels (rounded to the nearest 5dB)
are the same as category A values.
Category C: are values to use when ambient noise levels (rounded to the nearest 5dB)
are higher than category A values.

1.5.24

Step 6: The sixth step is then to determine the potential significance of
construction noise in EIA terms, of any exceedance of the appropriate
ABC threshold (established in Step 5). A potential significant effect is
indicated where the construction site noise (LAeq) level exceeds the
relevant threshold level for the ABC category appropriate to the ambient
noise level at each sensitive receptor location. If the ambient noise level
exceeds the highest threshold values (i.e. the ambient noise level is
higher than the Category C values), then a potential significant effect is
deemed to occur if the construction site noise (LAeq) level for the period is
greater than the ambient noise level.

1.5.25

Step 7: The seventh step is to determine the final assessment of EIA
significance. Having established if there is a potentially significant effect
using the ABC method, the final assessment of EIA significance is made
using professional judgement. This is evaluated by considering various
other factors such as the number of properties affected, and any potential
longer term benefits that may arise due to short-term disturbance. This is
detailed further below.

1.5.26

The assessment of adverse effects has been undertaken at assessment
locations that are representative of groups of residential receptors and
any open space that they share12, defined, wherever practicable, at the
receptor in the group which is closest to the Project (i.e. worst affected).

1.5.27

For residential receptors the factors which are taken into account to
determine final significance are:
a. the magnitude of the impact and effect identified (based on overall
noise level and noise change);
b. the number and grouping of adversely affected dwellings and shared
open areas;
c. the level and character of the existing noise environment;
d. any unique features of the source or receiving environment in the local
area;
e. combined exposure to noise and vibration;
f. duration of impact and effect (for construction); and
g. the effectiveness of mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the
adverse effects.

1.5.28

12

Step 8: Finally, to determine significance in Government policy terms,
(refer to paragraphs 1.3.1-1.3.18) for daytime, the widely used threshold

As defined in Planning Practice Guidance – Noise (DCLG, 2014)
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of 75dBLpAeq (category C) being exceeded for one month or more has
been taken to be the SOAEL for construction noise. The threshold was
originally set to avoid interference with normal speech indoors, with
windows closed (Wilson Committee Report13). Windows and their sound
insulation properties have improved substantially since the Wilson Report;
the 75dBLpAeq SOAEL is therefore likely to be precautionary for modern
properties.
1.5.29

The daytime SOAEL assumed for construction is, as is the norm, higher
than the SOAEL for operational noise. This reflects that construction noise
is temporary and that higher levels of noise generally only occur for part of
the construction programme.

1.5.30

For night‐time, the Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (World Health
Organisation (WHO)14) introduced an interim target of 55dBLpAeq,8hr
measured outdoors as an annual average. Exceeding this noise threshold
(category ‘C’ of the ABC impact criteria) for one month or longer has been
adopted as the SOAEL for night-time construction noise. The Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe 14 are based on evidence gathered for long-term
exposure to primarily road and aircraft noise. There is no evidence of
short-term construction noise leading to significant health effects. The
WHO’s interim target of 55dBLpAeq is therefore applied to construction on
a precautionary basis.

1.5.31

For the evening, the SOAEL is set 10dB lower than the daytime SOAEL
(i.e. 65dBLpAeq), consistent with the ‘ABC criteria’2) and the accepted
criteria that date back to the Advisory Leaflet 72 ‐ Noise Control on
Building Sites15.

1.5.32

No noisy outdoor construction activities (i.e. audible at the Application Site
boundary) are foreseen during night-time or evening periods. However,
should it become necessary by exception to undertake construction
activities which could give rise to noise impacts during these periods, they
would be managed through the Section 61 application and variation
process in conjunction with LB Enfield to manage noise.

1.5.33

Noise exposure between LOAEL and SOAEL is, in Government policy
terms, an adverse observed effect but not a significant observed effect.
Such adverse effects relate to people’s response to changes in local
acoustic character particularly outdoors and to a lesser extent indoors.
Noise insulation cannot change outdoor noise levels, and hence
minimising adverse effects is centred on maximising on-site mitigation in
accordance with best practicable means and not by providing off-site
mitigation. Adverse observed effects are identified in the EIA for
community areas where categories A or B apply and the forecast
construction noise exceeds the relevant category but is below category C.
This provides a simplified method for considering adverse effects from
noise increases caused by construction. Such observed adverse effects

Wilson,A. (1963) Noise; Final Report. Presented to the Parliament July 1963, Committee On the
Problem of Noise, London.
14
World Health Organisation (2009), Night Noise Guidelines for Europe, World Health Organisation.
15
The Department of the Environment (DoE) Advisory Leaflet 72 (AL72) (1976) Noise Control on
Building Sites.
13
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under policy may be reported as likely significant effects in the EIA
following the consideration of the other significance criteria set out in this
appendix (see Steps 6 and 7 above).
1.5.34

Section E.4 of BS5228-12 provides guidance on thresholds used to
determine eligibility for noise insulation and temporary rehousing. For this
assessment, a simplified form of the temporary re-housing thresholds set
out in BS5228-1 has been adopted as UAELs as defined by PPG-Noise.
These are set 10dB above the category C values for the same time
periods and days of the week. This approach has been adopted because
PPG – Noise 16 (Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG), 2014) states that exposure above a UAEL should be ‘prevented’.
When all other mitigation is exhausted then temporary rehousing is the
only means to ‘prevent’ the exposure.
Construction vibration

1.5.35

Only a small number of specific types of construction activities give rise to
significant levels of vibration from works and then only where they are
employed close to sensitive receptors.

1.5.36

The assessment process and rationale is provided below, but in summary
the assessment of construction vibration is undertaken step by step, as
outlined below:
1. Identify nearest sensitive receptors to the relevant construction areas
and activities and embedded mitigation.
2. Identify typical construction activities that might give rise to significant
levels of vibration.
3. Determine potential significance of construction vibration effects.
4. Final assessment of significance of construction vibration based on
other parameters and professional judgement.
5. Further assessment of significance in Government terms based on
Project defined thresholds for SOAEL and LOAEL.

1.5.37

This assessment is carried out using these steps and detail of this
approach is as follows:

1.5.38

Step 1: The first step is to identify the nearest sensitive receptors to the
main construction activity site to determine if there are any within 300m.

1.5.39

Step 2: A review of all of the proposed Project construction activities is
then undertaken to determine if there are any construction activities that
have the potential to give rise to significant vibration effects, for example,
piling.

1.5.40

Step 3: Considering the distance of receptors to the construction site
activity area (that have activities with the potential to give rise to
significant vibration effects), and taking account of embedded mitigation
measures (i.e. in the CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1)), the potential
significance of construction vibration effects at these receptors can be

16

Planning Practice Guidance – Noise DCLG, 2014.
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assessed. This is done qualitatively using empirical data to establish the
likelihood of compliance with criteria accounting for distance.
1.5.41

Criteria are determined using the impact criteria for building damage (as
detailed in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 8 and the impact criteria for human
exposure (as detailed in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 9).

1.5.42

When determining the applicable criteria for cosmetic damage
consideration has to be given to the type of vibration produced by the
activity, for example, is it continuous vibration as produced by a road roller
vibro-piling or is it transient vibration as may be produced by impact
driving where the vibratory occurrence consists of discrete impulses. The
type of activity has to be further considered in terms of the likely sensitivity
of the building structure where typically older listed buildings may be more
susceptible to cosmetic damage from vibration than a modern commercial
building.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 8: Impact criteria for buildings (conservative criteria below
which there is no risk of cosmetic damage).
Peak particle velocity (PPV) at building foundation

1.5.43

Category of building

Transient vibration 17

Continuous vibration18

Potentially vulnerable buildings19

≥6 mm/s

≥3 mm/s

Structurally sound buildings

≥12 mm/s

≥6 mm/s

Guidance on the impact of vibration on people in buildings is presented in
British Standard 6472-122. Part 1 of this standard assesses the impact of
vibration using the vibration dose value (VDV). This indicator takes into
account how people respond to vibration in terms of frequency content,
vibration magnitude and the number and duration of vibration events
during an assessment period. For dwellings, vibration from construction is
assessed using the criteria presented in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 9.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 9: Impact criteria of human exposure to vibration in buildings
Threshold
Impact
*
Vibration exposure
(residential)
classification
VDV daytime
VDV night time
(07:00-23:00)
(23:00-07:00)
(m/s1.75)
(m/s1.75)
NOAEL

Negligible

<0.2

<0.1

LOAEL

Minor

0.2

0.1

-

Moderate

0.4

0.2

SOAEL

Major

0.8

0.4

* Determined at the worst location on a normally loaded floor (usually the centre of the
floor)
Transient vibration relative to building response such as impulsive vibration from percussive piling.
Continuous vibration relative to building response such as vibrating rollers.
19
BS7385-2 highlights that the criteria for aged buildings may need to be lower if the buildings are
structurally unsound. The standard also notes that criteria should not be set lower simply because a
building is important or historic (listed). Where information about these structures is not currently
known, the significance criteria for these receptors has been set at a lower level on a precautionary
basis.
17
18

7
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1.5.44

Step 4: Having established if there is a potentially significant effect, the
final assessment of EIA significance is made using professional
judgement. This is evaluated by considering various other factors such as
the number of properties affected, and any potential longer term benefits
that may arise due to short-term disturbance. Factors which would be
considered are listed in paragraph 1.5.27.

1.5.45

Step 5: Finally, to determine significance in Government policy terms,
(refer to paragraphs 1.3.1 -1.3.18) empirical data used to inform the
qualitative assessment of vibration is referenced against criteria shown in
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 9 which defines the no observed adverse effect
levels for groundborne vibration with regard to risk of building damage.
These criteria are derived from British Standard BS7385, Part 2
Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings – Guide to damage
levels from groundborne vibration 20 and ensures there is no risk of the
lowest damage category (‘cosmetic’) being exceeded, as defined in BS
ISO 4866:2010 Mechanical vibration and shock – Vibration of fixed
structures – Guidelines for the measurement of vibrations and evaluation
of their effects on structures21.

1.5.46

The LOAEL values, corresponding to the threshold for a minor adverse
impact in EIA terms, exceeded for a month or more are taken as the lower
end of the range of values for which BS6472-1 22 indicates a ‘low
probability of adverse comment’. The SOAEL values are taken where a
major adverse impact is indicated for more than a month, a level of
exposure that is the lower value for ‘adverse comment probable’ in
BS6472-1.
Road traffic noise

1.5.47

Temporary indirect noise effects can arise at receptors along existing
roads that are not directly affected by the Project but where the Project
causes changes in traffic flows (associated with both construction and
operation, i.e. total generated flows). The traffic noise effects of the
Project considered in the assessment of the Project development stages
are:
a. trips generated by construction vehicles and construction workers;
b. trips generated by existing operational vehicles and operational
employees (for the existing facilities which are operational during
different Project development stages); and
c. changes to the highway network to facilitate construction (such as the
new access on Lee Park Way).

BS7385, Part 2 Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings – Guide to damage levels
from groundborne vibration (BSI, 1993).
21
BS ISO 4866:2010 Mechanical vibration and shock – Vibration of fixed structures – Guidelines for
the measurement of vibrations and evaluation of their effects on structures (BSI, 2010).
22
BS6472-1: 2008 Guide to evaluation of human exposure to vibration in buildings. Vibration sources
other than blasting (BSI, 2008).
20
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The assessment process and rationale is provided below, but in summary
the assessment of road traffic noise is carried out using the following
steps for each Project stage:
1. Identify the potentially affected road links by using a noise change
screening criteria of ≥1dB change (between future baseline ‘do
minimum scenario’ and the Project ‘do something’ scenarios).
2. Following above screening exercise, quantify noise impacts alongside
road links potentially subject to change of ≥1dB.
3. Assess potential significant effects based on established noise change
criteria.
4. Final assessment of significance, based on other parameters and
professional judgement.
5. Further assessment of significance in Government policy terms based
on Project defined thresholds for SOAEL and LOAEL.

1.5.49

Step 1: Traffic routes, diversion or road closures as a result of the
construction works and operational activities which result in changes to
traffic flows have been considered within the assessment and road traffic
noise is assessed only where any of the following criteria apply:
a. the flow changes are estimated to be greater than +25 per cent or -20
per cent;
b. HGV composition could change by +/-5 per cent; or
c. mean speeds could change by 10kmh.

1.5.50

These change thresholds relate to the potential for traffic to cause traffic
noise level changes of at least 1dB. Changes below these thresholds
would be considered negligible.

1.5.51

Step 2: Where roads are identified as requiring assessment, changes in
traffic flows on the existing roads have been used to calculate changes, at
source, in noise levels (LpA10,18hr or LpAeq,16hr). Department of Transport
Memorandum: Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) 198823 presents
a procedure for the prediction of road traffic noise. The relevant parts of
this procedure have been used to predict, for a given road at a reference
distance, the change in noise level resulting from the change in road
traffic between the future baseline (do minimum) and project scenarios
(do something).

1.5.52

Eighteen hour road traffic noise levels would be predicted for roads
identified through Step 1 as meeting criteria for assessment. Data would
be analysed for each Project stage both with and without the Project.

1.5.53

Step 3: The change in road traffic noise between the base and
development cases has been rated as an impact and potentially
significant effect where the change is greater than +/- 3dB. Based on
conventions used in road traffic noise assessment, a semantic scale has
been applied to define the scale of the impact for the mixed traffic (i.e.

23

Department of Transport Welsh Office (1988) Calculation of Road Traffic Noise, HMSO.
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construction and operational) which is presented in Vol 2 Appendix 8.1
Table 10.
1.5.54

DMRB, HD213/11 (Highways Agency et al., 2011) provides a basis for
evaluating the magnitude of the impact and effect caused by noise
change both in the short-term and long-term. This assessment has
focused on the long-term change as this is the likely worst case
considering traffic growth. This is also consistent with (DMRB, HD213/11)
(Highways Agency et al., 2011) that notes:
“In terms of permanent impacts… In the long-term, a 3dB(A) change is
considered perceptible. Such increases in noise should be mitigated if
possible”.

1.5.55

The focus on long-term effects also relates to the evidence that underpins
DMRB, HD213/11 (Highways Agency et al., 2011). This evidence shows
that the reported sensitivity to small changes in noise levels (less than
3dB(A)) may be coloured by factors other than noise.

1.5.56

Where the overall noise level with the Project in operation is between the
lowest (LOAEL) and the significant observed adverse effect levels
(SOAEL), the magnitude of the impact and effect caused can be indicated
by the change in noise levels attributable to the Project. The DMRB
method for evaluating the magnitude of impact and effects associated with
the change has been evaluated using Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 10.
Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 10: Classification of magnitude of noise impact and effect on
residential communities in the long-term under DMRB, where the level of overall
exposure is between LOAEL and SOAEL
Noise change (dB(A)) – decrease or
increase

Magnitude of impact in the long term

0

no change

0.1 – 2.9

negligible

3.0 – 4.9

minor

5.0 – 9.9

moderate

10.0 +

major

1.5.57

A minor impact (3dB or greater) is taken as an indicator of a potential
significant effect unless the area being considered is currently exposed to
high levels of sound. Where areas in the noise assessment area are
already exposed to high levels of road traffic noise, it is considered
appropriate to give greater weight to noise change where the existing
baseline noise level in excess of the SOAEL in the absence of the Project.
In which case a smaller impact (1dB or greater) has been taken as an
indicator of potential significance. This is to reflect the consideration of
likely health effects. In this case the magnitude of impact and effect has
been evaluated using Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 11.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.1 Table 11: Classification of magnitude of noise impact and effect on
residential communities in the long-term under DMRB, where baseline noise level is
greater than SOAEL
Noise change (dB(A)) – decrease or
increase

Magnitude of impact in the long term

0

no change

0.1 – 0.9

negligible

1.0 – 2.9

minor

3.0 – 4.9

moderate

5.0 +

major

1.5.58

Step 4: The final assessments of likely significant permanent indirect
effects have been evaluated with respect to the impacts, taking other
factors into consideration, such as the magnitude of the impact and effect
identified (based on overall noise level and noise change), the number
and grouping of adversely affected dwellings and shared open areas; the
level and character of the existing noise environment; any unique features
of the source or receiving environment in the local area; combined
exposure to noise and vibration; and the effectiveness of mitigation
measures that could avoid or reduce the adverse effects.

1.5.59

Step 5: Finally, with regard to overall noise levels due to the Project and
with the Project in operation permanently, the Government’s noise policy
(refer to paragraphs 1.3.1-1.3.18) provides the basis for evaluating the
magnitude of the effect. In this assessment, residential receptors
(dwellings) are forecast to experience a likely significant observed
adverse noise effect from operation of the Project if noise outside
dwellings from the Project only is:
a. 68dBLpA10,18h (equivalent to 63dBLpAeq,16h free-field) or greater during the
day; or
b. 55dBLpAeq,8h (i.e. 23:00-07:00) or greater during the night.

1.5.60

The rationale for this is as follows:
a. During the daytime the level of 68dBLpA10,18h is considered a SOAEL
(equivalent to 63dBLpAeq,16h free-field). This is consistent with the daytime
trigger level in the Noise Insulation (Amendment) Regulations 1988.
Aligning the SOAEL with noise insulation trigger thresholds is
consistent with the advice in PPG – Noise (DCLG, 2014) that notes as
an example of the consequence of noise exposure above the SOAEL
is that people start.
b. “avoiding certain activities during periods of intrusion; where there is
no alternative ventilation, having to keep windows closed most of the
time because of the noise”.

1.5.61

This is relevant as the provision of noise insulation includes additional
ventilation where necessary to enable windows to be kept closed.
Therefore, the provision of noise insulation avoids the significant effect
inside a dwelling that would otherwise occur. The difference in daytime

Page 33

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 8.1 Noise and Vibration Assessment Methodology

SOAEL values for operation and construction is on the basis that
operational noise is permanent.
1.5.62

The alignment of noise insulation, or other mitigation measures outside
the Application Site, trigger values and SOAELs:
a. enables significant observed adverse effects that would otherwise
remain taking account of all sustainable mitigation on-site to be
avoided (in line with the first aim of Government noise policy);
b. is consistent with other major transport and infrastructure projects such
as High Speed 2 Phase 1 (that has been subject to published expert
peer review) and Thames Tideway Tunnel (where the Development
Consent Order decision letter notes compliance with the three aims of
Government noise policy);
c. is consistent with the framing of the earlier Planning Policy Guidance
2424 (whilst Policy Planning Guidance 24 has been dis-applied there is
no evidence from the Appraisals of Sustainability published alongside
Government noise policy and NPS etc that Government intended any
material tightening of noise policy or increase in mitigation provided in
response to policy).

1.5.63

The Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (WHO, 2009) sets an interim
target of 55dBLpAeq,8hr outdoors. This has been taken to be a SOAEL for
night- time traffic noise.

1.5.64

In this assessment residential receptors (dwellings) are forecast to
experience an adverse observed effect in policy terms where noise from
the operation of the Project outside dwellings is:
a. 50dBLpAeq,16h or greater during the day; and
b. 40dBLpAeq,8h or greater at night.

1.5.65

These are the LOAELs adopted for operational traffic noise in this
assessment.

1.5.66

For the daytime LOAEL:
a. the Guidelines for Community Noise25 (WHO, 1999) identify that 50 to
55dBLpAeq (outdoor noise level), represents: “day-time levels below
which a majority of the adult population will be protected from
becoming moderately or seriously annoyed, respectively.”;
b. the 1995 version of the WHO Guidelines for Community Noise, that
provides further detail and supporting evidence for the final 1999
version, confirms that the ‘majority’ referred to in the 1999 Guidelines
is 95 per cent of the population;
c. the superseded Policy Planning Guidance 24, 50dBLpAeq 0700-2300
for daytime falls into Noise Exposure Category ‘A’ (defined as <55dB).
The description for Noise Exposure Category A is as follows “Noise
need not be considered as a determining factor in granting planning
permission”; and

24
25

Planning Policy Guidance 24 (1994) Planning and Noise.
World Health Organisation (1999Guidelines for Community Noise, World Health Organisation
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d. is consistent with other major transport and infrastructure projects
such as High Speed 2 (that has been subject to published expert peer
review) and Thames Tideway Tunnel (where the Development
Consent Order decision letter notes compliance with the three aims of
Government noise policy).
1.5.67

In the Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (WHO, 2009), the night noise
guideline of 40dBLnight, outside is set explicitly as a lowest observable
adverse effect level (LOAEL). This is an annual average level measured
over the 8hr night-time period from 23:00 to 07:00.

1.5.68

The thresholds of 50dBLpAeq,8hr and 40dBLpAeq,8hr therefore represent the
onset of the lowest observed community noise effects during the day
(annoyance) and night (potential for some reported sleep disturbance)
consistent with guidance such as the Night Noise Guidelines for Europe,
(WHO, 2009), Guidelines for Community Noise (WHO, 1999) and PPG –
Noise (DCLG, 2014). No adverse effects are therefore generally likely
below these absolute levels of sound exposure.

1.5.69

For this assessment an UAEL for traffic noise has been set at
76dBLpA10,18hr (approximately 74dBLpAeq,16hr) in line with PPG - Noise
(DCLG, 2014). This is with reference to Defra’s 2014 Noise Action Plan 26
for major roads (Defra, 2014), which links back to the methodology used
in the first round of action plans that set this threshold as the basis for
defining first priority locations. PPG - Noise (DCLG, 2014) identifies that
exposures above the UAEL should be ‘prevented’ and that this is not in
the context of sustainable development. Unacceptable levels ultimately
should be defined inside a property in order to stop noise being ‘very
disruptive’ as set out in PPG- Noise. Setting UAELs based on outdoor
noise levels is likely to err on the side of caution.

1.5.70

Forecast operational traffic noise levels from the Project of between
50dBLpAeq and 68dBLpA10,18h (equivalent to 63dBLpAeq,16h free-field), or
40dBLpAeq,8h and 55dBLpAeq,8h night‐time (i.e. between the respective
LOAELs and SOAELs) are adverse effects with regard to noise policy.
They are not significant levels of exposure in policy terms. Any change in
noise levels brought about as a consequence of the new noise from the
Project may be perceived by communities as a change in quality of life
resulting from a perceived change out doors in the acoustic character of
an area. When considered collectively for groups of dwellings and their
shared community open areas, such effects may be considered significant
in terms of the EIA because of the change in noise and the number of
dwellings exposed to the change.

1.6

Operational effects
Assessment of Project stages

1.6.1

The operational noise assessment considers compliance with operational
plant noise criteria in all Project stages involving the operation of the

Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs Noise Action Plan :Roads ( including Major
Roads) Environmental Noise (England) Regulations 2006, as amended. DEFRA Jan 2014.
26
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proposed ERF (i.e. Stage 2 onwards) through the incorporation of
acoustic mitigation measures within the design of the Project.
1.6.2

Operational road traffic is included in the combined construction and
operational traffic noise assessment, the methodology for which is
described in paragraphs 1.5.47- 1.5.70 above. No further assessment is
therefore required for operational noise road traffic effects.
Operational industrial noise

1.6.3

Operational effects from operational industrial noise will be assessed in
accordance with the assessment method in BS4142:20145 and, in
particular, consideration of the following factors:
a. The difference between the ‘background noise level’ the ‘rating level’
of the industrial noise at the receiver location.
b. The absolute level of noise.
c. The character of the new industrial noise compared to the character of
the existing residual or ambient noise.
d. The sensitivity of the receptor.

1.6.4

The ‘background level’ (LA90,T) is the noise existing in the absence of the
‘specific noise level’ at the receiver location. The ‘specific noise level’
(LAeq,Tr) from the proposed ERF can be subject to corrections where it
displays an identifiable feature or a combination of features (such as
tonality, and /or impulsiveness or intermittency) to provide a ‘rating level’
(LAr,Tr).

1.6.5

BS41425 section 11 provides guidance on determination of significant
effects, however it is noted that determination is context dependent and
the final criteria will be established in discussions with the EA and LB
Enfield.

1.6.6

Noise control measures will be included on all sources of industrial noise
as part of the design process to limit noise to within appropriate noise
levels and to avoid significant effects.

1.6.7

LB Enfield has advised that it requires plant noise emissions to be limited
to 10dB below the lowest background noise level.

1.6.8

Ongoing discussions to determine operation plant noise emission limits
are being held with the EA and will also be discussed with LB Enfield.
Agreement is expected post submission of this ES.

1.6.9

The Project will provide acoustic mitigation measures in the design to
achieve compliance with the noise criteria,

1.6.10

It is considered that it will be practical to control noise emissions to within
appropriate noise limits to prevent significant effects.

1.7

Decommissioning effects

1.7.1

Noise and vibration for the ERF decommissioning phase would be less
intensive than the Stage 3 construction and demolition activities (when the
existing EfW facility is decommissioned and demolished), therefore the
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effects have been assessed to be no worse than those for Stage 3
construction and demolition activities.
1.7.2

It is assumed that the decommissioning and demolition of the proposed
ERF would use conventional measures, including the implementation of
control measures like those set out within the CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1).

1.7.3

It is also assumed that traffic associated with the decommissioning and
demolition of the Project would travel to and from the Application Site
either via the southern site access on Advent Way, eastern access off Lee
Park Way or the northern access from Deephams Farm Road/Ardra
Road.

1.7.4

A Decommissioning and Demolition Method Statement is expected to be
produced and agreed with the EA as part of the environmental permitting
process.

1.8

Cumulative effects

1.8.1

The assessment of cumulative effects for noise and vibration considers
other committed developments within a 600m area of the Project.

1.8.2

Those developments that will potentially be under construction at the
same time as the Project will be included in a qualitative construction
noise and vibration assessment. This determines if the assessment of
significance is elevated by the consideration of other committed
developments in the vicinity of the Project.

1.8.3

The developments that will potentially be operational at the same time as
the Project will be included in a qualitative assessment of cumulative
operational noise. Again, this includes determining if consideration of
other committed developments elevates the significance level of effects
identified in the core assessment.

1.8.4

A cumulative traffic flow assessment is also undertaken that takes
account of the traffic flows associated with the committed developments
(as set out in Vol 1 Appendix 5.2) combined with Project traffic flows
(including both construction and operational traffic). This is undertaken
using the same methodology to determine if the significance of effects
would be different to those identified for the core assessment.
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Noise Survey Results
Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 1: Unattended measurement results at location 1 (15min samples from meter at 1hour intervals)
Date
Time
Noise Level, dB (A)
Comments
Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

14:07

14:22

54.5

58.6

66.5

56.8

27.02.13

14:22

14:37

55.6

61.9

73.8

59.3

27.02.13

14:37

14:52

56.8

62.5

77.8

61.4

27.02.13

14:52

15:07

55.8

60.4

73.0

58.5

27.02.13

15:07

15:22

57.5

63.3

73.9

60.9

27.02.13

15:22

15:37

57.8

62.8

80.6

61.1

27.02.13

15:37

15:52

57

62.1

80.5

60.2

27.02.13

15:52

16:07

55.4

61.2

75.2

58.9

27.02.13

16.07

16:22

55.5

61.1

73.9

58.7

27.02.13

16.22

16.37

56.0

61.2

75.2

59.2

27.02.13

16.37

16.52

53.5

58.0

70.8

56.2

27.02.13

16.52

17.07

53.6

57.4

63.8

55.7

27.02.13

17.07

17.22

53.2

56.8

65.7

55.2

27.02.13

17.22

17.37

53.1

57.7

65.7

55.6

27.02.13

17.37

17.52

52.4

58.5

78.0

57.8

27.02.13

17.52

18.07

52.3

56.5

69.4

54.7

27.02.13

18.07

18.22

52.3

55.8

67.5

54.2

27.02.13

18.22

18.37

52.1

54.9

66.0

53.6
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Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

18.37

18.52

53.0

56.4

79.1

58.5

27.02.13

18.52

19.07

52.6

56.0

70.0

54.5

27.02.13

19.07

19.22

52.2

57.2

70.4

55.1

27.02.13

19.22

19.37

52.0

55.2

64.2

53.8

27.02.13

19.37

19.52

53.2

56.7

78.4

56.3

27.02.13

19.52

20.07

53.7

56.7

68.5

55.4

27.02.13

20.07

20:22

54.1

57.4

74.5

56.1

27.02.13

20:22

20:37

53.7

56.5

62.8

55.2

27.02.13

20:37

20.52

53.6

56.6

62.9

55.1

27.02.13

20.52

21.07

53.7

56.9

65.7

55.4

27.02.13

21.07

21.22

53.9

57.0

67.4

55.6

27.02.13

21.22

21.37

53.7

57.1

76.5

56.1

27.02.13

21.37

21.52

52.9

56.6

63.1

54.9

27.02.13

21.52

22.07

52.7

55.6

63.0

54.2

27.02.13

22.07

22.22

52.8

56.1

69.1

54.8

27.02.13

22.22

22.37

53.3

57.5

72.1

55.9

27.02.13

22.37

22.52

52.6

56.4

64.4

54.8

27.02.13

22.52

23.07

52.4

55.7

64.6

54.2

27.02.13

23.07

23.22

52.6

55.5

79.5

57.7

27.02.13

23.22

23.37

52.3

55.4

62.7

54.0
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Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

23.37

23.52

52.0

54.9

65.5

53.5

27.02.13

23.52

00.07

52.1

54.5

61.8

53.3

28.02.13

00.07

00.22

51.9

54.4

60.4

53.3

28.02.13

00.22

00.37

51.5

54.0

57.8

52.8

28.02.13

00.37

00.52

51.7

54.3

59.7

53.0

28.02.13

00.52

01.07

52.3

54.9

60.4

53.7

28.02.13

01.07

01.22

52.0

54.0

59.7

53.0

28.02.13

01.22

01.37

52.4

54.5

61.9

53.5

28.02.13

01.37

01.52

52.7

55.1

64.3

54.0

28.02.13

01.52

02.07

53.3

55.4

60.7

54.4

28.02.13

02.07

2.22

53.0

55.1

59.1

54.1

28.02.13

2.22

2.37

52.5

54.8

58.2

53.7

28.02.13

2.37

2.52

51.8

54.7

66.9

53.7

28.02.13

2.52

3.07

51.8

59.1

70.5

56.4

28.02.13

3.07

3.22

51.8

54.2

61.9

53.1

28.02.13

3.22

3.37

51.9

54.3

63.7

53.3

28.02.13

3.37

3.52

52.4

64.7

88.8

64.6

28.02.13

21:22

21:37

53.7

57.1

76.5

56.1

28.02.13

23:52

00:07

52.1

54.5

61.8

53.3

29.02.13

00:52

01:07

52.3

54.9

60.4

53.7
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Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01:52

02:07

53.3

55.4

60.7

54.4

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 8.2 Noise Survey Results

Figure A1 Unattended measurement results at location 1
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 2: Attended measurement results at location 1
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level. dB (A)

Comments

Start

End

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

LA90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

13:52

14:07

1.9 m/s

N

54.9

60.4

93.5

63.0

Large plant machines at work to north of site

27.06.13

20:42

20:52

0.5m/s

S

40.9

53.8

76.0

52.6

Traffic can be heard on A103 and trains can be heard in distance
when wind changes direction. Background is dominated by roads to
west of location. No pass traffic on Russell Road

27.06.13

01:37

01:42

0.2m/s

S

37.1

39.8

76.5

48.8

Now traffic is lighter water movement can be heard above distant
road noise. Quiet location at back of house on Russell road, rural
bungalows and 1930s bay window houses. Water noise is on par with
road noise in distance. Russell road no traffic during measurement

27.06.13

03:08

03:13

0.3m/s

SW

46.6

49.0

69.2

44.3

Distance you can hear the A406 to the south, but when the
background levels have dropped you now can clearly hear running
water from this location

27.06.13

11:49

12:01

50.7

54.5

72.6

53.0

No roads can be heard above heavy plant working s/w of location
(Thames Water). All type of earth movers are on site, quiet location
apart from this background

27.06.13

13:21

13:36

47.1

52.1

67.6

50.1

Plant on site not running, so A406 can now be heard plus 747 over
flying location
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 3: Further attended measurement results at location 1
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level. dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.13

10:07

10:17

23.06.13

11:33

23.06.13

Comments

LA90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Windspeed 2-3 m/s
increased to ~5 m/s
gusts in middle of
measurement.

52

55

66

54

Constant high speed road traffic - distant but dominant noise
source. 3 no. aircraft passbys. Plants/grass rustling in wind and
rattling against fence. Birdsong.

11:43

Wind ~3 m/s.

52

56

74

56

Low
helicopter
passby
for
2
minutes.
2 no. distant aircraft. Very light rain in last 2 minutes of
measurement. Occasional distant bangs from direction of
Edmonton EcoPark.

12:58

13:13

Low windspeed

53

56

64

55

Constant road traffic. Motorcycle acceleration 3 times in
measurement on distant road.
1 no. aircraft passby.

24.06.13

00:59

01:04

Low wind speed <2
m/s.

47

50

62

49

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave and closer Waltham
Way. Constant traffic flow, but less heavy flow than daytime.

24.06.13

02:34

02:39

Low windspeed.

44

48

51

46

Traffic less consistent flow than previous measurements. Some
distant, quiet industrial banging sounds from direction of
Edmonton EcoPark, possibly from Lower Hall pumping station.
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Figure A2 : Unattended measurement results at location 1
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 4 Attended measurement results at location 2
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

Finish Speed
(ms-1)

Comments

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

14:07 14:22

1.8 m/s

N

48.5

57.2

70.9

53.9

Residential traffic movements passing location parking and leaving
flats on lower hall lane and (A406) road noise levels can be heard to
south.

28.02.13

15:30 15:45

1.9 m/s

N/E

50.0

54.6

71.2

53.0

No roads can be heard above heavy plant working NW of location
(Thames Water). All type of earth movers are on site, quiet location
apart from this background Earth moves at work on site

28.02.13

16:37 16:52

1.4m/s

N

50.1

54.5

75.2

53.1

Large plant machines at work to north of site (Thames water)

28.02.13

20:36 20:46

1.8 m/s

N

45.4

47.9

59.4

46.7

Road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy roads.
Some low noise coming from Lower Hall Pumping Station.
Vehicle movements on nearby residential road - car door slams.

28.02.13

21:27 21:37

0.9m/s

N

44.4

47.6

56.1

46.0

Road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy roads.
Occasional vehicle movements around residential estate.

01.03.13

00:00 00:05

0.0m/s

N/A

41.3

44.9

64.7

44.3

Traffic in distance to N/W from (A1009) and road noise (A406) to south
of location. Apart from this background, no other noise can be heard

01.03.13

01:17 01:23

0.1m/s

N

40.7

43.2

55.1

42.2

Road noise is all coming from the (A406) north circular. Two cars
passbys during measurement on lower hall lane turning around and
dead end of lane.

01.03.13

02:25 02:30

0.3m/s

NE

41.6

45.3

52.6

43.6

Background noise from Eco Park can now be heard. Traffic on A406
is lighter than before, also traffic is audible north west of location.

27.06.13

20:58 21:08

0.2m/s

S

43.8

46.4

62.3

45.3

Quiet, no through road, no passing traffic during measurement.
Background dominated by A406 to south of location. Some noise from
open windows in flats voices can be heard.

27.06.13

22:33 22:43

0.8m/s

S

42.8

46.0

76.6

47.4

Road noise in distance to N/W and road noise south of location. Apart
from this background, no other noise can be heard.
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Time
Start

Wind
Finish Speed
(ms-1)

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.06.13

01:49 01:54

0.0m/s

N/A

42.4

44.7

62.0

43.8

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small
amount of traffic on Lower hall Lane turning around and dead end of
lane.

27.06.13

03:20 03:25

0.0m/s

N/A

42.1

45.6

50.2

44.1

Plant noise from Eco Park can now be heard. Traffic on A406 is slightly
lighter than before, also traffic is audible north west of location.

27.06.13

12:12 12:27

2.2m/s

S

58.3

42.0

69.7

60.3

Heavy plant can be seen to S/W of location working on Thames water
site and dominating background noise. Quiet location apart from this.

27.06.13

13:52 14:07

0.0m/s

N/A

51.6

55.0

73.1

53.9

No plant running on Thames water site, so A406 becomes the
dominant background noise for this location
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Figure A3 : Unattended measurement results at location 2
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 5 Further measurement results at location 2
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.13

10:31

10:46

23.06.13

11:47

23.06.13

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Sheltered from wind occasional low speed
gusts.

56

59

71

58

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave
and other nearby busy roads. Use of power tools or heavy plant
from Lower Hall Pumping Station. Vehicle movements on nearby
residential road - car door slams, low speed engine noise, horn
around corner. 4x4 towing mini digger and unloading - banging
sounds ~20m away.

12:02

Windspeed 3-4 m/s
with faster bursts.

55

59

64

57

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave
and other nearby busy roads. Banging from car park/scrap yard (?)
at end of Lower Hall Ln. Distant plant movements from Lower Hall
Pumping Station.
Occasional vehicle movements around
residential estate. Car playing loud music passed and parked - 30
sec. 2 no. distant light aircraft passbys.

13:19

13:34

-

55

59

70

58

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave
and other nearby busy roads. Motorcycle acceleration on closer
road. 2 no. aircraft passbys. 3 car movements nearby - parking,
engine noise, door slams.

24.06.13

01:10

01:15

Minimal wind.

48

52

60

51

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave. Lower traffic flow than
daytime, but still constant and dominant noise source.
One car movement on Mandeville Court (~10m away). Occasional
traffic on Hall Ln.

24.06.13

02:48

02:53

Light wind.

48

53

59

51

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave. Lower traffic flow than
daytime, but still constant and dominant noise source.
1 no. distant train. 2 no. Cars on nearby residential roads.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 6 Attended measurement results at location 3
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

14:34

14:49

3.8m/s

N

62.5

65.9

79.2

65.3

Helicopter fly over @4.2mins. Road noise from A406 is very high

28.02.13

15:55

16:10

2.0m/s

N/E

62.5

65.2

69.7

64.0

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small
amount of traffic on Harbet Road, which goes through industrial
estate. Car movements at other end of car park

28.02.13

16:58

17:13

0.9m/s

N

62.0

64.5

69.8

63.3

Road noise levels mask any plant noise from ECO power plant.
Traffic levels at A406 are still very high.

28.02.13

20:54

21:04

0.7m/s

N

60.2

63.1

67.2

61.8

Clear line of sight to A406 (north circular) traffic still is the dominant
noise source at this location. No other noise can be heard

28.02.13

21:44

21:54

0.9m/s

N

59.0

63.3

67.1

61.5

No other background noise apart from constant road noise from
A406

01.03.13

00:11

00:16

0.0m/s

N/A

56.0

61.1

64.8

59.0

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are
dropping.

01.03.13

01:28

01:33

0.1m/s

SW

49.0

59.1

62.8

56.4

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are
dropping but still the dominate background. Distant plant noise
from retail units can be heard.

01.03.13

02:36

02:41

0.0m/s

N/A

51.4

58.9

62.4

56.3

Road noise levels are still masking any plant noise from ECO
power plant. Traffic levels are A406 lighter but still constant.

27.06.13

21:23

21:33

0.1m/s

S

55.1

58.6

65.3

57.1

No other background noise apart from constant road noise from
A406

27.06.13

22:49

22:59

0.2m/s

S

54.0

58.9

66.4

56.8

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small
amount of traffic on Harbet Road, which goes through industrial
estate

27.06.13

02:04

02:09

0.1m/s

SW

50.5

57.0

62.4

54.3

Clear line of sight to A406 (north circular) traffic still is the dominant
noise source at this location. No other noise can be heard

27.06.13

03:31

03:36

0.0m/s

N/A

47.5

58.3

70.7

55.1

Bird song in tress. Road noise from A406
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Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.06.13

12:35

12:50

2.5m/s

S/W

54.8

59.0

75.1

57.4

Local traffic on Harbet Road, local traffic/high flyovers by 747-400.
Total dominated by A406. Car door shutting nearby.

27.06.13

14:04

14:19

0.1m/s

S

54.9

59.5

70.6

57.8

Bird song in trees and bushes. A406 still very busy, no other noise
can be heard above Traffic noise, airbus 380 @12:30. Car
movements at other end of car park.

27.06.13

14:46

15:01

0.1m/s

S

54.8

57.9

65.2

56.6

Bird song from trees, 747 overfly at 10,000ft @10:30 mins. A406
still dominating noise source
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Figure A4 : Unattended measurement results at location 3
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 7 Further attended measurement results at location 3
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.13

10:52

11:02

23.06.13

12:06

23.06.13

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Occasional gusts of
strong wind (>6 m/s).

59

76

86

72

65 Vehicles in 10min measurement on Harbet Rd. Avg. speed
~25mph and accelerating. Gate rattling in wind 2m away. Flags
outside shops flapping in wind. Constant road traffic noise from
screened Walthamstow Way and other distant busy roads. Horn
from passing car. 3 no. HGVs accessing carpark ~10m away.
Trolley on Blackwood avenue approaching measurement position 2 minutes of noise from wheels.

12:16

Brief gusts of wind
causing
gate
to
squeak/rattle
(2m
away).

59

75

83

70

72 vehicle passbys in 10 minute measurement. Avg. speed
~20mph, accelerating and braking at roundabout. Bangs from
industrial estate opposite. Pedestrians talking nearby while
passing. Very light rain at end of measurement.

13:41

13:56

-

61

75

88

72

85 vehicles passed - 5mph avg (slow moving queue). Car parked
nearby - 3m away. 2 Door slams, engine idling. Pedestrians talking
and walking by. Engine start near (3m). Queue of traffic from
roundabout back to microphone position. Car alarm down the road
- out of sight. Loud music from a car in the queue of traffic - 30
seconds.

23.06.13

19:35

-

-

56

67

84

66

Traffic noise from main road. 10 no. cars on Harbet Rd. Started
raining. Noise from rain hitting boat/clipboard/puddles. Wet roads
affecting high frequency measurement.
Rain too heavy abandoned measurements.

24.06.13

01:24

01:29

Minimal wind.

50

57

84

61

3 no. vehicles on Harbet Rd. Distant road traffic - lower traffic flow
but consistent still. Motorbike accelerating on A406. HGV engine
starting and idling for 2 minutes, 20m away (parked).

24.06.13

03:00

03:05

-

44

53

81

59

HGV with chiller on for 25 seconds of measurement. 2 no. cars on
Harbet Rd. Distant road traffic - similar to previous measurement
at this location.
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Figure A5 : Unattended measurement results at location 3
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 8 Attended measurement results at location 4
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

15:00

15:15

1.5m/s

N/E

75.9

80.2

84.3

78.4

Police car @02:45mins, police car at 09:40mins. Noise
from A406 as before very high flow.

28.02.13

16:14

16:29

1.8m/s

N

76.7

80.1

85.8

78.7

Traffic passbys using retail outlets, but measurement
level not affect because of high level of traffic noise from
(A406).

28.02.13

17:19

17:34

0.9m/s

N

75.7

79.2

82.3

77.7

Local traffic movements passed location parking and
leaving using Next and Argos shopping outlet and the
(A406) road noise levels mask any plant noise. Road still
very busy with traffic.

28.02.13

20:10

21:20

0.7m/s

N

73.6

79.6

84.3

77.4

Traffic flow on A406 very heavy, approx. 150 cars and
HGV-LDV per min. No other noise sources can be heard
above traffic drone

28.02.13

21:59

22:09

1.1 m/s

N

71.7

78.9

82.5

76.3

This location is totally dominated by A406, approx. 75
cars per min. No other noise can be heard above road
noise.

01.03.13

00:21

00:26

0.0m/s

N/A

66.5

77.6

82.5

74.3

No plant noise can be heard from the retail shopping
outlet and the road noise levels mask any plant noise from
ECO power plant. Traffic levels on A406 are still very
high.

01.03.13

01:40

01:45

0.1m/s

S

61.1

74.4

81.9

70.7

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue
(A406) are dropping.

01.03.13

02:46

02:51

0.0m/s

N/A

61.9

74.3

81.4

70.7

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue
(A406) are dropping but still the dominate background. So
some plant noise from retail units can be heard.

27.06.13

21:38

21:48

0.1m/s

S

71.2

79.3

85.7

76.2

Location totally dominated by A406, approx. 60 cars per
min. No other noise can be heard above road noise!!

27.06.13

23:05

23:15

0.1m/s

S

68.4

77.5

90.7

74.8

Location dominated by A406 (north circular road) levels
are so high, no other sounds can be heard.
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Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.06.13

02:15

02:20

0.0m/s

N/A

60.9

74.5

82.7

70.8

No plant noise can be heard from the Next and Argos
shopping outlet and the road noise levels mask any plant
noise from ECO power plant. Road still very busy with
traffic

27.06.13

03:43

03:48

0.0m/s

N/A

61.6

73.7

77.6

69.6

Traffic is building up on A406 and dust carts are starting
to leave ECO park .Traffic flows on Angel Road and
Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are starting to increase
again.

27.06.13

11:24

11:39

0.1m/s

S

76.7

80.7

94.4

79.1

Location totally dominated by pass traffic on A406, six
lane 50mph passing mixed vehicles car LGV-HGV, buses

27.06.13

12:56

13:11

0.2m/s

SE

76.0

80.4

89.7

78.8

Traffic flow on A406 very heavy, approx. 150 cars and
HGV-LDV per min. No other noise sources can be heard
above traffic drone

27.06.13

14:25

14:40

0.1m/s

S

75.0

79.4

89.9

77.7

Ambulance @04:00, A406 still running at full flow per
minute. Police at @14:02 mins

27.06.13

15:07

15:22

0.0m/s

N/A

75.7

79.9

87.5

78.1

Police car @02:34mins, police car at @09:30mins. Noise
from A406 as before
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Figure A6 : Unattended measurement results at location 4
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 9 Further attended measurement results at location 4
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Statistical Indices
Start

End

23.06.13

14:20

14:35

23.06.13

15:15

23.06.13

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Light wind, generally
<3m/s
except
occasional gusts

73

77

79

75

Argon Rd, A406 and Advent Way (10 lanes of traffic). Nearest lane
~15m away. Average speed of vehicles 50mph.
Retail
advertisement flags flapping in wind - metal on rope hitting the pole.

15:30

Constant
4m/s.

3-

74

78

80

76

Busy Road dominant. Consistent flow of 115 vehicles per minute.
Vehicle movements in car-park - door slams, engines idling. Quiet
compared to busy roads.

16:35

16:50

Flags rattling in wind.

75

78

85

77

Traffic flow ~120 cars per minute over 10 lanes of traffic. Minimal
car park movements - shops closed.

24.06.13

01:37

01:42

Flags still hitting poles
in breeze.

62

76

80

72

~22 cars per minute on all lanes of traffic. Plant noise (?) from
direction of Eco Park - just audible in absence of road traffic.

24.06.13

03:11

03:16

Very light breeze.

62

74

81

71

21 cars per minute. 1 no. aircraft - distant. Plant noise (?) from
direction of Eco Park - just audible in absence of road traffic.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 10 Attended measurement results at location 5
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

00:31

00:36

0m/s

NE

53.5

56.9

67.2

55.6

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406)
are dropping, so plant noise from London waste Eco park is
starting to dominate background.

01.03.13

01:48

01:53

0.1m/s

N

51.5

55.3

60.0

53.6

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406)
are dropping, so plant noise from London waste Eco park is
starting to dominate background.

01.03.13

02:57

03:02

0.2 m/s

N

51.0

56.6

61.9

54.3

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates
Background noise above Angel Road (A406) to south of
location. Very quiet to the east measurement location.

01.03.13

12:29

12:44

3.3m/s

NE

59.4

62.1

70.8

60.9

Plant machines at work on east of site and Angel Road (A406)
to the south of measurement location. Fork lifts moving about
and constant stream of dust cart going into plant building
loading bay

01.03.13

13:45

14:00

4.3m/s

N

58.6

61.4

76.0

60.2

Road traffic from Angel Road (A406) / North Circular
dominates background. Plant from Eco Park audible, affecting
background. fork lifts- constant stream of dust cart going into
plant building loading bay Some birdsong audible

01.03.13

15:03

15:08

3.5m/s

N

59.9

62.9

72.4

61.9

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates
Background noise above Angel Road (A406) to south of
location. Heavy plant working east of location on Thames
water site. All types of plant are on site.

01.03.13

20:00

20:10

0.2 m/s

N

57.8

60.4

64.1

59.2

Road traffic from Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue
(A406) dominates background. Roof top plant and intermittent
dust cart engine noise from Edmonton EcoPark audible,
affecting background.narrow boat pass by but quietly.
Some birdsong audible.

01.03.13

20:59

21:09

0.1m/s

NE

55.7

60.1

67.2

58.3

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background.
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Time
Start

Wind
Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Noise Level, dB (A)
Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Comments
Leq
Plant and intermittent engine noise from Edmonton EcoPark
audible, affecting background. Narrow boat engine running,
but quietly.
Some birdsong audible.

27.06.13

01:24

01:29

0.1m/s

S

48.2

50.5

68.2

49.8

Measurement location is equally dominated by A406/North
and London Waste Eco Park. Noisy plant running on roof.

27.06.13

02:54

02:59

021m/s

S

38.6

44.5

62.3

48.1

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates
Background noise above Angel Road (A406) to south of
location.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 11 Further attended measurement results at location 5
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.13

11:10

11:25

23.06.13

12:26

23.06.13

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

High windspeeds. 3-6
m/s
with
stronger
bursts
noticably
affecting measurement
below 100Hz.

60

63

70

62

High speed road traffic from A406 (screened, distant sounding).
Whirring noise from Edmonton EcoPark - Road sweep on access
ramp at high level. HGVs at plant area/carpark below measurement
position.

12:41

Windspeed constant
~4 m/s with strong
gusts of wind.

59

63

73

61

Canal boat engine on, idling at mooring location for entire
measurement. A406 screened road traffic noise - 50mph. HGV in
Edmonton EcoPark carpark below. No audible plant from Edmonton
EcoPark this time.

12:38

12:53

Windspeed constant
~4 m/s with strong
gusts of wind.

60

63

70

62

Repeat of last measurement. Similar conditions. Aircraft passby.
Cyclist bells on canal towpath below. Distant siren on A406.

23.06.13

14:01

14:16

-

60

63

66

62

Plant noise from Eco Park - not visible and very low level (possibly
behind). Road traffic as before.

24.06.13

01:50

01:55

Windspeed
not constant.

52

55

59

54

Distant road traffic & constant plant noise from Eco Park determine
background noise level. Occasional HGVs on road bridge down the
canal (250m away)

24.06.13

03:26

03:31

-

50

56

60

53

Distant road traffic & constant plant noise from Eco Park determine
background noise level. Additional whistling sound occasionally
from the south - possibly from plant items.

24.06.13

03:32

03:37

-

52

56

61

54

Constant plant noise from Eco Park determines background noise
level. Birds starting to sing. Plant noise and road traffic as previous.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 12 Further attended measurement results at location 5
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

27.06.13

11:45

12:00

27.06.13

12:54

27.06.13

14:04

Page 25

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~6m/s

56

61

72

59

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant from
Edmonton EcoPark audible, affecting background. Some birdsong
audible. 11:56 cyclist passes quietly. 11:59 cyclist passes quietly.
11:59 DIY rotary tool noise from nearby narrow boat.

13:09

Wind: ~6m/s

56

59

65

58

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant and
intermittent engine noise from Edmonton EcoPark audible,
affecting background. Engine running on narrow boat, but quietly.
Some birdsong audible. 12:58 cyclist passby talking. 13:08 cyclist
passes quietly.

14:19

Wind: ~6m/s

55

58

68

56

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant from
Edmonton EcoPark audible, affecting background. Some birdsong
audible. 14:07 cyclist passes, almost silently. 14:13 impulsive
event from narrow boat. 14:19 four cyclists pass quietly.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 13 Attended measurement results at location 6
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

00:50

00:55

0.1m/s

NNE

50.7

63.9

70.7

59.6

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment.
Some background noise just audible from North Circular.
Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road.

01.03.13

02:01

02:06

0.1m/s

NE

48.5

62.7

71.6

59.1

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment.
Some Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road to parkup for the night. Occasional HGV doors closing up for the night.
Occasional car horns causing the max level.

01.03.13

03:09

03:14

0.1m/s

NE

49.3

67.4

75.0

62.5

Bird song form trees overlooking location. Conduit Lane has
lighter traffic flows now, but still dominated by HGV. Fewer cars,
Traffic light at cross roads of Conduit Lane and Montague Road
(B137) are not changing at the same frequency as before, due to
traffic on Montague Road (B137) is very light, so no traffic is
being stopped on Conduit Lane.

01.03.13

12:55

13:10

0.5m/s

N

59.3

68.1

85.8

65.2

Noise from Conduit Lane. Very heavy traffic and stop start at
traffic lights south.

01.03.13

14:14

14:39

0.5m/s

NNE

63.0

71.4

79.7

68.2

Fridge lorry with chillier running at 20m from meter location.
HGV’s moving around location .Very heavy traffic and stop start
at traffic lights south.

01.03.13

15:30

15:45

2.1m/s

NE

59.2

67.2

86.8

65.3

HGV’s moving around location and parking up for the night.
Noise from Conduit Lane. Very heavy traffic and stop start at
traffic lights south.

01.03.13

20:19

20:29

0.1m/s

N

57.1

63.6

72.2

61.2

Traffic on Conduit Lane and the junction of Montague Road
(B137), is constant. Cars and HGVs slowing at traffic lights and
then accelerating away from junction. Mixed traffic LGV and cars.

01.03.13

21:17

21:27

0.1m/s

NNE

57.5

64.2

84.8

61.8

Location is totally dominated by traffic on Conduit Lane and the
junction of Montague Road (B137), Traffic level has slightly
eased from last measurement.
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Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.06.13

20:21

20:31

0.9m/s

S

55.3

64.2

71.6

61.0

Heavy traffic on Conduit Lane and junction of Montague Road
(B137), approx. 225 car pass buy at 10min per cars and HGVs
slowing at traffic lights and then accelerating away from junction.
Mixed traffic LGV and cars.

27.06.13

22:15

22:25

0.1m/s

S

51.1

64.1

75.9

60.7

Location dominated by traffic starting and stopping at lights at
Conduit Lane and the junction of Montague Road (B137). More
HGV using Conduit Lane during this measurement.

27.06.13

01:10

01:15

0.2m/s

S

48.6

64.1

79.9

60.1

Road still dominates background, more HGV running on Conduit
Lane, when break in traffic, large transformer next to Conduit
Lane can be heard humming.

27.06.13

02:41

02:46

0.3m/s

S

44.5

59.1

66.7

55.4

Conduit Lane not too busy, but still dominated by HGV. Fewer
cars, Traffic light at cross road, not changing as frequent as
before, due to traffic on Montague Road (B137) is very light.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 14 Further attended measurement results at location 6
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.1
3

14:39

14:54

23.06.1
3

15:31

23.06.1
3

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

-

59

63

70

61

Road traffic on Conduit Lane. Car Horns, accelerating traffic from
traffic lights. Quiet while cars are stopped at lights. Vehicle
movements from inside Edmonton Auto and movement/stacking of
metal - very brief impact events. Tree knocking against metal fence
in wind.

15:46

Occasional gusts of
strong wind (>5m/s) slightly
affecting
measurement below
100Hz.

58

63

71

61

Horns from junction nearby. Similar road traffic to previous
measurement. Helicopter overhead for 30 seconds - low frequency
engine sound and propeller noise.

16:16

16:31

Wind <5m/s with
occasional
strong
gusts - did not
noticably affect the
measurement.

58

63

67

61

Loud engine idling & accelerating at traffic lights. Constant distant
road traffic (not visible but from direction of North Circular/Angel
Road - A406). HGVs at traffic lights accelerating & engine idling. 2
no. distant aircraft.

24.06.1
3

02:05

02:20

-

46

57

65

54

Distant HGVs, occasionally crossing junction with Kenninghall Rd,
accelerating from lights. Periods of no traffic nearby, only very distant
sounding road traffic. Vehicles on Conduit Lane/Montague Rd are
mainly HGVs with a few small vehicles.

24.06.1
3

03:44

03:59

-

49

64

72

60

Loud acceleration from car at traffic lights. HGVs at lights. Road
traffic becoming more noticeable (distant roads and some closer
roads)
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 15 Further attended measurement results at location 6
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

27.06.13

12:10

12:25

27.06.13

13:18

27.06.13

14:42
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Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

80

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some
background noise audible from North Circular. Lorries occasionally
passing on Kenninghall Road. 12:12 car horns. 12:29 car/truck
horns.

13:33

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

75

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some
background noise audible from North Circular. Lorries occasionally
passing on Kenninghall Road. Frequent impulsive 'clangs' from
recycling yard. 13:30 car horn causing the max event.

14:57

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

76

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some
background noise audible from North Circular. Lorries occasionally
passing on Kenninghall Road. Occasional impulsive 'clangs' from
recycling yard. Occasional car horns causing the max level.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 16 Attended measurement results at location 7
Date
Time
Wind
Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

01:02

01:07

0.1m/s

N

43.4

54.5

60.6

50.7

Trains are on overhead power lines, train passbys are relatively
quiet due to road noise from Meridian way (A1055). No car passbys
during measurement.

01.03.13

02|:11

02:16

0.0m/s

N/A

41.6

51.4

58.8

47.8

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from
Meridian way (A1055 and probably Montagu Road (B137). No car
passbys during measurement

01.03.13

03:20

03:25

0.1m/s

N

43.6

56.0

61.7

51.7

Car passbys during measurement @3:30 mins Traffic on Meridian
way (A1055) can be heard and dominates background levels

01.03.13

13:19

13:34

1m/s

N

53.2

60.3

85.2

62.2

Road noise from Meridian way (A1055)and construction breaker
from North. Train pass @3:50 mins,@5:02mins,@8:32mins,
@10:32 mins

01.03.13

14:36

14:51

4.4m/s

N

53.8

61.2

85.9

62.2

Car passbys during measurement @12:30 mins. Train @3:30 mins,
@3:5 mins,@ 6:06 mins, @8:36 mins,@8:56 mins and
@14:15mins

01.03.13

15:56

16:11

2.4m/s

NE

53.2

60.1

86.3

62.5

Train slow & quiet @13:33 mins, @14:54 mins. construction
breaker noise. No car passbys during measurement.

01.03.13

20:39

20:49

0.1m/s

NE

49.5

60.0

85.5

63.6

Trains @30 secs, @2:19 mins,@3:48 mins,@4:48 mins, @6:48
mins
quiet engine running for 3:45 mins, now is switched off.

01.03.13

21:36

21:46

0.1m/s

N

50.4

59.4

87.1

64.1

Train @3:09 mins, @3:45 mins, @6:35 mins, 8:10 mins, @8:48
mins. Plant noise from industrial park and earth land fill to the east
of location.

27.06.13

20:02

20:12

1.1m/s

S

46.9

53.8

71.5

51.9

Traffic on Meridian way (A1055) can be heard and dominates
background levels, no other roads can be heard to the north of
location. Slow train @ 06:53mins and @08:35mins, helicopter at
@9:45mins
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Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.06.13

21:59

22:09

0.1m/s

S

43.5

53.4

67.9

49.9

Dead end road. No house noise, background dominated by
Meridian way (A1055), plane over fly @5:30mins No car passbys
during measurement

27.06.13

00:59

01:04

0.7m/s

S

39.2

49.0

55.0

45.2

Road noise coming from N/E of location dominated by quite new
build flats and town houses, Approx. construction date 2000. No car
passbys during measurement.

27.06.13

02:30

02:35

0.2m/s

S

35.9

49.6

74.1

48.3

Traffic levels on Meridian way (A1055) to the N/E of location are
now lighter, no trains running during measurement, bird song from
trees. No car passbys during measurement
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 17 Further attended measurement results at location 7
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

23.06.13

14:56

15:06

23.06.13

15:48

23.06.13

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

-

50

54

70

53

Children shouting - playing on bikes ~20m down the road. Distant
road traffic (Meridian Way, and more distant A406). 3 no. aircraft in
10 min measurement. 2 no. car movements on Zambezie Dr.
Pedestrians and residents outside talking 15m away. Distant music
from a house. Hoarding up all along road - possible screening that
wasn't present in the last survey.

16:02

-

51

56

72

56

Infrequent road traffic on Zambezie Dr (2no. Cars total). Low flying
light aircraft caused Lmax. Residents opening/closing doors, taking
bins out - not loud. Distant aircraft. Road traffic on Montagu Rd
dominant. 3 minutes of minimal road traffic. Distant ice cream van.

15:59

16:14

-

51

57

92

66

5 no. cars on Zambezie Dr, 2 parking 10m away with quiet door
open/close, car engine idling for 1 min. Car door slam 5m away. Ice
cream van music on this road caused Lmax. Also engine idling 3m
away for last 10 seconds of measurement.

24.06.13

02:16

02:21

-

40

45

50

43

Humming sound from other side of hoarding - quiet but constant.
Occasional road traffic on Montagu Rd. Distant road traffic - not a
consistent flow. 4 no. car door slams from around the corner distant. 2 no. metal sliding/banging sounds - distant, not sure of the
location of the source.

24.06.13

03:54

03:59

-

43

47

55

46

Humming sound from other side of hoarding. Less road traffic - 1
minurte with no obvious traffic noise. Empty passenger train passby
at end of Zambezie Dr.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.2 Table 18 Further attended measurement results at location 7
Date
Time
Wind Speed
Noise Level, dB (A)
Start

End

27.06.13

12:31

12:46

27.06.13

13:38

27.06.13

15:02
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Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~5m/s

48

57

78

56

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from
Montague Road and probably Meridian Way, although this was not
visible. Some continuous construction noise audible. 12:34
pedestrian passes. 12:36 nearby residents holding elevated
conversation. 12:40 train. 12:41 light van passes and parks up.
Reversing beeper causes max event. 12:42 train. 12:44 train (slow
& quiet). 12:45 train.

13:53

Wind: ~5m/s

47

53

73

52

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from
Montague Road and probably Meridian Way, although this was not
visible. Some continuous construction noise audible. 13:40 train.
13:41 resident moving refuse bin nearby. 13:42 train. 13:44
pedestrian passes. 13:45 train. 13:51 train.

15:17

Wind: ~5m/s

48

56

70

53

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from
Montague Road and probably Meridian Way, although this was not
visible. Some continuous construction noise audible. 15:04 car door
shutting. 15:06 car passes. 15:07 a quiet engine that had been
running is switched off. 15:07 some DIY impulsive events from
nearby. 15:09 train. 15:10 train (quiet). 15:13 pedestrian pass,
children whistling. 15:14 fairly loud aeroplane passing overhead.
15:16 car passes.
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Position Paper: Approach to Assessment of Noise for the
North London Heat and Power Project
1

Purpose of note

The North London Heat and Power Project (NLHPP) would replace the existing EfW facility at the
Edmonton EcoPark site with a new Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) and associated development.
A description of the new facility is provided in Section 2 of this note.
The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the NLHPP includes an assessment of noise and
vibration, the scope of which was set out in the EIA Scoping Report published in October 2014. A
Scoping Opinion was subsequently published by the Planning Inspectorate in November 2014,
which contained comments from the Environment Agency regarding the scope of the noise and
vibration assessment. These comments related mainly to the adequacy of the baseline noise data
gathered and how this should be applied for permitting agreements. Section 3 of this note describes
the applicant’s response to the Environment Agency comments, addressing each of the points raised
to show how the gathered data is compliant for permitting purposes.
Section 4 then sets out a proposal as to how the latest revision of BS41421 should be applied to the
setting of appropriate noise requirements for industrial noise from the development.
These proposals are intended to form the basis of discussions with the Environment Agency to
reach an agreement of the noise requirements for inclusion in the permit. The Environment Agency
are therefore requested to review and comment on the proposals set out in this note to inform
further technical discussion on this matter.
This note does not consider noise from vehicle movements on local highways or within the
boundary of the site as the noise from vehicle movements is not considered to represent an intrinsic
part of the overall sound emanating from the new facility. Road traffic noise is considered
separately as part of the EIA and the Development Control Order processes.

2

Description of the new facility

The Project would replace the existing EfW facility at Edmonton EcoPark, which is expected to
cease operations in 2025, with a new and more efficient ERF which would produce energy from
municipal waste, and associated development, including temporary works required to facilitate
construction, demolition and commissioning. The new ERF would be constructed in the
northernmost section of site currently occupied by the in-vessel composting facility, incinerator
bottom ash reprocessing plant, bulky waste recycling facility and fuel preparation plant (all of
which would be decommissioned).
1

BSI(2014), BS 4142 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound, British Standards
Institution.
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This comprises the ERF (‘principal development’) and developments that would be associated with
the ERF (‘associated development’). These developments would generate sounds from all of the
following sources which meet the scope of BS4142:2104: Methods for rating and assessing
industrial and commercial sound:





sound from industrial processes;
fixed installations which comprise mechanical and electrical plant and equipment;
sound from the loading and unloading of goods and materials; and
sound from mobile plant and vehicles that is intrinsic to the overall sound emanating
from premises or processes e.g. forklift trucks.

The main features of the Application Site layout once the new ERF is constructed and the old EfW
facility is demolished are detailed below and are illustrated in Figure 1 below.
1. a northern area of the Edmonton EcoPark accommodating the proposed ERF;
2. a southern area of the Edmonton EcoPark accommodating the Resource Recovery Facility
(RRF), a visitor and education centre with offices, and a base for the Edmonton Sea Cadets
(‘EcoPark House’);
3. a central space, where the existing EfW facility is currently located that would be cleared; and
4. a new landscape area along the edge with the River Lee Navigation

Figure 1: Proposed Edmonton Eco Park site layout
The new facility is planned to operate 24 hours, seven days a week.
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The Secretary of State issued a Scoping Opinion for the NLHPP EIA in November 2014. The
Opinion included comments from statutory consultees2 including the Environment Agency. This
position paper provides the Arup response to the Environment Agency scoping comments on the
noise and vibration assessment, including comments raised at a meeting with the Environment
Agency on 18 February 2015.
It is proposed that this paper provides the basis for further discussion with the Environment Agency
on the issues raised.

3.2

Environment Agency comments

The comments provided by the Environment Agency on the EIA Scoping Report related primarily
to the scope of the noise and vibration assessment. However the comments also related to the
environmental permit which will be required for the NLHPP.
The Environment Agency comments stated: “The energy from waste plant will require an
installations environmental permit. As such, it is appropriate to highlight issues relating to section
9.2. The time used to obtain the baseline noise data is considered inadequate. The reports states in
section 9.2.2 that the Feb/March data set only gives a 12hr data set, and the June/July data set
gives a complete 24hr data set. This is a poor data set i.e. too short. Ambient noise levels are
reported as ranges in section 9.2.3, but there is no report of any LA90 levels. Confirmation should
be provided to demonstrate that noise monitoring is carried out to any correct British Standards
guidelines eg BS7445.”
The Environment Agency raised the following additional comments at a meeting on 18 February
2015:


Adequacy of data is questioned as surveys were undertaken whilst the current site was
operational.



The Environment Agency stated that in order to understand noise levels for the operational
phase the baseline data should be collected without the existing site noise levels (i.e. without the
site being operational). Recommended that reference be made to BS4142 (2014) to identify an
approach for measuring/calculating what the noise levels would be like without the existing
facility.



Environment Agency queried whether another site which operates at a similar level /capacity
could be used as comparison for obtaining baseline details (i.e. the principle of Example 10
from BS4142).



Environment Agency queried whether the baseline data that would be used for the EIA would
also be used for the environmental permit.

2

The Secretary of State undertook consultation under Regulation 8(6) of the EIA Regulations before adopting the
Scoping Opinion
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Arup response

The Scoping Report upon which the Environment Agency has provided comments contained a
summary of the noise survey results. The noise survey report from which the summary was derived,
is provided in Appendix A of this paper (please note that this full noise survey report was not
included in the Scoping Report). This report contains the information required to fully respond to
the Environment Agency comments.
The noise survey locations for the NLHPP (see Appendix A) were chosen to represent the nearest
identified existing and future noise sensitive receptors (i.e. residential receptors) to the Application
Site. A description of the noise survey locations are shown in Table 1 below and in Figure 2 in
section 4.3.1.
Measurement
location number

Description

Coordinates
X

Y

1

Residential – representing sensitive
receiver locations in Russell Road

536548

192830

2

Residential – representing sensitive
receiver locations on Lower Hall
Lane

536393

192540

3

Residential – representing future
sensitive receiver locations in the
Meridian Water development.

536050

192122

4

Residential – representing future
sensitive receiver locations in the
Meridian Water development.

535610

192116

5

Amenity - representing recreational
users along the River Lee
Navigation.

535863

192457

6

Residential - representing future
sensitive receiver locations in the
Meridian Water development.

535092

192450

7

Residential - representing sensitive
receiver locations on Zambezie
Drive.

535413

193294

Table 1: Noise survey locations
The noise survey work was undertaken in February/March 2013 and June/July 2013. Both surveys
were undertaken following British Standard (BS) 7445:20033and BS4142:19974 guidance which
represented the relevant and correct guidance at the time of the surveys. They also comply with the
new BS4142:20141. The Standards both describe the industry best practice protocols for carrying
out noise monitoring surveys and are adhered to as standard practice by Arup.
The noise surveys in June/July 2013 were undertaken to also encompass the survey requirements set
out in Environment Agency environmental permitting regulations: Integrated Pollution Prevention
3
4

BSI (2003) BS 7445-1. Description and measurement of environmental noise. Guide to quantities and procedures
BSI (1997) BS4142. Method for rating industrial noise affecting mixed residential and industrial areas
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and Control (IPPC) H3 Horizontal Guidance for Noise Part 2 (2004)5. The specific requirements
of relevance are those prescribing the duration of the surveys and time periods covered e.g.
weekends as well as weekdays.
Part 2 of the H3 Guidance states that “The time when measurements are made may affect the noise
levels that are measured. If a survey is intended to establish background noise from which noise
limits will be derived for a new facility, the following should apply:


the survey should include noise measurements at all the likely operational times of the plant;
day, evening, weekend and night, although in practice in the case of a 24hr operation the night–
time levels will often be the limiting factor



night–time measurements should normally be made between 01:00 to 04:00 hours, Sunday to
Thursday (when traffic noise and other human activity is at its lowest)

Measurements should be carried out over a sufficient period of time to establish representative
noise levels, and if necessary, maximum noise levels, from the facility. It is good practice to repeat
measurements in order to improve confidence in the results because of all the factors described
above”.
In order to fulfil the H3 measurement criteria above, the noise surveys were conducted by Arup at
the following times (attended survey times):


between 14:07 and 17:34, 20:10 and 22:09 on Thursday 28 February 2013



between 00:00 and 03:25, 12:29 and 16:11, and 20:00 and 21:46 on Friday 1 March 2013



between 10:07 and 16:50 on Sunday 23 June 2013



between 00:59 and 03:59 on Monday 24 June 2013



between 00:59 and 03:48, 11:24 and 15:22, and 20:02 and 23:15 on Saturday 27 June 2013.

Unattended noise surveys were also conducted by Arup, setting the logging meters to run over the
following periods (see Appendix A for details of locations referred to below):


between Thursday 28 February 2013 and Friday 1st March 2013 at location 1



between Friday 21 June 2013 and Friday 28 June 2013 at location 1



between Friday 21 June 2013 and Friday 28 June 2013 at location 2



between Thursday 27 June 2013 and Tuesday 2 July 2013 at location 3



between Friday 21 June 2013 and Friday 28 June 2013 at location 5



between Thursday 27 June 2013 and Tuesday 2 July 2013 at location 6



between Thursday 27 June 2013 and Tuesday 2 July 2013 at location 7

NB it was not possible to install logging equipment at location 4 due to access and security issues.
The sound level meter was set to automatically measure and store the LAeq, LAmin, LAmax, LA10 and
LA90 indices for all measurements. The full survey dataset, including LA90 levels are contained in
Appendix A and are analysed further in the following part of this note.
Environment Agency (2004) Horizontal Guidance Note IPPC H3 Horizontal Guidance for Noise Part 2 – Noise
Assessment and Control.
5
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All noise surveys were carried out while the EfW facility was operating. However, noise from the
existing facility was not audible at most of the measurement locations. Even when noise from the
existing facility was audible it was not considered to be a significant contributor to the background
sound level.
The Environment Agency suggested that an example contained within the BS4142:20141 could be
used to identify an approach for measuring/calculating what the background noise levels would be
like without the existing facility. Example 10 in Annex 8 of BS4142 sets out an example approach
for investigating complaints, where it would be appropriate to consider the rating level of the noise
by comparison of the background sound level free from the influence of the specific sound level of
the source under investigation. Example 10 does not apply to new sources of sound of an industrial
or commercial nature. That does not mean to say that the noise from the existing facility should not
be considered as this forms part of the context for the assessment of the new facility. The
establishment of representative background sound levels is considered further in the next part of this
note as well as setting out our thoughts on the context for the assessment and, in particular, the
relevance and importance of the absolute level of sound and the character and level of the residual
sound.

3.4

Conclusions on response to scoping comments

The survey data contained in Appendix A is compliant with previous and current guidance in terms
of monitoring protocol and scope (i.e. British Standards and H3 Horizontal Guidance). The survey
data contained within Appendix A also includes the LA90 noise levels.

4

Proposed approach to setting design criteria for noise
permitting

4.1

Introduction

This part of the note considers the impact of the operation of the new ERF, with reference to the
assessment method described in BS4142:2014.
The following sections provide an overview of the principles of the BS4142 method as are relevant
to this application. Based upon these principles, the proposed approach to setting noise
requirements is discussed. This will form the starting point for discussions with the Environment
Agency for agreement of permit conditions.

4.2

British Standard BS4142:2014- Methods for rating and
assessing industrial and commercial sound – summary of key
principles

Industrial noise is to be assessed using the British Standard (BS4142:2014). The assessment will
form the basis for setting the acoustic design requirements for the Project.
The standard provides methods for rating and assessing sound of an industrial and/or commercial
nature, which includes:
a. sound from industrial and manufacturing processes;
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b. sound from fixed installations which comprise mechanical and electrical plant and equipment;
c. sound from the loading and unloading of goods and materials at industrial and/or commercial
premises; and
d. sound from mobile plant and vehicles that is an intrinsic part of the overall sound emanating
from premises or processes, such as that from forklift trucks, or that from train or ship
movements on or around an industrial and/or commercial site.
The standard can be used for the purposes of:
1. investigating complaints;
2. assessing sound from proposed, new, modified or additional source(s) of sound of an industrial
and/or commercial nature; and
3. assessing sound at proposed new dwellings or premises used for residential purposes.
Section 11 of the standard states: ‘The significance of the sound of an industrial and/or commercial
nature is assessed considering both the margin by which the rating level of the specific sound
source exceeds the background sound level and the context in which the sound occurs.’ The
terminology used above to describe the various sound parameters is defined in Section 3 of the
standard.
An initial estimate of the impact of the specific sound should be obtained by subtracting the
measured background sound level from the rating level. The standard (Section 11) states that:
a. Typically, the greater this difference, the greater the magnitude of the impact.
b. A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to be an indication of a significant adverse
impact, depending on the context.
c. A difference of around +5dB is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact, depending on
the context.
d. The lower the rating level is relative to the measured background sound level, the less likely it is
that the specific sound source will have an adverse impact or a significant adverse impact.
Where the rating level does not exceed the background sound level, this is an indication of the
specific sound source having a low impact, depending on the context.
The standard then goes on to describe the factors to be considered as part of the context, as follows:
1. The absolute level of sound. For a given difference between the rating level and the background
sound level, the magnitude of the overall impact might be greater for an acoustic environment
where the residual sound level is high than for an acoustic environment where the residual
sound level is low. Where background sound levels and rating levels are low, absolute levels
might be as, or more, relevant than the margin by which the rating level exceeds the
background. This is especially true at night. Where residual sound levels are very high, the
residual sound might itself result in adverse impacts or significant adverse impacts, and the
margin by which the rating level exceeds the background might simply be an indication of the
extent to which the specific sound source is likely to make those impacts worse.
2. The character and level of the residual sound compared to the character and level of the
specific sound. Consider whether it would be beneficial to compare the frequency spectrum and
temporal variation of the specific sound with that of the ambient or residual sound, to assess the
degree to which the specific sound source is likely to be distinguishable and will represent an
incongruous sound by comparison to the acoustic environment that would occur in the absence
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of the specific sound. Any sound parameters, sampling periods and averaging time periods used
to undertake character comparisons should reflect the way in which sound of an industrial
and/or commercial nature is likely to be perceived and how people react to it.
NOTE 3 Consideration ought to be given to evidence on human response to sound and, in
particular, industrial and/or commercial sound where it is available. A number of studies are
listed in the “Effects on humans of industrial and commercial sound” portion of the “Further
reading” list in the Bibliography.
3. The sensitivity of the receptor and whether dwellings or other premises used for residential
purposes will already incorporate design measures that secure good internal and/or outdoor
acoustic conditions, such as:
i. facade insulation treatment;
ii. ventilation and/or cooling that will reduce the need to have windows open so as to provide
rapid or purge ventilation; and
iii. acoustic screening.

4.2.1

Background sound level

The standard requires background sound levels to be established for different situations (Section
8.1.1), namely:
a. a new specific sound source is to be commissioned; or
b. a change or modification is to be made to an existing sound source; or
c. there is an existing specific sound source not operating continuously; or
d. there is an existing specific sound source operating continuously; or
e. a new noise-sensitive receptor is being introduced to an environment already experiencing, or
that will at a future time experience, industrial and/or commercial sound.
Where possible the background sound level should be measured at the assessment location(s).
However, if this is not possible then the background sound level should be measured at an
alternative location where the residual sound is comparable to the assessment location(s).
The notes to the section on background sound levels (Section 8.1) usefully explain that:
“In using the background sound level in the method for rating and assessing industrial and
commercial sound it is important to ensure that values are reliable and suitably represent both the
particular circumstances and periods of interest. For this purpose, the objective is not simply to
ascertain a lowest measured background sound level, but rather to quantify what is typical during
particular time periods.
Among other considerations, diurnal patterns can have a major influence on background sound
levels and, for example, the middle of the night can be distinctly different (and potentially of lesser
importance) compared to the start or end of the night-time period for sleep purposes. Furthermore,
in this general context it can also be necessary to separately assess weekends and weekday periods.
Since the intention is to determine a background sound level in the absence of the specific sound
that is under consideration, it is necessary to understand that the background sound level can in
some circumstances legitimately include industrial and/or commercial sounds that are present as
separate to the specific sound.”
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For proposed, new, modified or additional specific sound source(s) the standard requires the
background sound level to be measured at times when the specific sound source(s) is intended to be
operated.
For an existing specific sound source(s) not operating continuously (Section 8.3) the background
sound should be measured:
a. during a temporary shutdown of the specific sound source(s); or
b. during a period immediately before or after the specific sound source(s) operate(s); or
c. at times when the specific sound is absent but might otherwise be present over the period of
interest.
Where an existing specific sound source(s) is operating continuously (Section 8.4) the background
sound should be measured at a location which is not subject to the specific sound and where the
residual sound is considered to be comparable to that of the assessment location. Justification for
considering this should be reported.

4.2.2

Rating level

Certain acoustic features can increase the significance of impact over that expected from a basic
comparison between the specific sound level and the background sound level. Where such features
are present at the assessment location, a character correction should be added to the specific sound
level to obtain the rating level. This can be approached using one of three different approaches
(Section 9.1):
a. subjective method;
b. objective method for tonality;
c. reference method.
Tonality: the correction of between 0 dB and +6 dB should be applied for tonality. In particular,
the following correction should be applied (Section 9.2):
a. 2 dB for a tone which is just perceptible at the noise receptor,
b. 4 dB where it is clearly perceptible, and
c. 6 dB where it is highly perceptible.
Corrections of up to +9 dB can be applied for sound that is highly impulsive. The following
corrections should be applied for impulses with different levels of prominence:
a. 3 dB for impulsivity which is just perceptible at the noise receptor,
b. 6 dB where it is clearly perceptible, and
c. 9 dB where it is highly perceptible.
Further corrections of 3 dB can be applied where the specific sound features characteristics that are
neither tonal nor impulsive, though otherwise are readily distinctive against the residual acoustic
environment or when the specific sound is intermittent i.e. has identifiable on/off conditions.
Where a combination of tones and impulses are present in the specific sound within the same
reference period the standard advises that two corrections can both be taken into account. If one
feature is dominant then it might be appropriate to apply a single correction. Where both features
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are likely to affect perception and response, the corrections ought normally to be added in a linear
fashion.

4.3

Application of BS4142:2014 to the Project

The operational noise criteria for the new ERF will be set by reference to the assessment method
described in BS4142:2014. The following proposals are set out for consideration by the
Environment Agency to inform a discussion regarding noise controls for inclusion in the
operational permit.
The scope of the standard is appropriate for this type of development as it is intended for sound
from industrial and manufacturing processes falling within the definition set out at Section 1.1 of
the BS4142. This includes associated loading and unloading activities and mobile plant on the site,
such as vehicle movements, where the sound from mobile plant represents an intrinsic part of the
overall sound emanating from the facility.

4.3.1

Baseline monitoring locations

Baseline noise surveys were carried out in 2013 at locations representing sensitive receptors around
the site. The survey locations are shown in Figure 2. Survey locations 1 and 2 represent residential
receptors on Lower Hall Lane, to the east of the site, and survey location 7 represents the nearest
sensitive residential receptors on Zambezie Drive to the west of the site. Survey locations 3, 4 and
6 represent future residential receptors as part of the allocated Meridian Water development.
Location 5 represents receptors in the Lee Valley Regional Park.
At the survey location 1, measurements were made over consecutive 15 minute periods between
14:00 on 28 February and 04:00 on 1 March 2013, to give a full 12 hours dataset for that location.
More recent logged surveys were carried out in June and July 2013 at six of the seven of the
locations6 to capture a complete 24 hour period noise dataset.
6

It was not possible to take logged surveys at location 4 due to access and security constraints.
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Figure 1: Survey measurement locations in relation to the Application Site

4.3.2

Descriptions of noise climate at monitoring locations

In all locations the noise survey reporting indicates that subjectively the background noise climate is
dominated by road noise from the North Circular Road, and this is corroborated by discussions with
the team who carried out the noise survey.
At location 1, it is reported that road noise dominates for most of the measurement period during
both the February and June surveys. At midday during the June survey, plant noise was heard
coming from the Thames Water site, and it is noted that traffic on the A406 North Circular was
lighter than usual. It is not clear what activity the plant were engaged in. During the measurement at
13:21 the plant is not working.
At location 2 it is reported that road traffic noise dominates for most of the measurement period
during both the February and June surveys. At midday during the June survey, plant noise was
again heard coming from the Thames Water site, and it is noted in the 13:52 survey that no plant
was operating, A406 North Circular Road noise was dominant. In the early hours of the morning
roof-top plant noise from the EcoPark could be heard.
At location 5 during the daytime, rooftop plant noise from the EcoPark and distant North Circular
Road noise in combination determined the background noise at this location. Plant noise was also
heard from the Thames water site. At night and in the early hours of the morning, rooftop plant
noise from the Eco Park occasionally dominates this location, only when noise from the North
Circular Road is reduced.
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At all other locations A406 road traffic noise is dominant.

4.3.3

Existing background, residual and ambient sound levels

As described in Section 4.2.1, the standard makes clear that it is important to establish what is a
typical background sound level and not simply the lowest background sound level at an assessment
location. To help establish this, the standard recommends that fluctuations in background sound
level over the monitoring periods should be examined to determine the context of the underlying
sound exposure. Based on the example distribution of background sound levels given in Figure 4 of
the standard, an equivalent analysis has been carried out for the baseline data obtained around the
NLHPP site.
Figures 1 to 12 in Appendix B show the distribution of measured background sound levels at
monitoring locations 1 to 7 (excluding unused location 4) over the daytime (07:00 to 23:00hrs) and
night-time (23:00 to 07:00hrs) measurement periods. The cumulative percentage is also displayed to
consider the proportions of the collected data that fall below particular sound levels. Further to this,
the accompanying Tables 2 to 13 (shown below) provide associated statistical data to help
understand the mean averages and the variation within the data sets acquired at each location. These
results also reflect the context of the local sound exposure.

4.3.3.1

Analysis of background sound levels

A statistical analysis has been performed on the complete datasets acquired at each of the noise
assessment locations. The total survey period included several normal working week days as well as
a complete weekend period. Analysis was performed on the complete datasets as a whole, which
takes account of both the weekday and weekends combined. In addition to this, an analysis was also
undertaken upon the weekend period only (excluding normal weekdays), so as to provide indicative
information on how the background level might vary between normal working days and the
weekend. These findings are also discussed below.
Location 1
For daytime, Figure 1 (Appendix B) shows a distribution of the background sound levels over a
range of approximately 20dB, which is a typical range for many of the locations monitored during
the day, the range was smaller for the weekend. The statistical analysis of the LA90 values are
presented in Table 2 below. The results for the combined weekday and weekend data show that the
mean value (rounded to the nearest whole number) is 49dBLA90. One standard deviation (the
standard expression describing the variation of the data set about the mean), is 4.3dBLA90. The
mode value (most frequently occurring background sound level) is above the mean in this case, at
54dBLA90. The sound level exceeded for 25% of the sample data set is 45dBLA90. The equivalent
results for the weekend show that background sound levels were higher (or equivalent in the case of
the mode).
Two options are proposed for discussion with the Environment Agency to set the background sound
level for the assessment against the BS4142 rating level. Alternatively a noise level between these
criteria might be agreed according to the characteristics and variability of the local background
sound at a location. Both of these proposals are based on the combined weekday/weekend data set,
which would result in lower, more conservative thresholds than the equivalent results for the
weekend.
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1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution (as per the example
given in Section 8.1.4 of BS4142), this would be 54dBLA90 in this case.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 45dBLA90 in this case.
The 25% cumulative level lies within -1 standard deviation of the mean value.
For night-time, Figure 2 shows that the range of background sound levels falls over approximately
20dB, the range was smaller for the weekend. For the combined weekday and weekend data the
mean value is 44dBLA90, and one standard deviation about the mean, is similar to the daytime
results at 5.0dBLA90. The mode occurs at two values, 43 and 49dBLA90, as can be seen from the
figure, which shows two separate distributions of the data corresponding to weekday and weekend
measurements respectively. The sound level exceeded for 75% of the sample data set is 41dBLA90.
The equivalent results for the weekend show that background sound levels were higher.
As for the daytime, two options are proposed for discussion with the Environment Agency:
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the lower mode of the distribution, this would be
43dBLA90 in this case.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 41dBLA90 in this case.
Both of the values lie within -1 standard deviation of the mean value.
Location 1 – Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

49

52

Mode

54

54

1 Standard Deviation

4.3

1.9

Average plus Standard Dev.

53

54

Average minus Standard Dev.

44

50

25% of Cumulative

45

51

75% of Cumulative

52

54

Table 2: Location 1 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime
Location 1 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

44

49

Mode

43 / 49*

49

1 Standard Deviation

5.0

1.5

Average plus Standard Dev.

49

51

Average minus Standard Dev.

39

48

25% of Cumulative

41

49

75% of Cumulative

49

51

J:\235000\235271 - NLWA 2014\4 EDMONTON ECO PARK\1-10 EIA\10-10 EIA COORDINATION\CONSULTATION\EA\NLHPP_NOISE_POSITION PAPER FOR EA_ISSUE.DOCX

Page 13 of 27

Subject

EIA Noise Position Paper for the Environment Agency

Date

11 June 2015

Job No/Ref

235271

*The mode occurs at two values corresponding to weekday and weekend measurements respectively.

Table 3: Location 1 - LA90 statistical analysis, night-time

Location 2
Figures 3 and 4 (Appendix B) show that the range of background sound levels falls over
approximately 20dB daytime and 15dB at night-time, the range was smaller for the weekend. The
relationships between mean, standard deviation and the mode generally show a similar pattern to
the results for Location 1. The equivalent results for the weekend show that background sound
levels were higher.
Again, two options are proposed for discussion with the Environment Agency to set the background
sound level for the assessment against the BS4142 rating level. Both of these proposal are based on
the combined weekday/weekend data set (i.e. more conservative than the equivalent results for the
weekend).
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution (as per Section 8.1.4
of BS4142), this would be 54dBLA90 daytime and 47dBLA90 night time.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 49dBLA90 daytime
and 45dBLA90 night time.
The 25% cumulative levels lie within the -1 standard deviation of the mean value.
Location 2 – Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

52

56

Mode

54

59

1 Standard Deviation

4.2

2.5

Average plus Standard Dev.

56

58

Average minus Standard Dev.

48

53

25% of Cumulative

49

54

75% of Cumulative

55

58

Table 4 Location 2 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime
Location 2 – Night-time (23:00 – 07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

48

53

Mode

47

53

1 Standard Deviation

4.1

1.5

Average plus Standard Dev.

53

55

Average minus Standard Dev.

44

52

25% of Cumulative

45

52

75% of Cumulative

53

54
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Table 5 Location 2 – LA90 statistical analysis, night time

Location 3
Figures 5 and 6 (Appendix B) show that the range of background sound levels lies within a range of
approximately 10dB daytime and 15dB at night-time (these ranges are reversed for the weekend
data). Table 6 and 7 also presents the statistical analysis results. The equivalent results for the
weekend only show that daytime background sound levels were slightly lower, although the mean
average level was the same. At night-time the weekend levels were the same or higher than the
weekday/weekend data.
Two options are proposed to set the background sound level for the assessment. Both of these
proposals are based on the combined weekday/weekend data set. Although the combined data
results are slightly higher than the weekend only results for daytime in some cases, the combined
data is considered to represent the more typical noise exposure condition for most of the time.
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution, this would be
53dBLA90 daytime and 51dBLA90 night-time.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 52dBLA90 daytime
and 47dBLA90 night-time.
The 25% cumulative levels lie below -1 standard deviation of the mean value.
Location 3 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

53

53

Mode

53

49

1 Standard Deviation

1.9

1.4

Average plus Standard Dev.

55

55

Average minus Standard Dev.

51

52

25% of Cumulative

52

49

75% of Cumulative

54

51

Table 6: Location 3 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime
Location 3 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

49

50

Mode

51

51

1 Standard Deviation

3.1

2.4

Average plus Standard Dev.

52

52

Average minus Standard Dev.

46

47

25% of Cumulative

47

48

75% of Cumulative

51

51
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Table 7: Location 3 - LA90 statistical analysis, night-time

Location 5
Figures 7 and 8 (Appendix B) show that the range of background sound levels falls over
approximately 15dB daytime and 15dB at night-time, the range was smaller for the weekend. Table
8 and 9 also presents the statistical analysis results. The equivalent results for the weekend show
that background sound levels were higher.
Two options are proposed to set the background sound level for the assessment. Both of these
proposal are based on the combined weekday/weekend data set. Although the combined data is
slightly higher than the weekend only results for daytime, the combined data is considered to
represent the more typical noise exposure condition for most of the time.
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution, this would be
51dBLA90 daytime and 47dBLA90 night-time.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 50dBLA90 daytime
and 47dBLA90 night-time.
The 25% cumulative levels lie below -1 standard deviation of the mean value.
Location 5 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

53

57

Mode

51

59

1 Standard Deviation

3.8

2.1

Average plus Standard Dev.

57

59

Average minus Standard Dev.

49

55

25% of Cumulative

50

55

75% of Cumulative

56

59

Table 8: Location 5 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime

Location 5 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

50

54

Mode

47

54

1 Standard Deviation

4.0

1.6

Average plus Standard Dev.

54

56

Average minus Standard Dev.

46

52

25% of Cumulative

47

53

75% of Cumulative

54

55

Table 9: Location 5 - LA90 statistical analysis, night-time
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Location 6
Figures 9 and 10 (Appendix B) show that the range of background sound levels falls over
approximately 10dB daytime and 15dB at night-time, the same applies to the weekend only data.
The equivalent results for the weekend show that daytime background sound levels were 1dB lower
in some cases, although the mode level was the same. At night-time the weekend levels were mostly
equivalent to the weekday/weekend data.
Two options are proposed to set the background sound level for the assessment. Both of these
proposal are based on the combined weekday/weekend data set (i.e. more conservative than the
equivalent results for the weekend).
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution, this would be
59dBLA90 daytime and 48dBLA90 night-time.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 56dBLA90 daytime
and 47dBLA90 night-time.
The 25% cumulative levels lie at the -1 standard deviation of the mean value for daytime, and
below the -1 standard deviation for night.
Location 6 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

58

57

Mode

59

59

1 Standard Deviation

2.0

1.9

Average plus Standard Dev.

60

59

Average minus Standard Dev.

56

55

25% of Cumulative

56

56

75% of Cumulative

59

59

Table 10: Location 6 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime
Location 6 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

50

50

Mode

48

48

1 Standard Deviation

4.1

3.1

Average plus Standard Dev.

54

53

Average minus Standard Dev.

46

47

25% of Cumulative

47

47

75% of Cumulative

52

52

Table 11: Location 6 - LA90 statistical analysis, night-time
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Location 7
Figures 11 and 12 (Appendix B) show that the range of background sound levels falls over
approximately 10dB daytime and 15dB at night-time, the range was smaller for the weekend. Table
12 and 13 also presents the statistical analysis results. The equivalent results for the weekend show
that daytime background sound levels were 1dB lower in some cases, although the mean average
and mode levels were the same. At night-time, the weekend levels were mostly equivalent to the
weekday/weekend data.
Two options are proposed to set the background sound level for the assessment. Both of these
proposals are based on the combined weekday/weekend data set. Although the combined data
results are slightly higher than the weekend only results for daytime in some cases, the combined
data is considered to represent the more typical noise exposure condition for most of the time.
1. Set the background sound level criterion as the mode of the distribution, this would be
50dBLA90 daytime and 42dBLA90 night-time.
2. Set the background sound level criterion as the 25% cumulative level, 48dBLA90 daytime
and 42dBLA90 night-time.
The 25% cumulative levels lie at the -1 standard deviation of the mean value for daytime, and
below the -1 standard deviation for night.
Location 7 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

49

49

Mode

50

50

1 Standard Deviation

1.9

2.0

Average plus Standard Dev.

51

51

Average minus Standard Dev.

48

47

25% of Cumulative

48

47

75% of Cumulative

51

50

Table 12: Location 7 – LA90 statistical analysis, daytime
Location 7 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs), LA90 level, dB
LA90

Combined
week/weekend

Weekend only

Average

44

44

Mode

42

44

1 Standard Deviation

3.4

2.4

Average plus Standard Dev.

48

47

Average minus Standard Dev.

41

42

25% of Cumulative

42

42

75% of Cumulative

47

46

Table 13: Location 7 - LA90 statistical analysis, night-time
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Repeatability of survey results - variability in measured data recorded at the same locations
during different surveys
The analysis of noise data has been performed solely upon the ‘long-term’ data acquired during
June/July 2013 (as described above). However, this data has also been compared against earlier
‘short-term’ survey data undertaken between 28th February and 1st March 2013. The details of this
analysis are provided below, which compares the daytime and night-time periods, thus enabling a
broad understanding of how stable the background sound climate is around the study area, and
establishing the level of variability in the data being considered.
A summary of the analysed LA90 Daytime and Night-time ‘long-term’ June noise data alongside the
‘short-term’ February data, is provided in Appendix C.
Location 1
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
54-56dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 49dB, whilst the mode was
54dB, with a standard deviation of 4dB. It is considered that the variance in sound level between the
two survey periods is significant, and that the lower values obtained from the long-term June data
should be used for the benchmark values.
Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
52-53dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 44dB, whilst the mode lies
between 43 and 49dB, with a standard deviation of 5dB. It is considered that the variance in noise
level between the two survey periods is significant, and that the lower values obtained from the
long-term June data should be used as the benchmark values.
Location 2
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
54-56dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 52dB, whilst the mode was
54dB, with a standard deviation of 4dB. The variance in noise level between the two survey periods
is well within the Standard deviation, and the noise climate appears very stable during daytime
periods within a significant time frame.
Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey was 41dB.
The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 48dB, whilst the mode was 47dB, with
a standard deviation of 4dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the two survey
periods is significant, and that the lower values obtained from the long-term June data should be
used as the benchmark values.
Location 3
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
62-63dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 53dB, whilst the mode was
53dB, with a standard deviation of 2dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods is significant, and that the lower values obtained from the long-term June data
should be taken as the benchmark values.
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Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
49-56dB. This large variation in the background noise level is considered unusual, and likely to be
due to non-typical noise sources at the time of the survey. The average LA90 level measured during
the June survey was 49dB, whilst the mode was 51dB, with a standard deviation of 3dB. The
variance in noise level between both survey periods ties up well with respect to the lowest noise
levels. It is considered that the higher level recorded in February is abnormally high, and should be
disregarded.
Location 5
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
59-60dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 53dB, whilst the mode was
51dB, with a standard deviation of 4dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods is significant, and that the lower values obtained from the long-term June data
should be used as the benchmark values.
Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
51-54dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 50dB, whilst the mode was
47dB, with a standard deviation of 4dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods suggest that the noise climate appears very stable during night-time periods over
a significant time frame.
Location 6
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
59-63dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 58dB, whilst the mode was
59dB, with a standard deviation of 2dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods suggest that the noise climate appears reasonably stable during night-time
periods over a significant time frame.
Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
49-51dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 50dB, whilst the mode was
48dB, with a standard deviation of 4dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods suggest that the noise climate is very stable during night-time periods over a
significant time frame.
Location 7
Daytime period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
53-54dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 49dB, whilst the mode was
50dB, with a standard deviation of 2dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods suggest that the noise climate appears reasonably stable during night-time
periods over a significant time frame.
Night-time period: the range of LA90 noise levels recorded during the February survey lies between
42-43dB. The average LA90 level measured during the June survey was 44dB, whilst the mode was
42dB, with a standard deviation of 3dB. It is considered that the variance in noise level between the
two survey periods suggest that the noise climate appears very stable during night-time periods over
a significant time frame.
Summary of rationale for setting the background sound level for the assessment
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Two criteria have been proposed above for determining the background sound level for each
location against which the BS4142 rating level is to be set: the mode value of the data set, or the
25% cumulative sound level. The values from these two criteria define what is considered to be a
reasonable range within which to select the appropriate background sound level (see Table 14
below). A noise level between these criteria might be agreed according to the characteristics of the
local background sound at a location.
Background noise levels were also analysed specifically for weekends and found to be typically
greater than or equivalent to the corresponding combined data over weekdays and weekends. It is
considered reasonable, therefore, to set the background sound level criteria on the combined data set
(i.e. typically a lower, more conservative criteria than the weekend-only sound levels).
The range of LA90 background sound levels to be considered so as to establish typical and
representative background sound levels for each assessment location are given in Table 14.
Assessment location

Proposed dBLA90 background sound level range for BS4142 assessment
Day (07:00-23:00)

Night (23:00-07:00)

Mode

25%
cumulative

Mode

25%
cumulative

1

54

45

43

41

2

54

49

47

45

3

53

52

51

47

5

51

50

47

47

6

59

56

48

47

7

50

48

42

42

Table 4: Proposed range of dBLA90 background sound level for purpose of setting BS4142 rating sounds
levels

As reported above, the variability of the background noise levels have been considered from two
separate survey periods. Whilst there was inevitably some variation in the survey data, the longterm data described above, upon which it is proposed to set the criteria for background sound levels,
was the more conservative data set (which would result in lower background sound criteria than the
alternative short-sampled data).
As part of the evaluation of the background sound, the influence of noise from the existing facility
should be considered as this forms part of the context for the assessment of the new facility. It
should be noted though that the facility was only audible at two locations (monitoring locations 2
and 5) and then only rarely audible. Noise from the existing facility was not therefore considered to
be a significant contributor to the background sound level. This is demonstrated by the fact that the
background sound levels at the two locations where noise from the existing facility was audible
were either lower or consistent with the levels measured at the other locations where noise from the
existing facility was not audible. A general description of the character of the existing sound
environment is provided in Table 15 below.

4.3.3.2

Analysis of ambient sound levels

The LAeq ambient sound levels have been analysed in the same way to show the distribution of data
over the day and night periods. These results are shown in Figures 25 to 36 and Tables 25 to 36 in
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Appendix B. This provides additional data to compare against the background sound levels to
describe the context and character of the existing local sound exposure. This may also be relevant to
understand the potential impacts of other activities on the site associated with the new ERF, other
than fixed plant noise.
In summary, the results show that the mean LAeq sound levels are generally relatively close to the
corresponding mean LA90 sound levels for each location. The range of differences between LAeq and
LA90 is between 2dB to 8dB for daytime, and 4dB to 10dB for night time (LAeq being higher than
LA90). From Arup’s experience of surveying other urban or industrial sites, the differences are often
of the order of 10dB or more. The LAeq scale is more sensitive to short-term noise events giving rise
to rapid fluctuations in noise, hence the difference between the LAeq and LA90 results will be greater
if the noise environment is characterised by these short-term acoustic events. The relatively small
differences between these two measures for the locations around this site suggests that the noise
environment is generally stable and dominated by relatively constant noise sources, such as traffic.
This concurs with the subjective observations.
Table 16 describes the range of noise LAeq noise levels at each location. A description of the
character of the existing sound environment is provided in Table 17 (Section 4.3.4.1). This
information will be used to determine to what extent the ‘specific’ sound level from the new facility
is likely to be incongruous or clearly distinguishable against the context of the existing sound
environment. This approach is in accordance with the methodology in BS4142 (Section 11.2).
Assessment
location

Range of recorded dBLAeq sound levels during June 2013 survey
Day (07:00-23:00)

Night (23:00-07:00)

Mean

Range

Mean

Range

1

59

38 to 79

50

35 to 57

2

58

44 to 75

53

42 to 60

3

57

50 to 70

54

46 to 60

5

57

45 to 65

56

43 to 68

6

66

56 to 80

59

54 to 70

7

59

49 to 57

54

46 to 64

Table 16: Ranges in measured LAeq noise levels recorded during June 2013 survey (free field)

4.3.4

Assessment of potential impact – recommended approach

Based on the methodology described in section Error! Reference source not found. above,
representative typical background sound levels have been determined for the closest representative
noise sensitive receivers surrounding the development site. These will form the basis against which
the rating level of the Project will be assessed.
Due consideration to the proposed noise emissions from the proposed facility has been given to
ascertain what, if any, elements of the development has the potential to generate significant noise
levels at the nearest noise sensitive receivers.

4.3.4.1

Industrial noise

Section 11 of the BS4142:2014 states:

J:\235000\235271 - NLWA 2014\4 EDMONTON ECO PARK\1-10 EIA\10-10 EIA COORDINATION\CONSULTATION\EA\NLHPP_NOISE_POSITION PAPER FOR EA_ISSUE.DOCX

Page 22 of 27

Subject

EIA Noise Position Paper for the Environment Agency

Date

11 June 2015

Job No/Ref

235271

a.
A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to be an indication of a significant adverse
impact, depending on the context.
b.
A difference of around +5dB is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact, depending
on the context.
c.
The lower the rating level is relative to the measured background sound level, the less likely
it is that the specific sound source will have an adverse impact or a significant adverse impact.
Where the rating level does not exceed the background sound level, this is an indication of the
specific sound source having a low impact, depending on the context.
However, from these initial assessment criteria, the context of the local noise environment at each
location should be considered to establish the appropriate criteria. This will be based on
consideration of the absolute levels of noise and the character of the existing ambient noise.
In order to apply this approach described in BS4142, consideration has been given to the context of
the development in the existing environment to identify the extent of corrections that would be
suitable for the specific noise when determining the rating level for assessment. The existing
environment surrounding the Application Site is summarised in the following table based on
subjective observations for each noise survey measurement location:
Survey Location

Subjective Environmental Noise Observations

1

The noise environment at this location is generally dominated by road traffic
noise. During quieter periods of traffic occasional extraneous noise is audible
from other sources such as construction activities from Thames water
development site, water flow noise from nearby waterways, occasional aircraft
overflights and industrial noise from surrounding industrial premises.

2

The noise environment at this location is generally dominated by road traffic
noise. During quieter periods of traffic occasional extraneous noise is audible
from other sources such as construction activities from Thames water
development site, pumping station noise, and industrial noise from surrounding
industrial premises including the scrap yard.

3

The noise environment at this location is dominated by road traffic noise. During
quieter periods of traffic occasional extraneous noise is audible from other sources
such as retail unit plant noise and industrial noise from the scrap yard.

4

The noise environment at this location is dominated by road traffic noise. During
quieter periods of traffic occasional extraneous noise is audible from other sources
such as retail unit plant noise and industrial noise from surrounding industrial
premises.

5

The noise environment at this location is dominated by road traffic noise during
peak traffic periods and industrial noise from the Eco Park during low traffic
periods at night. Both sources were audible with dominance varying throughout
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Subjective Environmental Noise Observations
dependent on traffic volumes at the given time. No other significant sources of
noise were noted.

6

The noise environment at this location is dominated by road traffic noise. During
quieter periods of traffic occasional extraneous noise is audible from other sources
such as transformer hum from a transformer located on Conduit Lane and some
industrial noise in the form of material handling from the Edmonton Auto site and
the scrap yard.

7

The noise environment at this location is dominated by road traffic noise and
regular train movements. Occasional extraneous noise is audible from other
sources such as plant noise from the industrial park and construction activities in
the area, occasional high level aircraft overflights, industrial material handling
noise and humming and some distant construction activities.

Table 17: Subjective observations regarding noise context at each location

The subjective observations of the noise environment obtained during the survey as presented in the
table above show that road traffic noise is generally dominant at measurement locations within the
area. However, periods of lesser traffic reveal audible mechanical, industrial and material handling
noise, which suggests that the introduction of industrial noise from the proposed new facility would
to some extent be in keeping with the existing noise environment, albeit not to the extent that it
becomes dominant. This suggest that comparisons against the background sound levels alone
would overestimate the level of impact from the new facility and that a difference between the
rating level and the background sound level of +5dB would provide an indication of a low impact.
In the case of environmental noise, the NPPF planning objectives are addressed through the Noise
Policy Statement for England (NPSE)7. The NPSE states the following aims:
“Through the effective management and control of environmental, neighbour and
neighbourhood noise within the context of Government policy on sustainable
development:
avoid significant adverse health impacts on health and quality of life;
mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life; and
where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality of life.”
Within these aims, the NPSE uses the key phrases ‘significant adverse’ and ‘adverse’. In clarifying
what these mean the NPSE notes that:
“There are two established concepts from toxicology that are currently being applied
to noise effects, for example, by the World Health Organization. They are:
1. NOEL – No Observed Effect Level
This is the level below which no effect can be detected. In simple terms, below
7 Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (2010), Noise Policy Statement for England
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this level, there is no detectable effect on health and quality of life due to the
noise.
2. LOAEL – Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be
detected.”
The Policy extends these concepts to include:


“SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which significant adverse health effects on health and
quality of life occur.”

The preliminary environmental statement8 sets out the LOAELs and SOAELs for road traffic noise
Effect
threshold
(residential)

Threshold value

LOAEL

Day 50dBLAeq,16hr
Night 40dBLAeq,8hr

SOAEL

Day 63dBLAeq,16h
Night 55dBLAeq,8hr

Table 18: Thresholds of likely effects of operational noise (residential) (free-field)

Comparing the levels of existing ambient and residual noise (refer to Table 16) against the LOAELs
and SOAELs would suggest that:


existing daytime ambient noise levels are between LOAEL and SOAEL with the exception
of the average level at Location 6, which is above the SOAEL.



existing night time ambient noise levels are between LOAEL and SOAEL with the
exception of the average level at Locations 5 and 6, which are above the SOAEL.

This suggests that the impact criteria set out in Section 11 of the BS4142:2014 could underestimate
the level of impact at Locations 5 and 6.
The context has been considered in relation to the character of the existing ambient and residual
noise and the absolute level of noise. Overall, it can be seen that these two factors balance against
each other. It is therefore recommended that no adjustment or modification is made to the impact
criteria contained in the standard, namely:
1)

A difference of around +10 dB will represent a significant adverse impact,

2)

A difference of around +5dB will represent an adverse impact, and.

3)
Where the rating level does not exceed the background sound level will represent a low
impact.
8

NLWA (2015), Preliminary Environmental Information Report, Volume 2 Appendix 7.1 Noise and Vibration
Assessment Methodology
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Noise from the proposed facility (completed development)

Detailed noise data will be sought for the proposed plant associated with the new facility and
incorporated into an industrial noise model developed in Soundplan noise modelling software.
Where necessary this data will be supplemented using measurements of emission levels for specific
activities at the existing facility. The BS4142 assessment will consider the activities associated with
loading and unloading activities and mobile plant on the site. It is likely that this will be equivalent
to current operations but will be quantified as part of the assessment.
The plant noise data will be reviewed for information on tonality and impulsivity.
The noise model will assume a flat topography for simplicity give the relatively flat terrain on the
site to predict the industrial noise emissions at the nearest noise sensitive receivers.
Where predictions indicate that an impact would occur at a noise sensitive receiver, the noise model
would be interrogated to identify the contributing plant noise elements giving rise to the impact and
guidance sought from the designers of the plant as to feasible forms of attenuation that can be
incorporated into the design. Attenuation measures would be incorporated into the noise model to
create final revised noise predictions at the nearest noise sensitive receivers.

5

Next steps

This Position Paper has provided responses to points raised by the Environment Agency to show
how the data gathered during a series of sound level surveys is compliant for permitting purposes.
The principles of the recent BS4142 (2014) method for rating and assessing industrial and
commercial sound1 have then been summarised in Section 4.2 to set the framework of the
assessment. Proposals as to how this guidance should be applied to the NLHPP facility have been
described for each surrounding receptor location considering the background, ambient and residual
sound levels in Section 4.3. The context of sound associated with the NLHPP has then been
considered in relation to the character and absolute level of the existing noise environment. Based
on this analysis of the data and the proposed application of the standard to the NLHPP, the
following steps are proposed to progress towards a formal permitting submission.
1. The Environment Agency will require a review period to consider the data analysis and
proposed approach described in this note to the selection of typical background sound levels
and impact criteria.
2. The applicant would seek to meet with the Environment Agency to discuss any further
points arising from the Environment Agency review and agree background sound level and
impact criteria for each assessment location.
3. Information describing the operation of the facility and associated noise emissions will be
gathered to construct a noise model from which to predict sound contributions arising from
the facility at each assessment location. The prediction would also consider the activities
associated with loading and unloading activities and mobile plant on the site. Any
appropriate mitigation measures will be considered at this stage.
4. When sound levels arising from the facility have been quantified, the agreed assessment
approach, based on the appropriate application of the standard for this site, will be applied in
order to propose suitable sound emission levels for the permitting application.
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5. A further meeting is proposed between the applicant and Environment Agency to agree the
proposals and finalise any further details of the permitting application in terms of
operational monitoring and reporting protocols.
6. Submission of permitting application.
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1

Noise measurement survey

1.1

Attended survey period

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Attended noise surveys were carried out to establish the baseline noise levels at
the locations shown in Figure 1. The surveys were conducted individually by
Ray Houghton. Daniel Lurcock and Joe Hornby of Arup at the following times:
•

between 14:07 and 17:34, 20:10 and 22:09 on 28 February 2013

•

between 00:00 and 03:25, 12:29 and 16:11, and 20:00 and 21:46 on 1 March
2013

•

between 10:07 and 16:50 on 23 June 2013

•

between 00:59 and 03:59 on 24 June 2013

•

between 00:59 and 03:48, 11:24 and 15:22, and 20:02 and 23:15 on 27 June
2013.

1.2

Attended survey methodology

The sound level meter was set to record noise levels over 15-minute periods
during the daytime between 10:00-17:00, 10-minute periods during the evening
between 20:00-22:00 and, 5-minute periods during the night between midnight
and 03:00. For each noise measurement, the noise climate, wind speed and
direction, and the measured noise levels, were all recorded and noted. The meter
was set to automatically store the LAeq, LAmin, LAmax, LA10 and LA90 indices.
Measurements were made with a fast (0.125s) time constant.
The measurements were made with the measurement microphone mounted using
a tripod 1.2m-1.5m above ground level under acoustically free field conditions
(i.e. at least 3.5m from any acoustically reflecting surface other than the ground).
The measurement locations were chosen to provide an indication of the typical
ambient noise levels at representative noise sensitive receptors around the site of
the proposed development.
The weather conditions during the survey were fine, but low cloud conditions on
the night part of survey, with almost 50% of survey no wind record (max wind
speed record, gusted no greater than 4.5ms-1 and generally from the north
direction).

1.3

Measurement equipment

Measurements were carried out using equipment as detailed in Figure 1. The
sound level meter and microphone are Type 1, conforming to BS EN 61672-1:
2003. The calibration of the sound level meter, pre-amplifier and microphone
chains were checked before and after use, to confirm that there was no significant
drift in meter response at the calibrator frequency and level. All Arup’s sound
level meters are regularly calibrated and this calibration is traceable to
international standards.
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Measurement Equipment

Manufacturer

Type Number

Serial Number

Precision grade noise logging sound
level meter

Brüel & Kjær

2260

2370442

½” diameter pre-polarised condenser
microphone

Brüel & Kjær

4189

1903808

Type 1 sound pressure calibrator

Brüel & Kjær

4231

2402714

Precision grade noise logging sound
level meter

Norsonic

NOR 140

1403425;
1403431

½” diameter pre-polarised condenser
microphone

Norsonic

NOR 1225

98510;
98540

Pre-amplifier

Norsonic

NOR 1209

12578;
12579

Type 1 sound pressure calibrator

Rion

NC74

35173565;
35015347;
35173564;
34336007;
34336008;
34773051;
34904968

Precision grade noise logging sound
level meter

Rion

NL52

00620958;
00231670;
00231671

Precision grade noise logging sound
level meter

Rion

NL32

00451285;
00493036

Pre-amplifier

Rion

NH21

15278;
29978

Pre-amplifier

Rion

NH25

20999;
21614;
21615

½” diameter pre-polarised condenser
microphone

Rion

UC53

308532;
315941

½” diameter pre-polarised condenser
microphone

Rion

UC59

03876;
04715;
04716

Table 1 Detailed measurement kit used for the survey

1.4

Unattended survey periods

A number of unattended noise surveys were carried out set up at the locations
shown in Figure 1 by Ray Houghton and Daniel Lurcock of Arup as follows:
The logging meters were set to run over the following periods:
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•

between 28 February 2013 and 1st March 2013 at location 1

•

between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013 at location 1

•

between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013 at location 2

•

between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013 at location 3

•

between 21 June 2013 and 28 June 2013 at location 5

•

between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013 at location 6

•

between 27 June 2013 and 2 July 2013 at location 7

NB it was not possible to install logging equipment at location 4 due to access and
security issues.

1.5

Unattended survey methodology

The NL52, NOR140 and B & K2260 logging meters were set to record noise
levels over 15-minute periods for 12 hours to cover all three periods i.e. the
interpeak period (daytime), late evening and quietest night time. The meters were
set to automatically store the LAeq, LA10, LA90 and LAmax,F indices. Measurements
were made with a fast (0.125s) time constant.
The measurements were made with the measurement microphone mounted using
a tripod approximately 1.2m-1.5m above ground level under acoustically free
field conditions (i.e. at least 3.5m from any acoustically reflecting surface other
than the ground).
The measurement locations were chosen to provide a representative indication of
the typical ambient noise levels across the area proposed for mixed use
development.
The weather conditions during the survey were dry and variable with wind speeds
less than 4ms-1 generally from the northeast.

1.6

Unattended measurements

At the logging position 1, measurements were made over consecutive 15 minute
periods between 014:00hrs on 28 February and 04:00hrs on 1 March 2013, to give
a full 12 hours dataset for that location. Table A1 details the full survey results as
a time history for the 12 hour unattended noise survey. The summary results of
the LAeq and LA90 measurements are shown in Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4.
The full survey results of the remaining more recent logged surveys in June and
July 2013 are provided graphically in Appendix A

1.7

Attended measurements

The summary results of the LAeq and LA90 measurements are shown in Table 2,
Table 3 and Table 4. Measurement locations are as shown in Figure 1.

NLWA Report | Issue | 15 July 2013
C:\USERS\KATE.CRYER\APPDATA\LOCAL\MICROSOFT\WINDOWS\TEMPORARY INTERNET FILES\CONTENT.OUTLOOK\INENY3OF\NLWA ISSUE RH.DOCX

Page 3

North London Waste Authority

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Figure 1

Measurement locations

1.8

Summary noise survey results

Measured noise levels are summarised in Table 2 to Table 4 below.
Location

Table 2

Sound pressure level, dB
LA90

LAeq

LAmax

1

54-56

59-63

2

49-50

53-54

71-75

3

62-63

63-65

70-79

4

69-72

78-79

84-86

5

59-60

60-62

71-76

6

59-63

65-68

80-87

7

53-54

62-63

85-86

Summary of measured daytime noise levels (10:00-17:00)
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Location

Sound pressure level, dB
LA90

LAeq

1

54

55-56

2

44-45

46-47

56-59

3

59-60

62

67

4

72-74

76-77

83-84

5

56-58

58-59

64-67

6

57-58

61-62

72-85

7

50

64

86-87

Table 3

LAmax

Summary of measured evening noise levels (20:00-22:00)

Location

Table 4

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Sound pressure level, dB
LA90

LAeq

LAmax

1

54

55-56

2

44-45

46-47

53-65

3

59-60

62

62-65

4

72-74

76-77

81-83

5

56-58

58-59

60-67

6

57

61-62

70-75

7

50

64

59-62

Summary of measured night time noise levels (midnight -03:00)
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Appendix A
Full Noise Survey Results

North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

14:07

14:22

54.5

58.6

66.5

56.8

27.02.13

14:22

14:37

55.6

61.9

73.8

59.3

27.02.13

14:37

14:52

56.8

62.5

77.8

61.4

27.02.13

14:52

15:07

55.8

60.4

73.0

58.5

27.02.13

15:07

15:22

57.5

63.3

73.9

60.9

27.02.13

15:22

15:37

57.8

62.8

80.6

61.1

27.02.13

15:37

15:52

57

62.1

80.5

60.2

27.02.13

15:52

16:07

55.4

61.2

75.2

58.9

27.02.13

16.07

16:22

55.5

61.1

73.9

58.7

27.02.13

16.22

16.37

56.0

61.2

75.2

59.2

27.02.13

16.37

16.52

53.5

58.0

70.8

56.2

27.02.13

16.52

17.07

53.6

57.4

63.8

55.7

27.02.13

17.07

17.22

53.2

56.8

65.7

55.2

27.02.13

17.22

17.37

53.1

57.7

65.7

55.6

27.02.13

17.37

17.52

52.4

58.5

78.0

57.8

27.02.13

17.52

18.07

52.3

56.5

69.4

54.7

27.02.13

18.07

18.22

52.3

55.8

67.5

54.2

27.02.13

18.22

18.37

52.1

54.9

66.0

53.6

27.02.13

18.37

18.52

53.0

56.4

79.1

58.5
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-------------------------------Unattended measurement-------------------------------

-------------------------------Unattended measurement-------------------------------

Page A1

North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

18.52

19.07

52.6

56.0

70.0

54.5

27.02.13

19.07

19.22

52.2

57.2

70.4

55.1

27.02.13

19.22

19.37

52.0

55.2

64.2

53.8

27.02.13

19.37

19.52

53.2

56.7

78.4

56.3

27.02.13

19.52

20.07

53.7

56.7

68.5

55.4

27.02.13

20.07

20:22

54.1

57.4

74.5

56.1

27.02.13

20:22

20:37

53.7

56.5

62.8

55.2

27.02.13

20:37

20.52

53.6

56.6

62.9

55.1

27.02.13

20.52

21.07

53.7

56.9

65.7

55.4

27.02.13

21.07

21.22

53.9

57.0

67.4

55.6

27.02.13

21.22

21.37

53.7

57.1

76.5

56.1

27.02.13

21.37

21.52

52.9

56.6

63.1

54.9

27.02.13

21.52

22.07

52.7

55.6

63.0

54.2

27.02.13

22.07

22.22

52.8

56.1

69.1

54.8

27.02.13

22.22

22.37

53.3

57.5

72.1

55.9

27.02.13

22.37

22.52

52.6

56.4

64.4

54.8

27.02.13

22.52

23.07

52.4

55.7

64.6

54.2

27.02.13

23.07

23.22

52.6

55.5

79.5

57.7

27.02.13

23.22

23.37

52.3

55.4

62.7

54.0
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Page A2

North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

27.02.13

23.37

23.52

52.0

54.9

65.5

53.5

27.02.13

23.52

00.07

52.1

54.5

61.8

53.3

28.02.13

00.07

00.22

51.9

54.4

60.4

53.3

28.02.13

00.22

00.37

51.5

54.0

57.8

52.8

28.02.13

00.37

00.52

51.7

54.3

59.7

53.0

28.02.13

00.52

01.07

52.3

54.9

60.4

53.7

28.02.13

01.07

01.22

52.0

54.0

59.7

53.0

28.02.13

01.22

01.37

52.4

54.5

61.9

53.5

28.02.13

01.37

01.52

52.7

55.1

64.3

54.0

28.02.13

01.52

02.07

53.3

55.4

60.7

54.4

28.02.13

02.07

2.22

53.0

55.1

59.1

54.1

28.02.13

2.22

2.37

52.5

54.8

58.2

53.7

28.02.13

2.37

2.52

51.8

54.7

66.9

53.7

28.02.13

2.52

3.07

51.8

59.1

70.5

56.4

28.02.13

3.07

3.22

51.8

54.2

61.9

53.1

28.02.13

3.22

3.37

51.9

54.3

63.7

53.3

28.02.13

3.37

3.52

52.4

64.7

88.8

64.6

28.02.13

21:22

21:37

53.7

57.1

76.5

56.1

28.02.13

23:52

00:07

52.1

54.5

61.8

53.3
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Page A3

North London Waste Authority

Date

Table A1

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

29.02.13

00:52

01:07

52.3

54.9

60.4

53.7

29.02.13

01:52

02:07

53.3

55.4

60.7

54.4

Unattended measurement results at location 1 (15min samples from meter at 1hour intervals)
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North London Waste Authority

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Figure A1
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time
Start

Wind Speed
End

-1

Speed (ms )

Noise Level. dB (A)
Direction

LA9

Comments

L10

Lmax

Leq

0

27.02.13

13:52

14:07

1.9 m/s

N

54.9

60.4

93.5

63.0

Large plant machines at work to north of site

27.06.13

20:42

20:52

0.5m/s

S

40.9

53.8

76.0

52.6

Traffic can be heard on A103 and trains can be heard in distance when wind changes direction.
Background is dominated by roads to west of location. No pass traffic on Russell Road

27.06.13

01:37

01:42

0.2m/s

S

37.1

39.8

76.5

48.8

Now traffic is lighter water movement can be heard above distant road noise. Quiet location at
back of house on Russell road, rural bungalows and 1930s bay window houses. Water noise is
on par with road noise in distance. Russell road no traffic during measurement

27.06.13

03:08

03:13

0.3m/s

SW

46.6

49.0

69.2

44.3

Distance you can hear the A406 to the south, but when the background levels have dropped you
now can clearly hear running water from this location

27.06.13

11:49

12:01

50.7

54.5

72.6

53.0

No roads can be heard above heavy plant working s/w of location (Thames Water). All type of
earth movers are on site, quiet location apart from this background

27.06.13

13:21

13:36

47.1

52.1

67.6

50.1

Plant on site not running, so A406 can now be heard plus 747 over flying location

Table A2

0.5m/s

N

Attended measurement results at location 1
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

10:07

10:17

23.06.13

11:33

23.06.13

Noise Level. dB (A)

Comments

LA90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Windspeed 2-3 m/s
increased to ~5 m/s gusts
in middle of
measurement.

52

55

66

54

Constant high speed road traffic - distant but dominant noise source. 3 no. aircraft passbys.
Plants/grass rustling in wind and rattling against fence. Birdsong.

11:43

Wind ~3 m/s.

52

56

74

56

Low helicopter - passby for 2 minutes.
2 no. distant aircraft. Very light rain in last 2 minutes of measurement. Occasional distant
bangs from direction of EcoPark.

12:58

13:13

Low windspeed

53

56

64

55

Constant road traffic. Motorcycle acceleration 3 times in measurement on distant road.
1 no. aircraft passby.

24.06.13

00:59

01:04

Low wind speed <2 m/s.

47

50

62

49

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave and closer Waltham Way. Constant traffic flow, but
less heavy flow than daytime.

24.06.13

02:34

02:39

Low windspeed.

44

48

51

46

Traffic less consistent flow than previous measurements. Some distant, quiet industrial banging
sounds from direction of EcoPark, possibly from Lower Hall pumping station.

Table A3

Further attended measurement results at location 1
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North London Waste Authority

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

90

Sound pressure level (dBA)

80
70
60
Leq

50

L10
40

L90

30

28/06/2013

27/06/2013

26/06/2013

25/06/2013

24/06/2013

23/06/2013

22/06/2013

21/06/2013

20

Date

Figure A2
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

14:07

14:22

1.8 m/s

N

48.5

57.2

70.9

53.9

Residential traffic movements passing location parking and leaving flats on lower hall lane and (A406)
road noise levels can be heard to south.

28.02.13

15:30

15:45

1.9 m/s

N/E

50.0

54.6

71.2

53.0

No roads can be heard above heavy plant working NW of location (Thames Water). All type of earth
movers are on site, quiet location apart from this background Earth moves at work on site

28.02.13

16:37

16:52

1.4m/s

N

50.1

54.5

75.2

53.1 Large plant machines at work to north of site (Thames water)

28.02.13

20:36

20:46

1.8 m/s

N

45.4

47.9

59.4

Road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy roads.
46.7 Some low noise coming from Lower Hall Pumping Station.
Vehicle movements on nearby residential road - car door slams.

28.02.13

21:27

21:37

0.9m/s

N

44.4

47.6

56.1

46.0

Road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy roads.
Occasional vehicle movements around residential estate.

01.03.13

00:00

00:05

0.0m/s

N/A

41.3

44.9

64.7

44.3

Traffic in distance to N/W from (A1009) and road noise (A406) to south of location. Apart from this
background, no other noise can be heard

01.03.13

01:17

01:23

0.1m/s

N

40.7

43.2

55.1

42.2

Road noise is all coming from the (A406) north circular. Two cars passbys during measurement on
lower hall lane turning around and dead end of lane.

01.03.13

02:25

02:30

0.3m/s

NE

41.6

45.3

52.6

43.6

Background noise from Eco Park can now be heard. Traffic on A406 is lighter than before, also traffic is
audible north west of location.

27.06.13

20:58

21:08

0.2m/s

S

43.8

46.4

62.3

45.3

Quiet, no through road, no passing traffic during measurement. Background dominated by A406 to
south of location. Some noise from open windows in flats voices can be heard.

27.06.13

22:33

22:43

0.8m/s

S

42.8

46.0

76.6

47.4

Road noise in distance to N/W and road noise south of location. Apart from this background, no other
noise can be heard.

27.06.13

01:49

01:54

0.0m/s

N/A

42.4

44.7

62.0

43.8

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small amount of traffic on Lower hall
Lane turning around and dead end of lane.

27.06.13

03:20

03:25

0.0m/s

N/A

42.1

45.6

50.2

44.1

Plant noise from Eco Park can now be heard. Traffic on A406 is slightly lighter than before, also traffic
is audible north west of location.

27.06.13

12:12

12:27

2.2m/s

S

58.3

42.0

69.7

60.3

Heavy plant can be seen to S/W of location working on Thames water site and dominating background
noise. Quiet location apart from this.
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North London Waste Authority

Date

27.06.13

Table A4

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

13:52

14:07

0.0m/s

N/A

51.6

55.0

73.1

53.9

No plant running on Thames water site, so A406 becomes the dominant background noise for this
location

Attended measurement results at location 2
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North London Waste Authority

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

90

Sound pressure level (dBA)

80
70
60
LAeq

50

LA10
40

LA90

30

02/07/2013

01/07/2013

30/06/2013

29/06/2013

28/06/2013

27/06/2013

20

Date

Figure A3
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

10:31

10:46

23.06.13

11:47

23.06.13

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Sheltered from wind occasional low speed
gusts.

56

59

71

58

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy
roads. Use of power tools or heavy plant from Lower Hall Pumping Station. Vehicle
movements on nearby residential road - car door slams, low speed engine noise, horn around
corner. 4x4 towing mini digger and unloading - banging sounds ~20m away.

12:02

Windspeed 3-4 m/s with
faster bursts.

55

59

64

57

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy
roads. Banging from car park/scrap yard (?) at end of Lower Hall Ln. Distant plant movements
from Lower Hall Pumping Station. Occasional vehicle movements around residential estate.
Car playing loud music passed and parked - 30 sec. 2 no. distant light aircraft passbys.

13:19

13:34

-

55

59

70

58

Constant high speed (~50mph) road traffic from Walthamstow Ave and other nearby busy
roads. Motorcycle acceleration on closer road. 2 no. aircraft passbys. 3 car movements nearby
- parking, engine noise, door slams.

24.06.13

01:10

01:15

Minimal wind.

48

52

60

51

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave. Lower traffic flow than daytime, but still constant and
dominant noise source.
One car movement on Mandeville Court (~10m away). Occasional traffic on Hall Ln.

24.06.13

02:48

02:53

Light wind.

48

53

59

51

Distant road traffic - Walthamstow Ave. Lower traffic flow than daytime, but still constant and
dominant noise source.
1 no. distant train. 2 no. Cars on nearby residential roads.

Table A5

Further measurement results at location 2
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

14:34

14:49

3.8m/s

N

62.5

65.9

79.2

65.3

Helicopter fly over @4.2mins. Road noise from A406 is very high

28.02.13

15:55

16:10

2.0m/s

N/E

62.5

65.2

69.7

64.0

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small amount of traffic on Harbet
Road, which goes through industrial estate. Car movements at other end of car park

28.02.13

16:58

17:13

0.9m/s

N

62.0

64.5

69.8

63.3

Road noise levels mask any plant noise from ECO power plant. Traffic levels at A406 are still very
high.

28.02.13

20:54

21:04

0.7m/s

N

60.2

63.1

67.2

61.8

Clear line of sight to A406 (north circular) traffic still is the dominant noise source at this location.
No other noise can be heard

28.02.13

21:44

21:54

0.9m/s

N

59.0

63.3

67.1

61.5

No other background noise apart from constant road noise from A406

01.03.13

00:11

00:16

0.0m/s

N/A

56.0

61.1

64.8

59.0

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping.

01.03.13

01:28

01:33

0.1m/s

SW

49.0

59.1

62.8

56.4

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping but still the dominate
background. Distant plant noise from retail units can be heard.

01.03.13

02:36

02:41

0.0m/s

N/A

51.4

58.9

62.4

56.3

Road noise levels are still masking any plant noise from ECO power plant. Traffic levels are A406
lighter but still constant.

27.06.13

21:23

21:33

0.1m/s

S

55.1

58.6

65.3

57.1

No other background noise apart from constant road noise from A406

27.06.13

22:49

22:59

0.2m/s

S

54.0

58.9

66.4

56.8

Background noise is all coming from the A406 north circular. Small amount of traffic on Harbet
Road, which goes through industrial estate

27.06.13

02:04

02:09

0.1m/s

SW

50.5

57.0

62.4

54.3

Clear line of sight to A406 (north circular) traffic still is the dominant noise source at this location.
No other noise can be heard

27.06.13

03:31

03:36

0.0m/s

N/A

47.5

58.3

70.7

55.1

Bird song in tress. Road noise from A406

27.06.13

12:35

12:50

2.5m/s

S/W

54.8

59.0

75.1

57.4

Local traffic on Harbet Road, local traffic/high flyovers by 747-400. Total dominated by A406. Car
door shutting nearby.

27.06.13

14:04

14:19

0.1m/s

S

54.9

59.5

70.6

57.8

Bird song in trees and bushes. A406 still very busy, no other noise can be heard above Traffic noise,
airbus 380 @12:30. Car movements at other end of car park.

27.06.13

14:46

15:01

0.1m/s

S

54.8

57.9

65.2

56.6

Bird song from trees, 747 overfly at 10,000ft @10:30 mins. A406 still dominating noise source

Table A6

Attended measurement results at location 3
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Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark
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Figure A4
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

10:52

11:02

23.06.13

12:06

23.06.13

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Occasional gusts of strong
wind (>6 m/s).

59

76

86

72

65 Vehicles in 10min measurement on Harbet Rd. Avg. speed ~25mph and accelerating. Gate
rattling in wind 2m away. Flags outside shops flapping in wind. Constant road traffic noise
from screened Walthamstow Way and other distant busy roads. Horn from passing car. 3 no.
HGVs accessing carpark ~10m away. Trolley on Blackwood avenue approaching measurement
position - 2 minutes of noise from wheels.

12:16

Brief gusts of wind causing
gate to squeak/rattle (2m
away).

59

75

83

70

72 vehicle passbys in 10 minute measurement. Avg. speed ~20mph, accelerating and braking at
roundabout. Bangs from industrial estate opposite. Pedestrians talking nearby while passing.
Very light rain at end of measurement.

13:41

13:56

-

61

75

88

72

85 vehicles passed - 5mph avg (slow moving queue). Car parked nearby - 3m away. 2 Door
slams, engine idling. Pedestrians talking and walking by. Engine start near (3m). Queue of
traffic from roundabout back to microphone position. Car alarm down the road - out of sight.
Loud music from a car in the queue of traffic - 30 seconds.

23.06.13

19:35

-

-

56

67

84

66

Traffic noise from main road. 10 no. cars on Harbet Rd. Started raining. Noise from rain hitting
boat/clipboard/puddles. Wet roads affecting high frequency measurement. Rain too heavy abandoned measurements.

24.06.13

01:24

01:29

Minimal wind.

50

57

84

61

3 no. vehicles on Harbet Rd. Distant road traffic - lower traffic flow but consistent still.
Motorbike accelerating on A406. HGV engine starting and idling for 2 minutes, 20m away
(parked).

24.06.13

03:00

03:05

-

44

53

81

59

HGV with chiller on for 25 seconds of measurement. 2 no. cars on Harbet Rd. Distant road
traffic - similar to previous measurement at this location.

Table A7

Further attended measurement results at location 3
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North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finis
h

Speed
(ms-1)

Directio
n

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

28.02.13

15:00

15:15

1.5m/s

N/E

75.9

80.2

84.3

78.4

Police car @02:45mins, police car at 09:40mins. Noise from A406 as before very high flow.

28.02.13

16:14

16:29

1.8m/s

N

76.7

80.1

85.8

78.7

Traffic passbys using retail outlets, but measurement level not affect because of high level of traffic
noise from (A406).

28.02.13

17:19

17:34

0.9m/s

N

75.7

79.2

82.3

77.7

Local traffic movements passed location parking and leaving using Next and Argos shopping outlet
and the (A406) road noise levels mask any plant noise. Road still very busy with traffic.

28.02.13

20:10

21:20

0.7m/s

N

73.6

79.6

84.3

77.4

Traffic flow on A406 very heavy, approx. 150 cars and HGV-LDV per min. No other noise sources
can be heard above traffic drone

28.02.13

21:59

22:09

1.1 m/s

N

71.7

78.9

82.5

76.3

This location is totally dominated by A406, approx. 75 cars per min. No other noise can be heard
above road noise.

01.03.13

00:21

00:26

0.0m/s

N/A

66.5

77.6

82.5

74.3

No plant noise can be heard from the retail shopping outlet and the road noise levels mask any plant
noise from ECO power plant. Traffic levels on A406 are still very high.

01.03.13

01:40

01:45

0.1m/s

S

61.1

74.4

81.9

70.7

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping.

01.03.13

02:46

02:51

0.0m/s

N/A

61.9

74.3

81.4

70.7

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping but still the dominate
background. So some plant noise from retail units can be heard.

27.06.13

21:38

21:48

0.1m/s

S

71.2

79.3

85.7

76.2

Location totally dominated by A406, approx. 60 cars per min. No other noise can be heard above
road noise!!

27.06.13

23:05

23:15

0.1m/s

S

68.4

77.5

90.7

74.8

Location dominated by A406 (north circular road) levels are so high, no other sounds can be heard.

27.06.13

02:15

02:20

0.0m/s

N/A

60.9

74.5

82.7

70.8

No plant noise can be heard from the Next and Argos shopping outlet and the road noise levels mask
any plant noise from ECO power plant. Road still very busy with traffic

27.06.13

03:43

03:48

0.0m/s

N/A

61.6

73.7

77.6

69.6

Traffic is building up on A406 and dust carts are starting to leave ECO park .Traffic flows on Angel
Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are starting to increase again.

27.06.13

11:24

11:39

0.1m/s

S

76.7

80.7

94.4

79.1

Location totally dominated by pass traffic on A406, six lane 50mph passing mixed vehicles car LGVHGV, buses

27.06.13

12:56

13:11

0.2m/s

SE

76.0

80.4

89.7

78.8

Traffic flow on A406 very heavy, approx. 150 cars and HGV-LDV per min. No other noise sources
can be heard above traffic drone

27.06.13

14:25

14:40

0.1m/s

S

75.0

79.4

89.9

77.7

Ambulance @04:00, A406 still running at full flow per minute. Police at @14:02 mins
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North London Waste Authority

Date

27.06.13

Table A8

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finis
h

Speed
(ms-1)

Directio
n

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

15:07

15:22

0.0m/s

N/A

75.7

79.9

87.5

78.1

Police car @02:34mins, police car at @09:30mins. Noise from A406 as before

Attended measurement results at location 4
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

14:20

14:35

23.06.13

15:15

23.06.13

Statistical Indices

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Light wind, generally
<3m/s except occasional
gusts

73

77

79

75

Argon Rd, A406 and Advent Way (10 lanes of traffic). Nearest lane ~15m away. Average speed
of vehicles 50mph. Retail advertisement flags flapping in wind - metal on rope hitting the pole.

15:30

Constant wind 3-4m/s.

74

78

80

76

Busy Road dominant. Consistent flow of 115 vehicles per minute. Vehicle movements in carpark - door slams, engines idling. Quiet compared to busy roads.

16:35

16:50

Flags rattling in wind.

75

78

85

77

Traffic flow ~120 cars per minute over 10 lanes of traffic. Minimal car park movements - shops
closed.

24.06.13

01:37

01:42

Flags still hitting poles in
breeze.

62

76

80

72

~22 cars per minute on all lanes of traffic. Plant noise (?) from direction of Eco Park - just
audible in absence of road traffic.

24.06.13

03:11

03:16

Very light breeze.

62

74

81

71

21 cars per minute. 1 no. aircraft - distant. Plant noise (?) from direction of Eco Park - just
audible in absence of road traffic.

Table A9

Further attended measurement results at location 4
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

00:31

00:36

0m/s

NE

53.5

56.9

67.2

55.6

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping, so plant noise from
London waste Eco park is starting to dominate background.

01.03.13

01:48

01:53

0.1m/s

N

51.5

55.3

60.0

53.6

Traffic flows on Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) are dropping, so plant noise from
London waste Eco park is starting to dominate background.

01.03.13

02:57

03:02

0.2 m/s

N

51.0

56.6

61.9

54.3

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates Background noise above Angel Road
(A406) to south of location. Very quiet to the east measurement location.

01.03.13

12:29

12:44

3.3m/s

NE

59.4

62.1

70.8

60.9

Plant machines at work on east of site and Angel Road (A406) to the south of measurement location.
Fork lifts moving about and constant stream of dust cart going into plant building loading bay

01.03.13

13:45

14:00

4.3m/s

N

58.6

61.4

76.0

60.2

Road traffic from Angel Road (A406) / North Circular dominates background. Plant from Eco Park
audible, affecting background. fork lifts- constant stream of dust cart going into plant building loading
bay Some birdsong audible

01.03.13

15:03

15:08

3.5m/s

N

59.9

62.9

72.4

61.9

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates Background noise above Angel Road
(A406) to south of location. Heavy plant working east of location on Thames water site. All types of
plant are on site.

01.03.13

20:00

20:10

0.2 m/s

N

57.8

60.4

64.1

59.2

Road traffic from Angel Road and Walthamstow Avenue (A406) dominates background. Roof top
plant and intermittent dust cart engine noise from EcoPark audible, affecting background.narrow boat
pass by but quietly.
Some birdsong audible.

01.03.13

20:59

21:09

0.1m/s

NE

55.7

60.1

67.2

58.3

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background.
Plant and intermittent engine noise from EcoPark audible, affecting background. Narrow boat engine
running, but quietly.
Some birdsong audible.

27.06.13

01:24

01:29

0.1m/s

S

48.2

50.5

68.2

49.8

Measurement location is equally dominated by A406/North and London Waste Eco Park. Noisy plant
running on roof.

27.06.13

02:54

02:59

021m/s

S

38.6

44.5

62.3

48.1

The plant noise on roof of London waste Eco park dominates Background noise above Angel Road
(A406) to south of location.

Table A10 Attended measurement results at location 5
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

11:10

11:25

23.06.13

12:26

23.06.13

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

High windspeeds. 3-6 m/s
with stronger bursts noticably affecting
measurement below
100Hz.

60

63

70

62

High speed road traffic from A406 (screened, distant sounding). Whirring noise from EcoPark Road sweep on access ramp at high level. HGVs at plant area/carpark below measurement
position.

12:41

Windspeed constant ~4
m/s with strong gusts of
wind.

59

63

73

61

Canal boat engine on, idling at mooring location for entire measurement. A406 screened road
traffic noise - 50mph. HGV in EcoPark carpark below. No audible plant from EcoPark this
time.

12:38

12:53

Windspeed constant ~4
m/s with strong gusts of
wind.

60

63

70

62

Repeat of last measurement. Similar conditions. Aircraft passby. Cyclist bells on canal
towpath below. Distant siren on A406.

23.06.13

14:01

14:16

-

60

63

66

62

Plant noise from Eco Park - not visible and very low level (possibly behind). Road traffic as
before.

24.06.13

01:50

01:55

Windspeed 2-3m/s, not
constant.

52

55

59

54

Distant road traffic & constant plant noise from Eco Park determine background noise level.
Occasional HGVs on road bridge down the canal (250m away)

24.06.13

03:26

03:31

-

50

56

60

53

Distant road traffic & constant plant noise from Eco Park determine background noise level.
Additional whistling sound occasionally from the south - possibly from plant items.

24.06.13

03:32

03:37

-

52

56

61

54

Constant plant noise from Eco Park determines background noise level. Birds starting to sing.
Plant noise and road traffic as previous.

Table A11 Further attended measurement results at location 5
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

27.06.13

11:45

12:00

27.06.13

12:54

27.06.13

14:04

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~6m/s

56

61

72

59

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant from EcoPark audible, affecting
background. Some birdsong audible. 11:56 cyclist passes quietly. 11:59 cyclist passes quietly.
11:59 DIY rotary tool noise from nearby narrow boat.

13:09

Wind: ~6m/s

56

59

65

58

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant and intermittent engine noise
from EcoPark audible, affecting background. Engine running on narrow boat, but quietly.
Some birdsong audible. 12:58 cyclist passby talking. 13:08 cyclist passes quietly.

14:19

Wind: ~6m/s

55

58

68

56

Road traffic from North Circular dominates background. Plant from EcoPark audible, affecting
background. Some birdsong audible. 14:07 cyclist passes, almost silently. 14:13 impulsive
event from narrow boat. 14:19 four cyclists pass quietly.

Table A12 Further attended measurement results at location 5
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

00:50

00:55

0.1m/s

NNE

50.7

63.9

70.7

59.6

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment.
Some background noise just audible from North Circular.
Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road.

01.03.13

02:01

02:06

0.1m/s

NE

48.5

62.7

71.6

59.1

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment.
Some Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road to park-up for the night. Occasional HGV
doors closing up for the night.
Occasional car horns causing the max level.

01.03.13

03:09

03:14

0.1m/s

NE

49.3

67.4

75.0

62.5

Bird song form trees overlooking location. Conduit Lane has lighter traffic flows now, but still
dominated by HGV. Fewer cars, Traffic light at cross roads of Conduit Lane and Montague Road
(B137) are not changing at the same frequency as before, due to traffic on Montague Road (B137) is
very light, so no traffic is being stopped on Conduit Lane.

01.03.13

12:55

13:10

0.5m/s

N

59.3

68.1

85.8

65.2

Noise from Conduit Lane. Very heavy traffic and stop start at traffic lights south.

01.03.13

14:14

14:39

0.5m/s

NNE

63.0

71.4

79.7

68.2

Fridge lorry with chillier running at 20m from meter location. HGV’s moving around location .Very
heavy traffic and stop start at traffic lights south.

01.03.13

15:30

15:45

2.1m/s

NE

59.2

67.2

86.8

65.3

HGV’s moving around location and parking up for the night. Noise from Conduit Lane. Very heavy
traffic and stop start at traffic lights south.

01.03.13

20:19

20:29

0.1m/s

N

57.1

63.6

72.2

61.2

Traffic on Conduit Lane and the junction of Montague Road (B137), is constant. Cars and HGVs
slowing at traffic lights and then accelerating away from junction. Mixed traffic LGV and cars.

01.03.13

21:17

21:27

0.1m/s

NNE

57.5

64.2

84.8

61.8

Location is totally dominated by traffic on Conduit Lane and the junction of Montague Road (B137),
Traffic level has slightly eased from last measurement.

27.06.13

20:21

20:31

0.9m/s

S

55.3

64.2

71.6

61.0

Heavy traffic on Conduit Lane and junction of Montague Road (B137), approx. 225 car pass buy at
10min per cars and HGVs slowing at traffic lights and then accelerating away from junction. Mixed
traffic LGV and cars.

27.06.13

22:15

22:25

0.1m/s

S

51.1

64.1

75.9

60.7

Location dominated by traffic starting and stopping at lights at Conduit Lane and the junction of
Montague Road (B137). More HGV using Conduit Lane during this measurement.

27.06.13

01:10

01:15

0.2m/s

S

48.6

64.1

79.9

60.1

Road still dominates background, more HGV running on Conduit Lane, when break in traffic, large
transformer next to Conduit Lane can be heard humming.
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Date

27.06.13

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

02:41

02:46

0.3m/s

S

44.5

59.1

66.7

55.4

Conduit Lane not too busy, but still dominated by HGV. Fewer cars, Traffic light at cross road, not
changing as frequent as before, due to traffic on Montague Road (B137) is very light.

Table A13 Attended measurement results at location 6
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

14:39

14:54

23.06.13

15:31

23.06.13

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

-

59

63

70

61

Road traffic on Conduit Lane. Car Horns, accelerating traffic from traffic lights. Quiet while
cars are stopped at lights. Vehicle movements from inside Edmonton Auto and
movement/stacking of metal - very brief impact events. Tree knocking against metal fence in
wind.

15:46

Occasional gusts of strong
wind (>5m/s) - slightly
affecting measurement
below 100Hz.

58

63

71

61

Horns from junction nearby. Similar road traffic to previous measurement. Helicopter overhead
for 30 seconds - low frequency engine sound and propeller noise.

16:16

16:31

Wind <5m/s with
occasional strong gusts did not noticably affect the
measurement.

58

63

67

61

Loud engine idling & accelerating at traffic lights. Constant distant road traffic (not visible but
from direction of North Circular/Angel Road - A406). HGVs at traffic lights accelerating &
engine idling. 2 no. distant aircraft.

24.06.13

02:05

02:20

-

46

57

65

54

Distant HGVs, occasionally crossing junction with Kenninghall Rd, accelerating from lights.
Periods of no traffic nearby, only very distant sounding road traffic. Vehicles on Conduit
Lane/Montague Rd are mainly HGVs with a few small vehicles.

24.06.13

03:44

03:59

-

49

64

72

60

Loud acceleration from car at traffic lights. HGVs at lights. Road traffic becoming more
noticeable (distant roads and some closer roads)

Table A143 Further attended measurement results at location 6
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Date

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

27.06.13

12:10

12:25

27.06.13

13:18

27.06.13

14:42

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

80

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some background noise audible
from North Circular. Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road. 12:12 car horns.
12:29 car/truck horns.

13:33

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

75

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some background noise audible
from North Circular. Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road. Frequent impulsive
'clangs' from recycling yard. 13:30 car horn causing the max event.

14:57

Wind: ~1m/s

59

68

76

65

Road traffic from Conduit Lane dominates noise environment. Some background noise audible
from North Circular. Lorries occasionally passing on Kenninghall Road. Occasional impulsive
'clangs' from recycling yard. Occasional car horns causing the max level.

Table A15 Further attended measurement results at location 6
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Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

Start

Finish

Speed
(ms-1)

Direction

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

01.03.13

01:02

01:07

0.1m/s

N

43.4

54.5

60.6

50.7

Trains are on overhead power lines, train passbys are relatively quiet due to road noise from
Meridian way (A1055). No car passbys during measurement.

01.03.13

02|:11

02:16

0.0m/s

N/A

41.6

51.4

58.8

47.8

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from Meridian way (A1055 and
probably Montagu Road (B137). No car passbys during measurement

01.03.13

03:20

03:25

0.1m/s

N

43.6

56.0

61.7

51.7

Car passbys during measurement @3:30 mins Traffic on Meridian way (A1055) can be heard and
dominates background levels

01.03.13

13:19

13:34

1m/s

N

53.2

60.3

85.2

62.2

Road noise from Meridian way (A1055)and construction breaker from North. Train pass @3:50
mins,@5:02mins,@8:32mins, @10:32 mins

01.03.13

14:36

14:51

4.4m/s

N

53.8

61.2

85.9

62.2

Car passbys during measurement @12:30 mins. Train @3:30 mins, @3:5 mins,@ 6:06 mins,
@8:36 mins,@8:56 mins and @14:15mins

01.03.13

15:56

16:11

2.4m/s

NE

53.2

60.1

86.3

62.5

Train slow & quiet @13:33 mins, @14:54 mins. construction breaker noise. No car passbys during
measurement.

01.03.13

20:39

20:49

0.1m/s

NE

49.5

60.0

85.5

63.6

Trains @30 secs, @2:19 mins,@3:48 mins,@4:48 mins, @6:48 mins
quiet engine running for 3:45 mins, now is switched off.

01.03.13

21:36

21:46

0.1m/s

N

50.4

59.4

87.1

64.1

Train @3:09 mins, @3:45 mins, @6:35 mins, 8:10 mins, @8:48 mins. Plant noise from industrial
park and earth land fill to the east of location.

27.06.13

20:02

20:12

1.1m/s

S

46.9

53.8

71.5

51.9

Traffic on Meridian way (A1055) can be heard and dominates background levels, no other roads
can be heard to the north of location. Slow train @ 06:53mins and @08:35mins, helicopter at
@9:45mins

27.06.13

21:59

22:09

0.1m/s

S

43.5

53.4

67.9

49.9

Dead end road. No house noise, background dominated by Meridian way (A1055), plane over fly
@5:30mins No car passbys during measurement

27.06.13

00:59

01:04

0.7m/s

S

39.2

49.0

55.0

45.2

Road noise coming from N/E of location dominated by quite new build flats and town houses,
Approx. construction date 2000. No car passbys during measurement.

27.06.13

02:30

02:35

0.2m/s

S

35.9

49.6

74.1

48.3

Traffic levels on Meridian way (A1055) to the N/E of location are now lighter, no trains running
during measurement, bird song from trees. No car passbys during measurement

Table A16 Attended measurement results at location 7

NLWA Report | Issue | 15 July 2013
C:\USERS\KATE.CRYER\APPDATA\LOCAL\MICROSOFT\WINDOWS\TEMPORARY INTERNET FILES\CONTENT.OUTLOOK\INENY3OF\NLWA ISSUE RH.DOCX

Page A28

North London Waste Authority

Date

Edmonton Eco Park
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Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

23.06.13

14:56

15:06

23.06.13

15:48

23.06.13

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

-

50

54

70

53

Children shouting - playing on bikes ~20m down the road. Distant road traffic (Meridian Way,
and more distant A406). 3 no. aircraft in 10 min measurement. 2 no. car movements on
Zambezie Dr. Pedestrians and residents outside talking 15m away. Distant music from a house.
Hoarding up all along road - possible screening that wasn't present in the last survey.

16:02

-

51

56

72

56

Infrequent road traffic on Zambezie Dr (2no. Cars total). Low flying light aircraft caused Lmax.
Residents opening/closing doors, taking bins out - not loud. Distant aircraft. Road traffic on
Montagu Rd dominant. 3 minutes of minimal road traffic. Distant ice cream van.

15:59

16:14

-

51

57

92

66

5 no. cars on Zambezie Dr, 2 parking 10m away with quiet door open/close, car engine idling
for 1 min. Car door slam 5m away. Ice cream van music on this road caused Lmax. Also
engine idling 3m away for last 10 seconds of measurement.

24.06.13

02:16

02:21

-

40

45

50

43

Humming sound from other side of hoarding - quiet but constant. Occasional road traffic on
Montagu Rd. Distant road traffic - not a consistent flow. 4 no. car door slams from around the
corner - distant. 2 no. metal sliding/banging sounds - distant, not sure of the location of the
source.

24.06.13

03:54

03:59

-

43

47

55

46

Humming sound from other side of hoarding. Less road traffic - 1 minurte with no obvious
traffic noise. Empty passenger train passby at end of Zambezie Dr.

Table A17 Further attended measurement results at location 7
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Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Time

Wind Speed

Start

End

27.06.13

12:31

12:46

27.06.13

13:38

27.06.13

15:02

Noise Level, dB (A)

Comments

L90

L10

Lmax

Leq

Wind: ~5m/s

48

57

78

56

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from Montague Road and
probably Meridian Way, although this was not visible. Some continuous construction noise
audible. 12:34 pedestrian passes. 12:36 nearby residents holding elevated conversation. 12:40
train. 12:41 light van passes and parks up. Reversing beeper causes max event. 12:42 train.
12:44 train (slow & quiet). 12:45 train.

13:53

Wind: ~5m/s

47

53

73

52

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from Montague Road and
probably Meridian Way, although this was not visible. Some continuous construction noise
audible. 13:40 train. 13:41 resident moving refuse bin nearby. 13:42 train. 13:44 pedestrian
passes. 13:45 train. 13:51 train.

15:17

Wind: ~5m/s

48

56

70

53

Background is dominated by general road traffic, particularly from Montague Road and
probably Meridian Way, although this was not visible. Some continuous construction noise
audible. 15:04 car door shutting. 15:06 car passes. 15:07 a quiet engine that had been running
is switched off. 15:07 some DIY impulsive events from nearby. 15:09 train. 15:10 train
(quiet). 15:13 pedestrian pass, children whistling. 15:14 fairly loud aeroplane passing
overhead. 15:16 car passes.

Table A48 Further attended measurement results at location
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Appendix B
Glossary of Acoustic
Terminology

North London Waste Authority

Edmonton Eco Park
Background Noise Survey at Edmonton EcoPark

Decibel
The ratio of sound pressures, which we can hear, is a ratio of 106 (one million:
one). For convenience, therefore, a logarithmic measurement scale is used. The
resulting parameter is called the ‘sound pressure level’ (Lp) and the associated
measurement unit is the decibel (dB). As the decibel is a logarithmic ratio, the
laws of logarithmic addition and subtraction apply.

dB(A)
The unit used to define a weighted sound pressure level, which correlates well
with the subjective response to sound. The ‘A’ weighting follows the frequency
response of the human ear, which is less sensitive to low and very high
frequencies than it is to those in the range 500Hz to 4kHz.
In some statistical descriptors the ‘A’ weighting forms part of a subscript, such as
LA10, LA90, and LAeq for the ‘A’ weighted equivalent continuous noise level.

Equivalent Continuous Sound Level
Another index for assessment for overall noise exposure is the equivalent
continuous sound level, Leq. This is a notional steady level which would, over a
given period of time, deliver the same sound energy as the actual time-varying
sound over the same period. Hence fluctuating levels can be described in terms of
a single figure level.

Statistical Noise Levels
For levels of noise that vary widely with time, for example road traffic noise, it is
necessary to employ an index which allows for this variation. The L10, the level
exceeded for ten per cent of the time period under consideration, has been adopted
in this country for the assessment of road traffic noise. The L90, the level
exceeded for ninety per cent of the time, has been adopted to represent the
background noise level. The L1, the level exceeded for one per cent of the time, is
representative of the maximum levels recorded during the sample period. A
weighted statistical noise levels are denoted LA10, dBLA90 etc. The reference time
period (T), is normally included, e.g. dBLA10, 5min or dBLA90, 8hr.

Maximum Noise Level
This is generally expressed as the maximum A-weighted noise level (LAmax) and
represents the maximum instantaneous noise level that occurred with the
monitoring period. Certain assessment criteria recommend maximum noise levels
to avoid disturbance as well as limits for longer-term averaged noise exposures.
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Frequency
The rate of repetition of a sound wave. The subjective equivalent in music is
pitch. The unit of frequency is the Hertz (Hz), which is identical to cycles per
second. A thousand hertz is often denoted kHz, e.g. 2kHz = 2000Hz. Human
hearing ranges approximately from 20Hz to 20kHz. For design purposes, the
octave bands between 63Hz to 8kHz are generally used. The most commonly
used frequency bands are octave bands, in which the mid frequency of each band
is twice that of the band below it. For more detailed analysis, each octave band
may be split into three one-third octave bands or in some cases, narrow frequency
bands.

Sound Pressure Level
The sound power emitted by a source results in pressure fluctuations in the air,
which are heard as sound.
The sound pressure level (Lp) is 10 times the logarithm of the ratio of the
measured sound pressure (detected by a microphone) to the reference level of 2 x
10-5Pa (the threshold of hearing).
Thus Lp (dB) = 10 log (P1/Pref)2 where Pref, the lowest pressure detectable by the
ear, is 0.00002 pascals (i.e. 2x10-5 Pa).
The threshold of hearing is 0dB, while the threshold of pain is approximately
120dB. Normal speech is approximately 60dB(A) or more and a change of 3dB is
only just detectable. A change of 10dB is subjectively twice, or half, as loud.

Vibration
Vibration may be expressed in terms of displacement, velocity and acceleration.
Velocity and acceleration are most commonly used when assessing structureborne
noise or human comfort issues respectively. Vibration amplitude may be
quantified as a peak value, or as a root mean squared (rms) value.
Vibration amplitude can be expressed as an engineering unit value e.g. 1 mms-1
or as a ratio on a logarithmic scale in decibels:
Vibration velocity level, dB = 20 log (V/Vref).
(where the preferred reference level, Vref, for vibration velocity = 10-9 ms-1.)
The decibel approach has advantages for manipulation and comparison of data.
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Typical Noise Levels
Some typical noise levels are given below:
Noise Level, dB(A)

Example

130

Threshold of pain

120

Jet aircraft take-off at 100m

110

Chain saw at 1m

100

Inside disco

90

Heavy lorries at 5m

80

Kerbside of busy street

70

Loud radio (in typical domestic room)

60

Office or restaurant

50

Domestic fan heater at 1m

40

Living room

30

Theatre

20

Remote countryside on still night

10

Sound insulated test chamber

0

Threshold of hearing
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Appendix B
Noise Survey Histograms

NLHPP
Position Paper: Approach to Assessment of Noise for the North London Heat and
Power Project
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B1

Histograms

B1.1

LA90 results, weekday/weekend combined

Figure 1

Location 1 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 2

Location 1 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 1 – Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
48.7
Mode
54.0
1 Standard Deviation
4.3
Average plus Standard Dev.
53.0
Average minus Standard Dev.
44.3
25% of Cumulative
44.5
75% of Cumulative
51.5
Table 3

Location 1 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 1 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
44
Mode
43 (49)
1 Standard Deviation
5.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
49.1
Average minus Standard Dev. 39.2
25% of Cumulative
40.5
75% of Cumulative
48.5
Table 2
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Location 1 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Figure 4

Figure 5
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Location 2 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 2 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 2 - Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
52.0
Mode
54.0
1 Standard Deviation
4.2
Average plus Standard Dev.
56.3
Average minus Standard Dev. 47.9
25% of Cumulative
48.5
75% of Cumulative
55.0
Table 6 Location 2 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 2 - Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
48
Mode
47
1 Standard Deviation
4.1
52.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
Average minus Standard Dev. 44.3
45
25% of Cumulative
52.5
75% of Cumulative
Table 4 Location 2 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Figure 7

Location 3 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 8

Location 3 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 3 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
52.9
Mode
53
1 Standard Deviation
1.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
54.8
Average minus Standard Dev. 51.0
25% of Cumulative
52
75% of Cumulative
54
Table 9

Location 3 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 3 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
48.8
Mode
51
1 Standard Deviation
3.1
Average plus Standard Dev.
51.9
Average minus Standard Dev. 45.6
25% of Cumulative
46.5
75% of Cumulative
50.5
Table 10
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Figure 11

Location 5 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 12

Location 5 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 5 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
53
Mode
51
1 Standard Deviation
3.8
Average plus Standard Dev.
56.6
Average minus Standard Dev.
49.0
25% of Cumulative
50
75% of Cumulative
56
Table 13

Location 5 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 5 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49.8
Mode
47
1 Standard Deviation
4.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
53.8
Average minus Standard Dev.
45.8
25% of Cumulative
46.5
75% of Cumulative
53.5
Table 14
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Figure 15

Figure 16
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Location 6 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 6 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 6 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
58
Mode
59
1 Standard Deviation
2.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
59.7
Average minus Standard Dev.
55.7
25% of Cumulative
56
75% of Cumulative
59
Table 17

Location 6 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 6 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49.9
Mode
48
1 Standard Deviation
4.1
Average plus Standard Dev.
54.0
Average minus Standard Dev.
45.8
25% of Cumulative
47
75% of Cumulative
52
Table 18
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Figure 19

Figure 20
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Location 7 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 7 – Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 7 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49.4
Mode
50
1 Standard Deviation
1.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
51.2
Average minus Standard Dev.
47.5
25% of Cumulative
48
75% of Cumulative
50.5
Table 21

Location 7 – Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 7 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
44.4
Mode
42
1 Standard Deviation
3.4
Average plus Standard Dev.
47.9
Average minus Standard Dev.
41.0
25% of Cumulative
42
75% of Cumulative
47
Table 22
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B1.2

LA90 results, weekend only

Figure 23

Location 1 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 24

Location 1 – Weekend Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 1 – Weekend Daytime (07:00 –
23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
51.9
Mode
54.0
1 Standard Deviation
1.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
53.9
Average minus Standard Dev. 50.0
25% of Cumulative
50.5
75% of Cumulative
53.5
Table 25

Location 1 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 1 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49
Mode
49
1 Standard Deviation
1.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
50.8
Average minus Standard Dev. 47.7
25% of Cumulative
48.5
75% of Cumulative
50.5
Table 26
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Location 2, Weekend Daytime (07:00 to 23:00hrs)
45

100.00%

40

90.00%
80.00%

35

70.00%

30

60.00%
25
50.00%
20
40.00%
15

30.00%

10

20.00%

5

Cumulative Distribution, %

LA90 Distribution Freq. (No. of samples)

LA90 Histogram

10.00%

0

0.00%
43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

LA90 Level Distribution, dB (Noise Level Bands)
Frequency

Cumulative %

Location 2 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 15

Location 2, Weekend Night-time (23:00 to 07:00hrs)
20

100.00%
80.00%

15

60.00%
10
40.00%
5

20.00%

0

0.00%
50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

Cumulative Distribution, %

LA90 Distribution Freq. (No. of samples)

LA90 Histogram

LA90 Level Distribution, dB (Noise Level Bands)
Frequency

Cumulative %

Figure 276 Location 2 – Weekend Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 2 – Weekend Daytime (07:00 –
23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
56
Mode
59
1 Standard Deviation
2.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
58.1
Average minus Standard Dev. 53.1
25% of Cumulative
54
75% of Cumulative
58
Table 15

Location 2 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 2 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
53
Mode
53
1 Standard Deviation
1.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
54.6
Average minus Standard Dev. 51.6
25% of Cumulative
52
75% of Cumulative
54
Table 16
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Figure 17

Location 3 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 18

Location 3 – Weekend Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 3 – Weekend Daytime (07:0023:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
53.3
Mode
49
1 Standard Deviation
1.4
Average plus Standard Dev.
54.8
Average minus Standard Dev. 51.9
25% of Cumulative
49
75% of Cumulative
51
Table 17

Location 3 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 3 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49.6
Mode
51
1 Standard Deviation
2.4
Average plus Standard Dev.
52.0
Average minus Standard Dev. 47.2
25% of Cumulative
47.5
75% of Cumulative
50.5
Table 18
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Figure 19

Location 5 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 20

Location 5 - Night-time Weekend LA90 Histogram
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Location 5 – Weekend Daytime (07:0023:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
57
Mode
59
1 Standard Deviation
2.1
Average plus Standard Dev.
58.7
Average minus Standard Dev.
54.6
25% of Cumulative
55
75% of Cumulative
58.5
Table 19

Location 5 – Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 5 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
54.0
Mode
54
1 Standard Deviation
1.6
Average plus Standard Dev.
55.6
Average minus Standard Dev.
52.4
25% of Cumulative
53
75% of Cumulative
55
Table 20
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Figure 21

Location 6, Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 22

Location 6, Weekend Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 6 – Weekend Daytime (07:0023:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
57
Mode
59
1 Standard Deviation
1.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
59.0
Average minus Standard Dev.
55.2
25% of Cumulative
56
75% of Cumulative
58.5
Table 21

Location 6, Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 6 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
49.6
Mode
48
1 Standard Deviation
3.1
Average plus Standard Dev.
52.7
Average minus Standard Dev.
46.5
25% of Cumulative
47
75% of Cumulative
52
Table 22
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Figure 23

Location 7, Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Figure 24

Location 7, Weekend Night-time LA90 Histogram
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Location 7 – Weekend Daytime (07:0023:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
48.7
Mode
50
1 Standard Deviation
2.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
50.7
Average minus Standard Dev.
46.7
25% of Cumulative
47
75% of Cumulative
50
Table 23

Location 7, Weekend Daytime LA90 Histogram

Location 7 – Weekend Night-time (23:0007:00hrs)
Level, dB
LA90
Average
44.3
Mode
44
1 Standard Deviation
2.4
Average plus Standard Dev.
46.8
Average minus Standard Dev.
41.9
25% of Cumulative
42
75% of Cumulative
46
Table 24
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B1.3

LAeq results, weekday/weekend combined

Figure 25

Location 1 - Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 26

Location 1 – Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 1 – Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
59
Mode
56.0
1 Standard Deviation
4.6
Average plus Standard Dev.
57.3
Average minus Standard Dev. 48.0
25% of Cumulative
50.5
75% of Cumulative
55.5
Table 25

Location 1 - Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 1 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
50
Mode
51
1 Standard Deviation
5.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
52.4
Average minus Standard Dev. 42.4
25% of Cumulative
44.5
75% of Cumulative
51.5
Table 26
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Figure 27

Location 2 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 28

Location 2 – Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 2 - Daytime (07:00 – 23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
58
Mode
60.0
1 Standard Deviation
4.0
Average plus Standard Dev.
59.8
Average minus Standard Dev. 51.5
25% of Cumulative
54
75% of Cumulative
59
Table 27

Location 2 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 2 - Night-time (23:00 to 07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
53
Mode
55.0
1 Standard Deviation
4.4
Average plus Standard Dev.
54.8
Average minus Standard Dev. 46.1
25% of Cumulative
47
75% of Cumulative
54.5
Table 28
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Figure 29

Location 3 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 30

Location 3 - Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 3 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
57
Mode
57
1 Standard Deviation
2.2
Average plus Standard Dev.
58.9
Average minus Standard Dev. 54.5
25% of Cumulative
55.5
75% of Cumulative
57.5
Table 29

Location 3 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 3 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
54
Mode
54
1 Standard Deviation
2.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
55.7
Average minus Standard Dev. 49.9
25% of Cumulative
50.5
75% of Cumulative
55
Table 30
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Figure 31

Location 5 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 32

Location 5 - Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 5 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
57
Mode
55
1 Standard Deviation
3.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
58.9
Average minus Standard Dev.
52.0
25% of Cumulative
53
75% of Cumulative
58
Table 31

Location 5 – Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 5 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
56
Mode
57
1 Standard Deviation
4.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
58.2
Average minus Standard Dev.
48.8
25% of Cumulative
49.5
75% of Cumulative
56.5
Table 32
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Figure 33

Location 6, Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 34

Location 6, Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 6 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
66
Mode
61
1 Standard Deviation
3.9
Average plus Standard Dev.
66.6
Average minus Standard Dev.
58.7
25% of Cumulative
60
75% of Cumulative
64
Table 33

Location 6, Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 6 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
59
Mode
57
1 Standard Deviation
2.6
Average plus Standard Dev.
60.0
Average minus Standard Dev.
54.9
25% of Cumulative
56
75% of Cumulative
58.5
Table 34
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Figure 35

Location 7, Daytime LAeq Histogram

Figure 36

Location 7, Night-time LAeq Histogram
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Location 7 – Daytime (07:00-23:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
59
Mode
60
1 Standard Deviation
4.5
Average plus Standard Dev.
61.3
Average minus Standard Dev.
52.4
25% of Cumulative
53
75% of Cumulative
61
Table 35

Location 7, Daytime LAeq Histogram

Location 7 – Night-time (23:00-07:00hrs)
Level, dB
LAeq
Average
55
Mode
49
1 Standard Deviation
4.3
Average plus Standard Dev.
56.1
Average minus Standard Dev.
47.5
25% of Cumulative
49
75% of Cumulative
53
Table 36
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Comparison of LA90 levels from
surveys taken during different
periods
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Table 1: Summary table of data analysis from long-term and short-term surveys
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Position Paper 2: Selection of surrogate noise survey locations
for the North London Heat and Power Project
1

Purpose of note

The North London Heat and Power Project (NLHPP) would replace the existing EfW facility at the
Edmonton EcoPark site with a new Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) and associated development.
This note should be viewed as a further note, in addition to the information already set out in
Position Paper dated 11 June 2015.
The purpose of this note is to identify suitable alternative or surrogate noise monitoring positions,
which might be used to gather additional noise data for the NLHPP site. These have been requested
by the Environment Agency, who confirm that they are necessary to comply with the BS4142:20141
methodology.
The proposals in this note are intended to form the basis of further technical discussions with the
Environment Agency to reach an agreement on the adequacy of the existing noise data and to
identify further noise survey monitoring locations, should they be required. This data will inform
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control
(IPPC H3 Horizontal Guidance for Noise Part 2 (2004)2 environmental control permit. The
Environment Agency are therefore requested to review and comment on the proposals set out in this
note to inform further technical discussion during the site visit, planned for 1 July 2015, on this
matter.

Outcome of technical discussions following Position Paper 1
The outcome of the first technical discussion meeting was that the Environment Agency position
remains that:
•

Adequacy of data is questioned as surveys were undertaken whilst the current site was
operational.

•

The Environment Agency stated that in order to understand noise levels for the operational
phase the baseline data should be collected without the existing site noise levels (i.e. without the
site being operational).

•

Arup has been asked to identify a number of “surrogate” locations for further noise monitoring
surveys and the suitability of these will be technically discussed on site on 1 July 2015.These
locations should be locations of similar “character” with the same noise sources, but without the
specific noise source i.e. NLHPP site cannot be heard.

1

BSI(2014), BS 4142 Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound, British Standards Institution
Environment Agency (2004) Horizontal Guidance Note IPPC H3 Horizontal Guidance for Noise Part 2 – Noise
Assessment and Control.

2
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Arup response following technical discussions on Position
Paper 1
All noise surveys were carried out while the EfW facility was operating. However, noise from the
existing facility was not audible at most of the measurement locations. Even when noise from the
existing facility was audible it was not considered to be a significant contributor to the background
sound level.
The survey data contained in Appendix A is compliant with previous and current guidance in terms
of monitoring protocol and scope (i.e. British Standards and H3 Horizontal Guidance). Whilst Arup
does not agree that there is a need to identify surrogate locations to carry out additional noise
surveys in order to inform the permit, as this is not consistent with BS4142:2014, we have
nonetheless identified surrogate locations in order to assist in reaching agreement with the
Environment Agency and progressing the application.
In BS4142:2014 in para 6.2 it states that survey designers should “choose outdoor measurement
locations that will give results that are representative of the ambient sound and residual sound at the
assessment location(s)”; i.e. at the receiver locations as far as practicable. Surrogate locations do not
represent the assessment receiver locations.
The introduction of surrogate locations also potentially introduces significant uncertainty as
discussed in the research paper “A Good Practice Guide on the Sources and Magnitude of
Uncertainty Arising in the Practical Measurement of Environmental Noise”3 (N.J.Craven,
G.Kerry.2007). This research informs, and is referred to in the entire section B2 of BS4142:2014.
The Guide develops good practice guidelines to help minimise uncertainty in measurement of
environmental noise, and these have been taken into account in the preparation of this paper, but
cannot eliminate uncertainty arising from using surrogates entirely, and this uncertainty is not
quantifiable.
The subjective observations of the noise environment obtained during the survey show that road
traffic noise is generally dominant at measurement locations within the area. However, periods of
lesser traffic reveal audible mechanical, industrial and material handling noise, which suggests that
the introduction of industrial noise from the proposed new facility would to some extent be in
keeping with the existing noise environment, albeit not to the extent that it becomes dominant.
Arup opinion is that no further noise surveys are required.

Rationale for the choice of surrogate locations
In order to identify appropriate surrogate locations, according to BS412:2014,(using the principles
of Example 10 which apply), the surrogate should be the same distance from the dominant noise
source, in this case the North Circular Road A406, as the location it “replaces”. There should be a
similar amount of screening to the road and the road gradient and surface roughness should be
unchanged. The acoustic environment should be equivalent at both locations, except that the
specific noise is not present at the surrogate location.
3

N.J.Craven, G.Kerry 2007 “A Good Practice Guide on the Sources and Magnitude of Uncertainty Arising in the
Practical Measurement of Environmental Noise”
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The good practice guidelines state “If a suitable position cannot be found locally then a remote
position must be chosen. This may require detailed consideration of the topography, distances and
bearing between the measurement positions and all of the major background noise sources relative
to the prevailing weather. A thorough investigation of the local area may be necessary, for which
the judgement and experience of the assessor will be critical factors.”
The Good Practice Guide states “where it is necessary to measure at an alternative position the
following should be considered:
-

Distance to each major background noise source –

-

Bearing to each major background noise source

-

Topography between the measurement position and each major background noise source.

•

There is no recognised method for the choice of alternative measurement positions as
problems are often unique to the situation. The best approach is one based upon common
sense and reasoned decision-making.

If the time and resources are available, repeated measurement should be made at a number of
measurement positions in order to determine the most representative noise level.
The choice of background measurement position should be justified in the survey report.”
In terms of the current survey data, in all locations the noise survey reporting indicates that

subjectively the background noise climate is dominated by road noise from the North Circular
Road. This is corroborated by discussions with the team who carried out the noise survey.
The survey locations are shown in Figure 1. Survey locations 1 and 2 represent residential
receptors on Lower Hall Lane, to the east of the site, and survey location 7 represents the nearest
sensitive residential receptors on Zambezie Drive to the west of the site. Survey locations 3, 4 and
6 represent future residential receptors as part of the allocated Meridian Water development.
Location 5 represents receptors in the Lee Valley Regional Park.
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Figure 1 Survey measurement locations in relation to the Application Site

At location 1, it is reported that road noise dominates for most of the measurement period during
both the February and June surveys. At midday during the June survey, plant noise was heard
coming from the Thames Water site, and it is noted that traffic on the A406 North Circular was
lighter than usual. It is not clear what activity the plant were engaged in. During the measurement at
13:21 the plant is not working.
At location 2 it is reported that road traffic noise dominates for most of the measurement period
during both the February and June surveys. At midday during the June survey, plant noise was
again heard coming from the Thames Water site, and it is noted in the 13:52 survey that no plant
was operating, A406 North Circular Road noise was dominant. In the early hours of the morning
roof-top plant noise from the EcoPark could be heard.
At location 5 during the daytime, rooftop plant noise from the EcoPark and distant North Circular
Road noise in combination determined the background noise at this location. Plant noise was also
heard from the Thames water site. At night and in the early hours of the morning, rooftop plant
noise from the Eco Park occasionally dominates this location, only when noise from the North
Circular Road is reduced. At all other locations A406 road traffic noise is dominant.
As part of the evaluation of the background sound, the influence of noise from the existing facility
should be considered as this forms part of the context for the assessment of the new facility. It
should be noted though that the facility was only audible at two locations (monitoring locations 2
and 5) and then only rarely audible. Noise from the existing facility was not therefore considered to
be a significant contributor to the background sound level. This is demonstrated by the fact that the
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background sound levels at the two locations where noise from the existing facility was audible
were either lower or consistent with the levels measured at the other locations where noise from the
existing facility was not audible.

Surrogate locations
The locations where the EcoPark was present i.e. audible, albeit rarely, were locations 2 and 5.
Surrogate locations for these two positions need to meet the following criteria:
•

Similar distance from the A406 North Circular Road and at the same road gradient and surface
roughness

•

Similar acoustic environment, without EcoPark being audible.

Figure 2 shows the suggested surrogate locations on the map.

Location 2
Location 2 is approximately 310m from the A406, and within 140m of the boundary of the Thames
Water site, which has some heavy plant activity intermittently ongoing. It is on the edge of a
residential area, with a retail shopping park within 100m. There are no buildings screening it from
the A406. The acoustic environment is dominated by the road traffic noise.

Surrogate Options
In order to try and replicate the noise conditions of Location 2 , the surrogate needs to be a similar
distance from the A406, and within 140m of the boundary of the Thames Water site, if possible. It
should also be a similar area e.g. on the edge of a residential area, with a retail shopping park
nearby. There should be no buildings screening it from the A406. The acoustic environment should
be dominated by the road traffic noise.
A location to the south of the A406 (see Figure 2, and directly south of the current location 2, on the
green space to the immediate north of Harbet Road, might be a consideration. At this location
however, the A406, whilst at a similar distance, has greater elevation.
Also, the boundary of the Thames Water site is over 500m away. The acoustic environment is likely
to be dominated by A406 road traffic noise but at this location the segment of road visible is much
larger (almost 170 degree view) than at the current location 2 (approx 40 degree angle of view of
the road), due to the road curvature, and its contribution will be greater at the surrogate. It is at
greater distance from the retail shopping park and is not on the edge of a residential area, rather it is
on the edge of some retail shopping outlets and small industrial units. It does have an unscreened
view of the road, which is good.
This site is the best alternative location identified, but clearly has some limitations in terms of its
“area character” and distances to the Thames Water site, as well as the likelihood that the road noise
may be louder here due to the large segment of road visible at that location.
Notwithstanding these observations made using aerial mapping, the site meeting to visit, review and
discuss these locations on the ground will be useful to determine whether or not they are suitable in
reality.
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It was not possible to find any other alternatives which are at a similar distance to the road, but
which also have a site similar to the Thames Water site in such close proximity.

Location 5
Location 5 is approximately 165m from the A406, and within 50m of the boundary of the Thames
Water site, which has some heavy plant activity intermittently ongoing. It is on the River Lee
Navigation and has no screening to the A406. The acoustic environment is dominated by the road
traffic noise.

Surrogate Options
In order to try and replicate the noise conditions of Location 5, the surrogate needs to be about
165m from the A406, and within 50m of the boundary of the Thames Water site. Ideally it should
also be on the River Lee Navigation and have no screening to the A406. The acoustic environment
should be dominated by the road traffic noise.
An alternative location for position 5 might also be south of the A406 but at a similar distance to it,
remaining on the River Lee Navigation, adjacent to Towpath Road, but again road elevation and
distance to the Thames Water or similar site is a confounding factor. Those site conditions which
are not aligned to those of location 5, i.e. the road here has greater elevation that the original
location, and the Thames Water site is further away, may alter the characteristics of the acoustic
environment here. This location is also surrounded by buildings, unlike location 5
This site is the best alternative location identified, but clearly has some limitations. Notwithstanding
these observations made using aerial mapping, the site meeting to visit, review and discuss these
locations on the ground will be useful to determine whether or not they are suitable in reality
It was not possible to find any other alternatives which are at a similar distance to the road, but
which also have a site similar to the Thames Water site in such close proximity
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Figure 2 Survey and surrogate survey measurement locations in relation to the Application Site

Survey method
In order to try and minimise the level of uncertainty it is recommended that simultaneous
measurements are carried out at both the surrogate and original survey locations.
The survey protocol will follow the measurement procedure laid out in BS4142:2014. The
measurement systems will be Type 1, conforming to BS EN 61672-1: 2003. The calibration of the
sound level meters, pre-amplifier and microphone chains will be checked before and after use, to
confirm that there is no significant drift in meter response at the calibrator frequency and level. All
Arup’s sound level meters are regularly calibrated and this calibration is traceable to international
standards. In addition to noise measurements, weather conditions will also be recorded using a
logging meteorological station at the measurement location. Cloud cover should be estimated, and
precipitation and temperature recorded.
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A detailed consideration of the topography, distances and bearing between the measurement
positions and all of the major background noise sources relative to the prevailing weather will be
made and reported.
All of the information which will be reported will follow the specification in BS4142:2014 as
appropriate.

Next steps
This Position Paper has provided suggested locations for surrogate noise survey positions as
requested by the Environment Agency, as well the rationale behind the decision making process
which informed the choice of locations. The next planned step relating to this matter is:
1. A site meeting is proposed on 1 July 2015 between Arup, the applicant and Environment
Agency to discuss these surrogate sites and their suitability.
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.4 Table 1: Future 18hr traffic flow data for Meridian Way south of
Ardra Road, with and without the Project
Do-Minimum AAWT

Do Something AAWT

Vehicle

27899

27945

Increase in
traffic, %
0%

HGVs

2973

2994

1%

Vehicle

28088

28272

1%

HGVs

2993

3090

3%

Vehicle

28314

28499

1%

HGVs

3017

3115

3%

Vehicle

28314

28357

0%

HGVs

3017

3047

1%

Vehicle

28541

28584

0%

HGVs

3042

3071

1%

Vehicle

28766

28810

0%

HGVs

3066

3095

1%

Vehicle

28994

28980

0%

HGVs

3090

3093

0%

Vehicle

29220

29204

0%

HGVs

3114

3117

0%

Vehicle

29393

29377

0%

HGVs

3132

3135

0%

Vehicle

29565

29550

0%

HGVs

3151

3154

0%

Vehicle

29565

29550

0%

HGVs
3151
3153
AAWT – Annual Average Weekday Traffic flow
Do Minimum – including future background traffic growth but without the Project
Do Something – including future background traffic growth and the Project

0%

Stages

Year

Stage 1b

2020
2021

Stage 1c
2022
2022
Stage 1d

2023
2024

Stage 2

2025
2026

Stage 3

2027
2028

Stage 4

2028
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Vehicle type
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Vol 2 Appendix 8.4 Table 2: Future 18hr cumulative traffic flow data for Meridian
Way south of Ardra Road, with and without the Project

Stages

Year

Stage 1b

2020
2021

Stage 1c
2022
2022
Stage 1d

2023
2024

Stage 2

2025
2026

Stage 3

2027
2028

Stage 4

2028

Vehicle type

Do-Minimum +
cumulative AAWT

Vehicle

30051

Do
Something +
cumulative,
AAWT
30097

HGVs

3060

3081

1%

Vehicle

30240

30425

1%

HGVs

3081

3178

3%

Vehicle

30466

30651

1%

HGVs

3105

3202

3%

Vehicle

30466

30510

0%

HGVs

3105

3134

1%

Vehicle

30693

30736

0%

HGVs

3129

3159

1%

Vehicle

30918

30962

0%

HGVs

3153

3183

1%

Vehicle

31146

31132

0%

HGVs

3177

3180

0%

Vehicle

31372

31356

0%

HGVs

3201

3204

0%

Vehicle

31545

31530

0%

HGVs

3220

3222

0%

Vehicle

31718

31702

0%

HGVs

3238

3241

0%

Vehicle

31718

31702

0%

Increase in
traffic, %
0%

HGVs
3238
3240
0%
AAWT – Annual Average Weekday Traffic flow
Do Minimum + cumulative – including future background traffic growth and cumulative developments
but without the Project
Do Something + cumulative – including future background traffic growth, cumulative developments
and the Project
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1

Socio-economics assessment methodology

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This appendix sets out the methodology for assessing the likely significant
effects of the Project on socio-economics.

1.1.2

This appendix is divided into the following parts:
a. engagement – describing a summary of comments included in the
Scoping Opinion and received on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) and how these comments have been
addressed;
b. legislation and guidance – detailing requirements of the relevant
National Policy Statements (NPS), how these have been addressed and
additional guidance relevant to the assessment;
c. methodology for establishing baseline conditions; and
d. methodology for the assessment of
decommissioning and cumulative effects.

construction,

operation

1.2

Engagement

1.2.1

The Scoping Report recommended that socio-economics be scoped out
from the assessment. At the time the Scoping Report was submitted, there
was an aspiration but uncertainty on re-provision of the Edmonton Sea
Cadets unit on-site. Since then, agreement has been reached between the
North London Waste Authority (the Applicant) and representatives for the
Edmonton Sea Cadets for temporary provision for the Edmonton Sea
Cadets at the Edmonton EcoPark during construction and accommodation
in a permanent facility during operation, also at the Edmonton EcoPark. In
terms of employment it was not anticipated at the scoping stage that there
would be a significant change in employment. However based on the
Scoping Opinion, a precautionary approach has been taken to scope in the
socio-economic assessment.

1.2.2

The Scoping Opinion issued by the Secretary of State provided comments
on socio-economics. These are set out below in Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Table
1 together with a response on how each comment has been addressed.
Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Table 1: Socio-economics engagement – comments and responses
Organisation Comment
Response
and date

No.
1

Page 1

Scoping
response:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

“Paragraph 3.2.10 of the Scoping
Report refers to the relocation of a
London Waste Limited vehicle depot
and servicing area, however the
potential for significant socioeconomic
impacts (e.g. job losses) is not
addressed. One of the justifications
that there are unlikely to be significant
effects also relies on the retention of
access to the sea cadet’s facility

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

The London Waste Limited fleet
depot would be retained and
remain
operational
on-site
throughout with a permanent
relocation
adjacent
to
the
proposed
Energy
Recovery
Facility (ERF). The impacts on the
depot and depot employees are

North London Waste Authority

No.

Organisation
and date
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Comment

Response

and/or the provision of alternative
facilities. Without certainty on whether
or how these mitigation measures will
be delivered the Secretary of State
cannot agree to scope potential effects
from the assessment.” (Paragraph
3.11 bullet ii)

therefore likely to be negligible and
have been scoped out.
The socio-economics assessment
has
considered
effects
on
Edmonton
Sea
Cadets
in
construction,
operation
and
decommissioning. The Edmonton
Sea Cadets would be relocated to
alternative facilities on-site during
construction and the permanently
relocated to modern and enhanced
quality facilities at EcoPark House,
also at the Edmonton EcoPark.

2

“The ES [Environmental Statement]
should describe the function of the
existing vehicle depot and servicing
area (to be relocated as a result of the
proposals) and assess whether/how
this is likely to be affected by the
proposals.” (Paragraph 3.47)

3.

“The Secretary of State recommends
that the types of jobs generated and/or
lost during construction or operation
should be considered in the context of
the available workforce in the area.”
(Paragraph 3.45)

The employment supported at the
Application Site currently relates to
a mix of skills sets and this is
expected to continue in operation.
For example ERF and RRF
operatives
and
EcoPark
Administration.

4.

“The assessment criteria should be
locationally specific and consider the
potential significance of the impacts of
the proposal within the local and
regional context.” (Paragraph 3.46)

The socio-economic assessment
has
considered
employment
effects at the relevant local and
regional level.

5. Scoping
response:
NHS
(November
2014)

“Is there going to be a Section 106 to
improve the facilities for the local
residents, this is not a particularly
wealthy area and any improvement in
the
community
should
be
considered.”(Appendix 2)

The Project is for a replacement
facility within an existing site. It
includes the provision of a
replacement facility for the
Edmonton Sea Cadets who
occupy a building within the
Application Site at EcoPark House.
On completion EcoPark House
would be part occupied by
Edmonton Sea Cadets and also be
available for other community
activities, visitor and Project
information. A Section 106
Agreement is included as part of
the Application which covers
employment and skills, provision of
heat, travel plans and a servicing
management plan. The Project
would not impact community
facilities
off-site
such
that
mitigation would be required and
as such community facilities would
not be included in a Section 106
Agreement.

6.

“When the Project starts, will there be
a policy to employ local people for the
construction and for local people to be

An assessment of likely skills and
training opportunities including any
employment policies has been
undertaken as part of the socioeconomic
assessment.
The
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Comment

Response

given the opportunity to work at the
facility?” (Appendix 2)

Section 106 Agreement is included
as part of the Application and
covers employment and skills.

1.3

Legislation and guidance

1.3.1

This section sets out general national policy guidance relevant to the
assessment of socio-economics. Within the sections which follow, guidance
applicable to identifying the socio-economic baseline as well as guidance
for the assessment is explained.

No.
1.

Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Table 2: NPS EN-1 requirements
Requirements of NPS How the requirement
EN-1
addressed
Para 5.12.2 – “Where the
Project is likely to have
socio-economic impacts at
local or regional levels, the
Applicant
should
undertake and include in
their
application
an
assessment
of
these
impacts as part of the ES.”

is

Location of where to find
further detail

A socio-economic assessment
is included in the ES which
considers effects at the local
and regional level.

Vol 2 Section 9 of the ES

2.

Para 5.12.3 of this NPS notes that the assessment should consider all relevant socioeconomic impacts including those detailed below.

3.

“the creation of jobs and
training opportunities;”

4.

5.

Page 3

“the provision of additional
local
services
and
improvements to local
infrastructure,
including
the
provision
of
educational and visitor
facilities;”

Cumulative effects – “if
development
consent
were to be granted to for a
number of projects within a

A socio-economic assessment
has been undertaken which
includes
assessment
of
employment effects and effects
on the Edmonton Sea Cadets
facilities from construction,
operation
and
decommissioning
of
the
Project.
The Edmonton Sea Cadets is
the only community facility at
the Application Site. The socioeconomic
assessment
considers
provision
of
community facilities on-site at
EcoPark House. EcoPark
House would include space for
visitor information and raising
awareness relating to waste
management and the Project.
No comments were received
on community facilities other
than the Edmonton Sea
Cadets as part of the Scoping
Opinion.

Vol 2 Section 9 of the ES

The
socio-economic
assessment
considers
cumulative effects in relation to
employment including the

Vol
2
Section
9.12
(cumulative effects) of the
ES
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of

NPS

is

Location of where to find
further detail

implications
for
the
construction
industry
and
demand for labour. Given the
relatively low magnitude of
construction
employment
required (in the regional
context, and the low proportion
of construction activity that the
Project represents), in the
context
of
the
regional
construction workforce, the
Project is not expected to result
in adverse effects.
Further, the Application Site is
located in London where the
existing
magnitude
of
employment
means
that
changes
to
employment
associated with the Project
would be unlikely to materially
alter population dynamics.
Effects associated with the
changing influx of workers
have therefore not been
considered as part of the socioeconomics assessment. The
socio-economic assessment
includes effects on community
facilities on-site i.e. Edmonton
Sea Cadets. No comments
were received on impacts of a
changing influx of workers as
part of scoping comments.
The
ES
includes
an
assessment of transport, water
and waste effects from the
construction, operation and
decommissioning
of
the
Project. The Health Impact
Assessment
(AD05.08)
considers impacts associated
with social cohesion.

Vol 2 Section 10 (Transport)
Vol 2 Section 11 (Water) of
the ES
Health Impact Assessment
(AD05.09), Section 5.6.

Para 5.12.4 – “Applicants
should
describe
the
existing socio-economic
conditions in the areas
surrounding the proposed
development and should
also refer to how the
development’s
socio
economic
impacts
correlate
with
local
planning polices.”

The
socio-economic
assessment includes baseline
assessment of socio-economic
characteristics
at
the
neighbourhood,
local and
regional levels which has
informed the identification of
receptors for the assessment.
The assessment has also
considered the connection of
socio-economic impacts with
relevant local planning policies.

Vol 2 Section 9.5 of the ES

– “The
Planning

The
socio-economic
assessment takes account of

Vol 2 Section 9.7 of the ES

region and these were
developed in a similar
timeframe, there could be
some short-term negative
effects, for example a
potential
shortage
of
construction workers to
meet the needs of other
industries
and
major
projects within the region.”
6.

7.

8.

Page 4

“the impacts of a changing
influx of workers during the
different
construction,
operation
and
decommissioning phases
of
the
energy
infrastructure. This could
change
the
local
population dynamics and
could alter the demand for
services and facilities in
the settlements nearest to
the construction work
(including
community
facilities and physical
infrastructure such as
energy, water, transport
and waste). There could
also be effects on social
cohesion depending on
how
populations
and
service provision change
as a result of the
development;”

Para 5.12.8
Infrastructure

How the requirement
addressed
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of

NPS

is

Location of where to find
further detail

likely significant beneficial and
adverse effects during the
development stages of the
Project. No significant adverse
effects have been identified as
part of the socio-economics
assessment.

Vol 2 Section 9.8 of the ES

“effects on tourism;”

Edmonton EcoPark does not
have any existing tourism
facilities. The Project would
include space for community
activities as part of EcoPark
House, for example visitor and
project information. Effects
relating to Edmonton Sea
Cadets facilities have been
assessed as part of the socioeconomics assessment. Since
potential for effects on tourism
is limited, tourism has not been
considered as part of the socioeconomics assessment. No
comments were received on
effects on tourism as part of
scoping comments.

N/A

Para 5.12.14 – “Socioeconomic impacts may be
linked to other impacts, for
example the visual impact
of a development which
may also have an impact
on tourism and local
businesses.”

Vol 1 Section 11 of the ES
addresses interactive effects
on receptors across different
aspects of the environment.

Vol 2 Section 10 (Transport)
of the ES
Vol 3 (Visual) of the ES

Commission
should
consider any relevant
positive provisions the
developer has made or is
proposing to make to
mitigate
impacts
(for
example through planning
obligations)
and
any
legacy benefits that may
arise as well as any
options
for
phasing
development in relation to
the
socio-economic
impacts.”
9.

10.

11.

Page 5

How the requirement
addressed

Para 5.12.9 – “The
Infrastructure
Planning
Commission
should
consider
whether
mitigation measures are
necessary to mitigate any
adverse socio-economic
impacts
of
the
development. For example
high quality design can
improve the visual and
environmental experience
for visitors and the local
community alike.”
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Baseline conditions
Current baseline

1.4.1

An assessment of baseline conditions has identified the key socioeconomic characteristics of the area. These characteristics have informed
the assumptions for the quantitative assessment of socio-economic effects
(see Paragraphs 1.5.18 to 1.5.21 and Paragraphs 1.6.8 to 1.6.11) as well
as the identification and sensitivity of receptors (see Paragraph 1.4.4).
Baseline data gathering comprised a desk-based study based on publicly
available data using the most recent sources available. The key data
sources for the assessment were:
a. Census (2011) data – the most up to date census data available;
b. Department of Communities and Local Government Index of Multiple
Deprivation (2010);
c. Business Register and Employment Survey data; and
d. publically available documents1.

1.4.2

The baseline assessment has included the following socio-economic
information to understand the relevance of employment and Edmonton Sea
Cadets in the context of the local workforce and local users:
a. population – indicates the proportion of people living and working in the
area, the working age population and potential ‘people’ receptors;
b. employment – highlights the likely levels of people seeking employment
opportunities, their skills and industry of work;
c. deprivation – provides an indication of people’s ability to access
employment opportunities; and
d. community facilities – provides information on the presence and use of
Edmonton Sea Cadets.

1.4.3

In order to understand the socio-economic characteristics of the area, the
baseline comprised comparative analysis of this data for three spatial
scales:
a. neighbourhood – Lower Super Output Areas within and adjacent to the
Application Site boundary as shown in Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 of the ES.
The neighbourhood area boundary is consistent with that assessed for
the Health Impact Assessment (AD05.09).
b. local – London Borough of Enfield (LB Enfield), LB Waltham Forest and
LB Haringey; and
c. regional – London.

1

National Policy Institute (2011) Edmonton’s socio economic profile: meeting the challenge: A Report
for the London Borough of Enfield, October 2011.
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Receptor identification and sensitivity
1.4.4

The assessment of baseline conditions has identified the key socioeconomic characteristics of the area. These have informed the identification
of the receptors to be taken into account in the socio-economic
assessment. Receptors for the socio-economic assessment are people (the
catchment population and employees), employment opportunities (the level
of employment and access to that employment) and on-site community
facilities (i.e. the Edmonton Sea Cadets’ facilities). The sensitivity of
receptors has been determined according to their importance, size and
potential for substitution. The assessment has considered the socioeconomic characteristics and the ability of a receptor to continue to function
effectively. For example, the sensitivity of employment opportunities would
be determined based on the type of opportunity in the context of the
workforce, the demand and supply of employment in the area and the
potential for other similar opportunities elsewhere.
Future baseline

1.4.5

Assumptions on future baseline conditions have been undertaken based on
relevant identified developments in relation to employment and community
facilities as set out in Vol 1 Appendix 5.2 (Cumulative Development
Schedule) of the ES.

1.5

Construction effects
Assessment of Project stages
Employment

1.5.1

Since the capital expenditure which forms the basis of the quantitative
assessment accounts for the total cost of constructing the Project, the
assessment of employment effects from construction has considered
Stages 1, 2, and 3 of the Project as a whole.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.5.2

The assessment of effects on the Edmonton Sea Cadets has considered
any potential disruption to Edmonton Sea Cadets’ functions and facilities
for Stages 1, 2, and 3 of the Project as a whole.
Assessment area
Employment

1.5.3

To reflect likely labour sourcing from within the UK and accounting for the
need for some specialist construction, an assessment of employment
effects has been undertaken for the Greater South East area, that is the
London, South East and East of England regions, and for the UK.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.5.4

Since the Edmonton Sea Cadets would be temporarily relocated within the
Edmonton EcoPark (and then permanently relocated, again within the
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Edmonton EcoPark), the assessment area is contained within the
Application Site boundary.
Assessment method
1.5.5

The assessment has been desk-based and combines quantitative and
qualitative assessment techniques. The approach is based on a widely
accepted methodology used in socio-economic assessments including the
estimation of effects on a ‘with development’ and ‘without development’
basis to identify the ‘net additional’ impact. The net additional impact is the
impact of the Project less the outputs that would have occurred without the
Project (the ‘reference case’ or ‘deadweight’) 2 (see Vol 2 Appendix 9.1
Plate 1).

With
development
Impact of the
Project

Without
development
Impact of
reference case
(deadweight)

Net additional
impact

Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Plate 1: Approach to socio-economics assessment methodology

1.5.6

Since the assessment is concerned with net additional impact, the Project
has been assessed on a ‘before’ and ‘after’ basis.

1.5.7

Guidance for assessing additionality has been taken from three sources:
a. The Green Book3 – guidance on appraisal and evaluation;
b. Single Programme Appraisal Guidance 4 – sets a framework for the
development, appraisal, delivery and evaluation of programmes; and
c. Additionality Guide2 – outlines the process of calculating additionality
and offers guidance on estimating several additionality parameters.
Employment

1.5.8

The quantitative assessment comprised a calculation of Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) employment based on the capital expenditure of the
Project. Construction employment calculations are set out in Vol 2 Appendix
9.2 of the ES.

1.5.9

The calculations for estimating the number of FTE construction jobs are
based on the capital expenditure of the Project and a measure of the
contribution to the economy, known as gross value added (GVA), per
construction job.

1.5.10

At this stage, the estimated capital expenditure for the construction of the
proposed ERF alone is £450-500 million. For the purposes of this
assessment, a mid-point value of £475 million has been used to estimate

2

Homes and Communities Agency (2014) Additionality Guide Fourth Edition, January 2014.
HM Treasury (2011) The Green Book: Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government, July 2011.
4 Department for Trade and Industry (2003) Single Programme Appraisal Guidance.
3
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construction employment. Because this figure does not include the capital
expenditure for other elements of the Project, this is considered to be a
conservative assessment.
1.5.11

GVA per construction job has been calculated by dividing the GVA for the
construction sector in the Greater South East area (for 2011, as this was
the most recently available data) by the total employment in the
construction sector in the area (2011). This information has been gathered
from the Office for National Statistics.

1.5.12

For this assessment the direct employment impacts have been estimated
on the basis of a GVA per employee in the construction sector of £48,904.
In order to account for a construction workforce that is likely to be sourced
from the Greater South East area, a weighted average of these three
regions has been taken. GVA per employee is therefore a weighted
average based on the Greater South East area construction GVA of
£36,984,000,000 (workplace based, at current basic prices) and
corresponding 2011 Greater South East area construction employment of
756,250 (based on an annual average of the four quarterly totals for each
of the regions).

1.5.13

Converting to FTE jobs enables consistent assessment of construction
employment and accounts for the likely impacts across construction stages.
The estimation of FTE jobs therefore applies to construction as a whole and
does not account for differences in peak numbers on the Application Site at
a particular time in the construction. An estimation of average direct
employment on-site during construction has also been undertaken. This is
based on the construction job years and the expected construction period
set out in Vol 1 Section 3.5 of the ES.

1.5.14

To determine the genuinely additional outputs offered by the Project in line
with the approach set out in this section, the following factors have been
considered in the assessment:
a. leakage – the proportion of outputs which benefit those outside the
Project’s assessment areas;
b. deadweight – the outputs which would have occurred without the Project;
and
c. displacement/substitution – the proportion of the Project’s outputs
accounted for by reduced outputs elsewhere in the assessment areas.

1.5.15

5

This approach closely follows the framework for evaluation recommended
by the Additionality Guide5 set out in Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Plate 2.

Homes and Communities Agency (2014) Additionality Guide Fourth Edition, January 2014
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INTERVENTION
OPTIONS

REFERENCE CASE
(DEADWEIGHT)

Gross direct effects

Gross direct effects

Less leakage from
target area

Less leakage from
target area

Gross local
direct effects

Gross local
direct effects

Less displacement /
substitution

Less displacement /
substitution

Net local
direct effects

Net local
direct effects

Plus multiplier effects

Plus multiplier effects

Total net local effects

Total net local effects

NET ADDITIONAL
IMPACT
Total net additional local
effects

Vol 2 Appendix 9.1 Plate 2: Recommended framework for socio-economic assessment5

1.5.16

Construction employment effects take into account:
a. direct impacts – the jobs directly created or supported;
b. indirect impacts – the employment effects that arise from a business’s
expenditure with its suppliers; and
c. induced impacts – those effects arising from expenditure associated
with the direct and indirect impacts (namely, expenditure from direct and
indirect employees, principally from salary receipts).

1.5.17

Employment multipliers for indirect and induced elements have been used
to capture ‘knock on’ impacts in the local economy such as additional local
income, local supplier purchases and longer term development effects.
These are based on knowledge of construction activities and ‘ready
reckoners’ taken from guidance 6 which provide an evidence-based
assumption for each adjustment.

1.5.18

Since construction of the facility would be specialised and some materials
and labour for construction are likely to be sourced outside of the Greater
South East area, 50 per cent of construction employment effects have been
assumed to leak to parts of the UK outside the Greater South East area.
Materials and labour are expected to be sourced within the UK so leakage
is assumed to be zero per cent at the national level.

6

Barton, H., Grant, M. and Guise, R. (2010) Shaping neighbourhoods for local health and global
sustainability (2nd ed.).
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1.5.19

It is assumed that without the Project there would not be any other
construction activity on the Application Site. As such deadweight is not
applicable (assumed to be zero per cent) for both the Greater South East
level and the UK level.

1.5.20

In terms of construction industry and demands for labour, when a project
does not proceed in a given time period because construction staff are
engaged elsewhere, the Project would not typically source labour from a
different area. Construction employment effects are therefore not expected
to be displaced from outside the target areas and displacement is assumed
to be zero per cent for both the Greater South East level and the UK level.

1.5.21

A composite multiplier for construction of 2.7 has been used to assess
multiplier effects at the Greater South East level as well as the UK level as
per the Additionality Guide5. This means that for every new job created
directly within the construction industry, the net effect would be a total of
2.7 jobs comprising 1 direct construction job and 1.7 indirect and induced
jobs in other economic sectors.

1.5.22

A qualitative assessment of opportunities for providing skills and training
opportunities (for example local labour sourcing or apprenticeships) has
been undertaken based on the measures in the Code of Construction
Practice.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.5.23

A qualitative assessment of the effects on the Edmonton Sea Cadets has
been undertaken based on changes associated with those facilities such as
any potential disruption to Edmonton Sea Cadets functions and proposed
alternative facilities, measures in the Code of Construction Practice (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1 of the ES) and baseline socio-economic conditions.
Significance criteria

1.5.24

The approach to the assessment of significance of effects of the Project on
socio-economics has been consistent across construction, operation and
decommissioning. There are no established guidelines for assessing the
significance of socio-economic effects. The assessment has therefore been
based on professional judgement and experience and has considered the
value and sensitivity of receptors from the baseline socio-economic
characteristics, based on their importance, size and potential for
substitution, as well as the magnitude of the net additional impact based on
qualitative and quantitative (where applicable) evidence. Effects are
expressed as significant (beneficial or adverse) or not significant. The
assessment of significance accounts for the ability of receptors to continue
to function effectively. Receptors for the socio-economic assessment are
described in Paragraph 1.4.4 (people, employment opportunities and onsite community facilities).
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Operational effects
Assessment of Project stages
Employment

1.6.1

The assessment of employment effects from operation has been based on
the total estimated operational employment at the Application Site. The
assessment has therefore considered Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Project
as a whole.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.6.2

The assessment of effects on the Edmonton Sea Cadets from operation
has considered changes associated with function and facilities for Stages
1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Project as a whole.
Assessment area
Employment

1.6.3

To reflect likely labour sourcing, the assessment of employment effects
from operation has been undertaken for the local area, that is LB Enfield,
LB Waltham Forest and LB Haringey, and for the UK.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.6.4

The assessment of effects on the Edmonton Sea Cadets from operation
has considered effects within the Application Site boundary.
Assessment method
Employment

1.6.5

A quantitative assessment of employment from operation of the Project has
been undertaken based on professional judgement and estimated FTE
employment at the Application Site.

1.6.6

The existing employment supported at the Application Site is a total of 193
FTEs, of which the estimated FTE employment directly supported by the
existing EfW facility is approximately 96. The estimated FTE employment
supported at the Application Site would be a total of approximately 153 of
which around 49 would be directly supported by the ERF. This assessment
assumes a transition where one facility comes online in proportion to the
other declining i.e. there would be no net direct increase in employment
demand associated with both facilities in the transition period. This is
considered to be a conservative estimate of employment in operation.

1.6.7

The LondonWaste Limited fleet depot would be retained and remain
operational at the Edmonton EcoPark throughout with a permanent
relocation adjacent to the proposed ERF. Incinerator Bottom Ash
operations would be relocated off-site and it has been assumed that there
would be limited associated displacement of employment related to
Incinerator Bottom Ash operations at the local level. The in-vessel
composting facility would also be relocated off-site, however the associated
FTEs are expected to be reallocated to other on-site activities under London
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Waste Limited operations. These assumptions have been accounted for in
the assessment of employment effects from construction.
1.6.8

The employment supported at the Application Site currently relates to a mix
of skill sets and this is expected to continue in operation. For example ERF
and RRF operatives and EcoPark administrative staff. Leakage has been
assumed to match the existing employment pattern and therefore no
additional adjustment has been made.

1.6.9

The existing and proposed facilities to be located at the Edmonton EcoPark
and off-site are set out in Vol 2 Section 9 Table 9.1. Deadweight has
therefore been considered in aggregate on a before and after basis.

1.6.10

Displacement has been assessed as part of the calculation of net additional
direct employment, where the calculation takes into account local and UK
employment changes (see Vol 2 Section 9 Table 9.1).

1.6.11

A composite multiplier for operation of B2/B8 (general industrial/storage or
distribution) uses of 1.29 has been used to assess multiplier effects at the
local level and 1.44 has been used at the UK level as per the Additionality
Guide5.

1.6.12

A qualitative assessment of opportunities for providing skills and training
opportunities (for example, local labour sourcing or apprenticeships) has
been undertaken based on available project information and baseline
socio-economic conditions.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.6.13

A qualitative assessment of effects on Edmonton Sea Cadets from
operation has been undertaken based on the provision and quality of
facilities and baseline socio-economic conditions. The Edmonton Sea
Cadets’ facilities are mainly run by volunteers and there is no direct
employment associated with the Edmonton Sea Cadets facilities at the
Application Site.
Significance criteria

1.6.14

The approach to significance criteria is set out in paragraph 1.5.24.
Employment

1.6.15

The assessment of significance has considered the level and type of
employment, the ability of the local workforce to access opportunities and
baseline socio-economic conditions.
Edmonton Sea Cadets

1.6.16

The assessment of significance has been informed by baseline conditions
relating to the function and quality of facilities for Edmonton Sea Cadets
and has considered any likely disruption to operations.
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1.7

Decommissioning effects

1.7.1

A qualitative assessment based on professional judgement has been
undertaken for decommissioning for the ERF, RRF and EcoPark House
(which would contain Edmonton Sea Cadets’ facilities), professional
judgement and baseline socio-economic conditions.

1.8

Cumulative effects

1.8.1

A qualitative assessment of cumulative effects has been undertaken based
on the nature and scale of identified developments and known construction
timescales.
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Employment effects from construction

Vol 2 Appendix 9.2 Table 1: Construction employment calculations1
Ref

Description

Calculation
Greater South
East

1

UK

A

Project cost (CAPEX)

£475,000,000

B

Greater South East Construction GVA

£36,984,000,000

C

Greater South East Construction
Employment

756,250

D=B/C

Construction GVA/Job

£48,904

E=A/D

Direct gross employment (job years)

9,713 job years

F = E / 10

Direct gross employment (Full Time
Equivalent)

971

G

Leakage assumption

50%

0%

H = F x (1-G)

...leaves employment of

486

971

I

Deadweight assumption

0%

0%

J = H x (1-I)

...leaves employment of

486

971

K

Displacement assumption

0%

0%

L = J x (1-K)

...leaves employment of

486

971

M

Composite multiplier

2.7

2.7

N=L

Net additional direct

486

971

O = N x (M-1)

Net additional indirect and induced

826

1,651

P=N+O

Net additional total

1,311

2,623

Note the calculations presented in the table may not sum due to rounding.
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1

Transport Assessment Methodology

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This appendix sets out the methodology for assessing the likely significant
effects of the Project on transport.

1.1.2

The assessment presented in Vol 2 Section 10 of the Environmental
Statement (ES) draws on the data presented in, and the conclusions of, the
Transport Assessment (TA) which is appended at Vol 2 Appendix 10.2 of
the ES.

1.1.3

The transport-related environmental effects considered in this assessment
have been broadly categorised as follows:
a. effects on road users in terms of delay due to route changes or changes
in traffic flow conditions on routes (‘road users’ would include cars,
motorcycles, cycles, buses, taxis and commercial vehicles) and/or road
safety;
b. effects on public transport users due to changes in demand or provision;
c. effects on pedestrians due to new or diverted routes or changes in
pedestrian volumes, including a consideration of delay, amenity,
severance and road safety;
d. effects on cyclists due to changes to the local cycle network or to cyclist
volumes, including a consideration of delay, amenity, severance and
road safety; and
e. effects on equestrians due to changes to local equestrian routes,
including a consideration of delay, amenity, severance and road safety;

1.1.4

This section sets out the methodology used to determine the effects of the
Project on each of these receptor groups in transport terms. The
assessment has not included effects on parking or users of the River Lee
Navigation because all parking would be on the Edmonton EcoPark site
and there would be no additional trips on the river during construction or
operation of the Project. Effects are assessed for the various stages
associated with the Project:
a. construction (Stages 1-3 of the Project);
b. operation (Stages 1-4 of the Project);
c. decommissioning; and
d. effect of the Project in combination with other developments close to the
Application Site (i.e. cumulative effects).

1.1.5

This appendix is divided into the following parts:
a. engagement – describing a summary of comments included in the
Scoping Opinion and received on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) and through further stakeholder engagement
and how these comments have been addressed;
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b. legislation and guidance – detailing requirements of the relevant
National Policy Statements (NPS), how these have been addressed and
additional guidance relevant to the assessment;
c. methodology for establishing baseline conditions; and
d. methodology for the assessment of
decommissioning and cumulative effects.

construction,

operation

1.2

Engagement

1.2.1

The Scoping Report recommended that transport be scoped out from the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). The Scoping Opinion did not
however agree that the provision of the TA alone would fulfil the information
required to assess the significant effects of transport and traffic on the
environment. Based on the Scoping Opinion, transport has been scoped
into the EIA to assess the transport effects on environmental receptors.

1.2.2

Stakeholder engagement on transport has been undertaken with Transport
for London (TfL) and the Greater London Authority (GLA), the London
Borough of (LB) Enfield, the Highways Agency (HA), the Canal and River
Trust (CRT), Sustrans and Network Rail.

1.2.3

Key issues raised included the scope and methodology of the TA, ensuring
the ‘busiest case scenario’ was assessed and the level of detail of the
analysis of trip generation calculation, the need to explore the potential to
make use of water transport, and the need for Road Safety Audits (RSAs)
to assess the safety of proposed access arrangements. These issues have
been addressed in the methodology by ensuring that the scope and depth
of the TA (and hence the subsequent assessment of the effects identified
in it which feeds through to the EIA) is appropriate.

1.2.4

TfL and LB Enfield also requested that specific plans be developed to
minimise any adverse transport impacts of the Project. A Delivery and
Servicing Plan framework and Travel Plans for the different stages of the
Project have therefore been developed and are submitted as part of the
DCO application for the Project. These plans will contribute to minimising
the transport impact of the Project and are referenced where relevant in the
assessments outlined within the TA and ES. In addition a Construction
Logistics Plan will be prepared prior to commencement of construction as
specified in the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1
of the ES).

1.2.5

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 1 below sets out all transport-specific comments
related to the EIA received and a response to each of those comments,
showing how the comment is addressed in the ES. Several of the
comments are in relation to the TA which has been submitted as part of the
application for development consent for the Project (and contained in Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the ES). These effects are then referenced in the ES for
the purpose of assessing their effect on the identified receptors. It is
therefore felt that it is relevant to include the comments here even though
they do not focus specifically on the EIA.
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Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 1: Transport engagement – comments and responses
Organisation
Comment
Response
and date
TfL (September
2014)

Page 3

“a. TfL’s Transport Assessment best practice advice
should be followed.
b. An updated TA scope to be submitted to TfL for
review.
c. TfL supports the principal of the development as
helping to meet London needs and future growth.
d. TfL supports the proposed access strategy for the
site; TfL would need to know that access can work
safely in the future and take account of nonmotorised modes.
e. Scenario testing proposed is acceptable to TfL –
this may need further work in a revised scope,
sensitivity testing only if necessary.
f. Car and cycle parking needs to be related to
London Plan standards, operational needs and
overall management including during construction.
g. Impact on TfL and Borough’s areas of
responsibility should be assessed. Mitigation agreed
with each authority.
h. TfL would seek to review information and identify
gaps. TfL aim to seek appropriate mitigation so we
can support the granting of the DCO [Development
Consent Order].
i. TfL needs to understand how the proposals
translate into transport impacts – we will verify where
we can and rely on the expertise of the NLWA [North
London Waste Authority].
j. Walking, cycling and public transport access may
change in relation to other proposals in this area. TfL
would seek options to improve access to site and
encourage mode shift where practicable.
k. We expect DSP [Delivery and Servicing Plan] to be
prepared for this site though we understand that the
NLWA can influence logistics from collection
authorities and only directly control a proportion of
movements to site. .
l. Water freight study is welcome and this may require
a workshop with TfL, Canal and Rivers Trust, NLWA
and
relevant
consultants
before
the
recommendations are finalised.
m. The opportunity to reduce this site’s operational
impact is shared with the seven collection authorities
as well as through Travel Plan and DSP.
n. TfL is most concerned about construction impact.
This should be assessed in the TA and mitigation
proposed including CLP [Construction Logistics Plan]
and other measures.
o. Programme information is useful for TfL,
particularly where there is likely need for approval
from TfL during the planning process and
postplanning.”
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TA.
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Organisation
and date

Comment

Response

Scoping
response:
Secretary
State
(November
2014)

Traffic and Transport: “this topic is proposed to be
scoped out on the basis that relevant information will
be within the separate Transport Assessment which
will accompany the DCO application. The Secretary
of State does not agree that the provision of the
Transport Assessment alone will necessarily fulfil the
information required to assess the significant effects
of transport and traffic on the environment.
Therefore, the assessment of impacts from traffic
and transport should be presented in the ES. The
assessment should also include consideration of
inter-relationships between potential transport
impacts and other environmental aspects (e.g. air
quality, noise/vibration).” (para 3.11 bullet v)

The TA is a technical
document that considers
the aspects required by
statutory authorities such
as TfL and LB Enfield,
primarily
impacts
to
networks
and
not
necessarily
‘EIA’
receptors.
A streamlined Transport
chapter within the ES has
therefore
also
been
prepared. This does not
repeat information from the
TA but signposts to the
relevant sections of the
appended
TA
while
providing
a
specific
assessment of transport
effects on environmental
receptors.
The effects of transport on
air quality and noise and
vibration are considered in
Vol 2 Sections 2 and 8 of
the ES respectively.

Traffic and Transport: “3.54 The Secretary of State
welcomes the applicant’s commitment to agree the
scope of the Transport Assessment (TA) with local
authority highways officers and Transport for London
(TfL). The Highways Agency (HA) do not object to the
Project (see Appendix 2 of the Opinion for a copy of
their response), however the Secretary of State
encourages the applicant and the HA to also discuss
and agree the scope of the assessment and the
information which should be included in the ES.”
(Paragraph 3.54)

TfL is responsible for the
TfL Road Network roads in
the
vicinity
of
the
Application Site. LB Enfield
is responsible for the
remainder of the road
network in the vicinity of
the Application Site. The
HA has been consulted
and has confirmed that it
has no comments on the
Project.

Traffic and Transport: “The Secretary of State
notes the potential for both the existing and proposed
waste management facilities to be operational at the
same time (during the proposed ‘phased move’). The
ES should describe and assess the potential worst
case transport impacts that could occur during such
a scenario. This should also consider the potential for
more workers to be travelling to and from the site
during this time.” (Paragraph 3.55)

The
following
trip
generation scenarios are
included in the TA (and
therefore forms the basis
of the EIA TA):
a. Development stages
with the existing facilities in
operation (Stages 1b, 1c
and 1d). The proposed
Resource
Recovery
Facility (RRF) has been
included in the appropriate
stages (Stages 1c and 1d);
b. Transition period in
which
the
Energy
Recovery Facility (ERF)
and RRF are completed

Page 4

of

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Comment

Response
and are part-operational
alongside the Energy from
Waste (EfW) facility (Stage
2);
c. Completed ERF when
the existing EfW facility is
decommissioned
and
demolished (Stage 3); and
d. Completed ERF and
RRF (Stage 4).
The
TA
includes
construction worker trips
generated during each
stage of construction.
Stage 2 represents the
worst-case scenario in
transport terms when both
facilities are temporarily
operational at the same
time.

Page 5

Traffic and Transport: “The impacts resulting from
the delivery of construction materials and the
removal of waste from the site (including that which
results from decommissioning of the existing facility)
should be assessed. This should include
consideration of the likely modes of transport and the
vehicle routes. Where certain routes are proposed to
minimise/avoid adverse effects, the ES should
explain how the use of these would be achieved.”
(Paragraph 3.56)

The TA includes trips
associated
with
the
delivery of construction
materials and removal of
waste from the Application
Site (including during the
decommissioning of the
existing facility).
Details of access routes
are set out in Vol 1 Section
3 of the ES and in the TA
(AD05.11).
Restrictions
required with regard to
access routes (e.g. time
restrictions) are set out in
the CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
3.1 of the ES).

Traffic and Transport: “The geographical origin of
the proposed fuel (waste) has not been identified in
the Scoping Report. The ES should identify any
assumptions which have been made regarding the
sourcing of the fuel, in particular its origin and how
transporting the fuel to site has been assessed. The
ES should also identify the anticipated quantity of by
products, bottom ash and flue gas treatment residues
that would be generated as a result of the Project and
the anticipated number of associated vehicle
movements, including vehicle types. If the vehicle
depot and servicing facility is to be relocated off-site,
then the ES should also assess the transport
implications of this” (Paragraph 3.57)

Summary details of the
origin of fuel and disposal
of residual waste (byproducts) are contained
within Vol 1 Section 3 of
the ES and the TA. Full
details of trips associated
with fuel movement and
waste
disposal
are
provided in Section 5 of the
TA.
The vehicle depot is
located
within
the
Application Site boundary.

Traffic and Transport: “The Secretary of State
notes that the Project is in the vicinity of existing
railway lines, roads and water bodies. The applicant
is therefore encouraged to consult with Network Rail,

The TA considers
impact of employees
rail capacity. However
use of rail or water
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Comment

Response

the Canal and River Trust and other relevant bodies
regarding any potential impacts on these assets and
their users, for example in terms of disruption. The
methodology for any assessment required should be
agreed, together with the design and likely
effectiveness of measures proposed to mitigate any
significant adverse effects identified.” (Paragraph
3.58)

construction or operation
purposes is not considered
therefore it is considered
that there would be no
disruption to these modes.
A meeting was held with
the CRT on 6 March 2015.
No specific concerns on
transport were raised.

Traffic and Transport: “The ES should clarify
whether any Public Rights of Way (PRoW) including
bridleways and byways would be affected by the
Project. Any impacts on ProW and the wider network
of routes should be assessed.” (Paragraph 3.59)

A streamlined TA has been
undertaken to consider the
effects on users of these
ProW (e.g. Lee Park Way
which is used by cyclists)
with
cross
references
provided to the relevant
parts of the TA.

Traffic and Transport: “The potential impacts
(during demolition/construction and operation) on the
use of the wharf that is leased by the Edmonton Sea
Cadets should be assessed. This issue is also raised
in the consultation response from the CRT (see
Appendix 2).” (Paragraph 3.60)

A report into the feasibility
of transporting waste and
material by water is
included in Appendix I of
the TA (AD05.11).
The wharf would not be
used
for
waterborne
transport of construction
materials or operational
waste so there would be no
impacts.
The effects of the Project
on the Edmonton Sea
Cadets are considered in
Vol 2 Section 9 (Socioeconomics) of the ES.

Traffic and Transport: “Mitigation measures should
be considered within the ES, such as a travel plan
and sourcing materials so as to minimise transport.”
(Paragraph 3.61).

Travel Plans have been
prepared and appended to
the
TA
for
both
construction
and
operational stages. The
plans contain measures for
all transport modes e.g. car
sharing and a shuttle bus
for employees.

Traffic and Transport: “The relationship with other
potential impacts of the Project (e.g. recreation,
noise/vibration and air quality) should be considered;
and cross reference should be made to the relevant
chapters of the ES.” (Paragraph 3.62)

The effects of transport on
air quality and noise and
vibration are considered in
Vol 2 Sections 2 and 8 of
the ES respectively.
Additionally Vol 2 Section
12 of the ES contains an
assessment of interactive
effects.
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Organisation
and date

Comment

Response

Scoping
response: CRT
(November
2014)

“[...] the Canal & River Trust considers that the
following information should be provided as part of
the environmental statement:
Feasibility/viability study for the transport of waste
and materials using the blue ribbon network during
the demolition/construction phase and the
operational phase following completion;
Information about how the proposal will affect the use
of the wharf that is leased by the Edmonton Sea
Cadets during both the construction period and
following completion”. (Appendix 2)

A report into the feasibility
of transporting waste and
material by water is
included in Appendix I of
the TA (AD05.11).
The wharf would not be
used
for
waterborne
transport of construction
materials or operational
waste so there would be no
impacts.
The Project has been
discussed with the CRT at
a meeting on 6 March
2015.
No specific concerns were
raised with respect to
transport.

GLA (January
2015)

Water transport: Transport by river should be
considered in line with policy 7.26 of the London Plan
and
Mayor’s
Transport
Strategy
for
demolition/construction and operational stage
(especially delivery of waste to the site).

A study into the feasibility
of the use of water
transport is provided in the
TA and summarised Vol 2
Section 10 (Transport) of
the ES.

Transport assessment: Transport for London (TfL)
provided comments on the scope of the transport
assessment in September 2014. TfL’s summary
comments were:
a. TfL Transport Assessment best practice advice
should be followed.
b. An updated TA scope to be submitted to TfL for
review.
c. TfL supports the principal of the development as
helping to meet London needs and future growth.
d. TfL supports the proposed access strategy for the
site; TfL would need to know that access can work
safely in the future and take account of nonmotorised modes.
e. Scenario testing proposed is acceptable to TfL –
this may need further work in a revised scope,
sensitivity testing only if necessary.
f. Car and cycle parking needs to be related to
London Plan standards, operational needs and
overall management including during construction.
g. Impact on TfL and Borough’s areas of
responsibility should be assessed. Mitigation agreed
with each authority.
h. TfL would seek to review information and identify
gaps. TfL aim to seek appropriate mitigation so we
can support the granting of the DCO.
i. TfL needs to understand how the proposals
translate into transport impacts – we will verify

The comments received
have been addressed
throughout the TA and Vol
2 Section 10 (Transport) of
the ES.
Responses to particular
requests
have
been
addressed as follows:
a. TfL TA best practice
advice has been followed
in the preparation of the
assessment.
b. An updated TA scope
was submitted to TfL in
September 2014.
d. The safety of the access
and its effect on nonmotorised
modes
is
assessed in the TA
(AD05.11)/ES (AD06.02).
f. The elements mentioned
have been taken into
account in the proposed
level of parking provision.
g. The impact on TfL and
Borough’s
areas
of
responsibility is assessed.
It is not anticipated that any
mitigation
would
be
required but if so it would

Page 7

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Comment

Response

where we can and rely on the expertise of the
NLWA.
j. Walking, cycling and public transport access may
change in relation to other proposals in this area.
TfL would seek options to improve access to site
and encourage mode shift where practicable.
k. TfL expect Delivery and Service Plan to be
prepared for this site though we understand that the
NLWA can influence logistics from collection
authorities and only directly control a proportion of
movements to site.
l. Water freight study is welcome and this may
require a workshop with TfL, CRT, the Applicant and
relevant consultants before the recommendations
are finalised.

be agreed with the relevant
authority.
i. The TA outlines the
transport impact of the
Project.
j. Any changes to walking,
cycling
and
public
transport access can be
taken
advantage
of
through the travel plan
process.
k. A Delivery and Servicing
Plan is expected to be
agreed with LB Enfield.
l. The Water freight study
has been completed and is
included
in
the
TA
(Appendix I of Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the ES).

HA
(January
2015)

No comments at this time

No response required.

London
Borough
of
Enfield
(January 2015)

TA
The Local Planning Authority (LPA) understands
that works to prepare the TA are underway and at
this stage we would reserve our position in the
matter of the potential transport implications of the
scheme until such time as a TA can be scrutinised.
Please note that the Edmonton EcoPark SPD
[Supplementary Planning Document] includes
minimum requirements for the TA and the
submission must take account of this.
Trip Generation
There is a need to ensure the existing baseline
employee trips are done before the site begins to
close as opposed to ‘estimating’ what it should be
based on the site size. Use the real figures whilst the
site is fully operational.

The TA has been prepared
with consideration for the
Edmonton EcoPark SPD.

Effect of Proposed Development
There is a need to ensure the impact on the peak
hours of the local network is covered and as a
minimum the junctions of Fore Street St/A406,
Cook’s Ferry Roundabout, Great Cambridge/A406,
and Montagu Street/Conduit Way are covered (as
per SPD). The impact from the construction should

The TA includes an
assessment of the likely
additional trips at the
junctions of Fore Street
St/A406, Cook’s Ferry
Roundabout,
Great
Cambridge/A406,
and
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Comment

Response

also be looked at in terms of an estimated profile of
trip numbers over time and included in the TA. The
actual detail of how trips/deliveries/parking etc will be
managed should be put in the Construction Logistics
Plan.

Montagu
Street/Conduit
Way. A daily profile of trips
is provided for each Project
development stage taking
account of construction
and operational traffic.
Detail
of
how
trips/deliveries/parking etc.
would be managed is set
out in the CoCP (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1 of the ES).

Sustrans
(March 2015)

No concerns at this time but suggest that Sustrans
Handbook for cycle-friendly design 1 and TfL’s
London Cycle Design Standards2 are used to inform
the design.

The Sustrans and TfL
guidance have both been
considered in the design of
cycle facilities associated
with the Project.

Network Rail

No comments received to date.

No response required.

Phase
Two
Consultation
response: TfL
(June 2015)

General TfL requirements related to the
Application Site:
“The NLWA should confirm that to build and operate
this facility that TfL procedures and processes will be
complied with where appropriate. TfL can provide
details of our process on request. TfL could consider
entering a Memorandum of Understanding to clarify
these processes and procedures in relation to this
project if requested.

TfL Transport Assessment best practice advice
should be followed.

TfL supports the proposed access strategy for the
site; TfL would need to know that each access can
work safely taking account of non-motorised modes.
This requires Road Safety Audits and compliance
with appropriate design standards.
Car and cycle parking should be in accord with
London Plan standards, operational needs and
overall management including during construction.
For the latter, we should seek to ensure that provision
strikes the right balance between encouraging
sustainable travel and minimising overspill impact
during construction.

Walking, cycling and public transport access may
change in relation to other proposals in this area. TfL
would seek options to improve access to site and

1
2

This requirement has been
noted and considered
further
and
the
commitment to build and
operate the Project in
accordance
with
the
relevant TfL procedures
and processes has been
included in the TA.
The TA has been prepared
in accordance with the
TfL’s TA best practice
guidance (see Paragraphs
10.3.8 and 10.3.9).
RSAs
have
been
undertaken and the results
are included in Appendix D
of the TA.
Proposed car and cycle
parking provision has been
determined based on the
requirements of the Project
and with consideration for
the
location
of
the
Application Site. The TA
provides details on the
justification
for
the
provision of parking.
Access by walking, cycling
and public transport will be
reviewed as part of the

Sustrans (2014) Sustrans Design Manual: Handbook for cycle-friendly design
Transport for London (2014) London Cycle Design Standards
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Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Comment

Response

encourage mode shift where practicable for the
operational and construction phases.

Travel Plan process. A
mechanism to monitor this
has been included in the
Travel Plans which are
provided in Appendix J
(construction)
and
Appendix K (operational)
of the TA (AD05.11). If
access in the local area
changes during the build or
operation of the facility,
Travel Plan targets and
measures will be adjusted
accordingly.
A framework Delivery and
Servicing Plan is included
in Section 9 of the TA
(AD05.11). This includes a
mechanism/requirement
for the DSP to be updated
periodically.

We expect a Delivery and Servicing Plan to be
prepared for this site. This would need to be up dated
over time and in relation to phasing. We understand
that the NLWA ability to influence collection
authorities is limited though we expect the NLWA
would take reasonable endeavours to influence
collection authorities accessing the site alongside
other vehicle movements to minimise environmental
and transport impact.
Water freight study is welcome however, we suggest
it is not appropriate to rule out the use of water freight
at this stage and would like to confirm if any other
streams of materials could be included in study and
consideration of comments in Appendix A, we also
question if the infrastructure investment has wider
benefits or potential funding sources. We require
explanation of the study to colleagues and other
stakeholders and may require the feasibility study to
be revisited in the future post approval.
TfL is concerned about construction impact. This
should be assessed in the TA and mitigation
proposed including CLP and other measures. TfL
has provided comments within Appendix A and in
Appendix C.”
TfL comments on Interim Transport Report (May
2015):
“3. In i.vi.ii, Phase 1d represents the peak
construction phase. 1,176 net additional trips. This is
a significant impact that needs mitigating through the
CLP.
Phase 4 (i.vi.iii), refers to a net increase in 175
vehicle trips with employee trips are falling. This is
best addressed through the DSP and Travel Plan.
5. TfL supports the use of water freight to reduce
vehicles on the highway. As the project may not be
implemented until 2020s, it seems too an early a
stage to rule out or stop planning for transfer of freight
by water (i.viii.ii).
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Further discussions have
been undertaken with TfL,
including a site visit to the
Edmonton EcoPark. The
Applicant will continue to
engage with TfL in order to
arrive at an agreed position
with respect to water
transport.
Construction impact has
been considered further in
the TA in accordance with
comments
within
Appendices A and C.

The CLP will include
mitigation measures to
address this.
This is addressed through
the framework DSP and
Travel Plan.
Further discussions have
been undertaken with TfL,
including a site visit to the
Edmonton EcoPark. The
Applicant will continue to
engage with TfL in order to
arrive at an agreed position

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Comment

6. We note it could reduce vehicle movements by 30
to 48 vehicles per day.
7. We note that cost per tonne of moving material by
water is lower than road on a like by like basis;
however there are capital and logistical costs that
reverse this position and show water freight would be
more expensive. TfL comments are as follows:
a) The TA should clarify are we comparing these
different modes of transport on a fair basis?

b) What is the value of the benefit of water transport
over road transport? (environmental, road
congestion, and road accident reduction)

c) TfL and local authorities maintain the road network
whilst the PBA report assumes considerable
investment in the lock infrastructure.
d) Can we assume investment in these locks in the
next few years?
e) What is the basis for the commercial costs
assumed in the PBA report?

f) Does the combined water/road proposal represent
a potential approach?
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Response
with respect
transport.
Noted.

to

water

The Water Transport Study
in Appendix I of the TA
compares options on a fair
basis. The methodology
used is set out in the Study.
A full cost benefit analysis
is included in the water
transport
report
in
Appendix I of the TA
(AD05.11).
Costs of all equipment and
operations for water and
road are based on first
principles e.g. purchase
cost of equipment, fuel,
insurance, wages, number
of units, assumed work
hours etc. Cost of cranes,
heavy plant, on-site lorries
barges and tug were
obtained from indicative
quotes and for Thames
haulage tug operation
costs. Road transport
costs are based on Road
Haulage
Association
vehicle operating cost
tables.
Infrastructure costs are
based on Peter Brett
Associates
hydro
engineers
assessment
cross referenced with CRT
engineers.
Long term cost considers
capital
and
operating
costs, and valued as post
tax cash flow for a year-onyear predicted cost to a
maximum of 25 years, with
inflation assumed to be 2.5
per cent. The final cost is
expressed in today's terms
using Net Present Cost of
8 per cent (NPV 8 per
cent).
The Water Transport Study
considers a combined
water/road option.

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Comment

Response

TfL suggests that it is too early to rule out water
freight in 2015 for a project that may not be
operational until 2025.”

Noted.

TfL comments on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report Volume 2:
a) Paragraph 9.1.3 cyclists should be included in the
road network more general as well a specific cycle
network
b) Need to consider impact on accessibility to public
transport for wheelchair users, where push chairs are
needed and where people have mobility
impairments.

c) The development could impact on the River Lee
Navigation – this is more an opportunity cost against
policy that promotes the Blue Ribbon Network.

d) Potential overspill car parking if on site provision is
inadequate or not appropriately managed.

e) TfL note that background environmental
conditions could deter walking and cycling.

f) Healthy lifestyles for workers on site during
operations and construction through promotion of
sustainable travel.
g) Potential exclusion of certain people from jobs
created on site due to lack of access to alternative
transport.
h) Paragraph 9.2 TfL agrees that engagement with
TfL has been positive and indicates that our transport
concerns can be mitigated.
i) Paragraph 9.3 TfL broadly concurs for
methodology proposed
j) Vol 2 Table 9.1 for public transport users where
there are limited alternative travel choices – suggest
a high sensitivity to delay or disruption. Also, alighting
and boarding bus users are pedestrians locally.
k) Paragraph 9.7.37 TfL cannot confirm if the impact
on bus services is negligible. As there may need to
be changes to local services to i) support sustainable
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Cyclists have been added
to the list of road users in
paragraph 10.1.3.
These users have been
considered
within
the
assessment of effects on
public transport users and
further detail has been
added to Vol 2 Appendix
10.1 Table 4 to reflect this.
Further discussions have
been undertaken with TfL,
including as part of a site
visit to the Edmonton
EcoPark. The Applicant
will continue to engage
with TfL in order to arrive at
an agreed position with
respect to water transport.
This has been addressed
by
considering
the
potential effect of overspill
parking on road users.
This point is accepted.
However,
the
Project
includes
measures
to
actively promote these
modes in the Travel Plans.
Sustainable
travel
is
promoted through the
Travel Plans.
This point has been
addressed in Vol 2
Appendix 10.1 Table 4 of
the ES.
Noted.

Noted.
The sensitivity of this
receptor
has
been
changed to ‘high’ and the
explanatory text has been
amended to reflect this.
An additional paragraph on
the likely effect on public
transport users if changes

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

Phase
Two
Consultation
response: LB
Enfield (June
2015)
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Comment

Response

travel; ii) minimise disruption to existing bus services
and iii) enable all workers and visitors access to site.

to local services were
instigated has been added
at Paragraphs 10.7.16,
10.7.39 and 10.7.55 in Vol
2 Section 10 of the ES.

Comments on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (Transport) [focused on the
TA]:
“The prediction on the volume of trips has been
made based on the payload of the vehicles and the
daily volumes of waste predicted to arrive to the
Ecopark, the number of visitors to the RFF site, and
the staff trips. This was also agreed with LBE and TfL
and is considered the most robust way of predicting
the future trip generation. The methodology was also
agreed at the planning brief stage of the Ecopark
development, although the TA does not specifically
reference this.
The changes between the existing and the proposed
can in part be explained by information provided by
the applicant which confirms that more waste will be
transported as ‘bulked waste’; 42% of waste will
arrive bulked, which will arrive on vehicles with a
payload of 22 tonnes. Whilst this approach was
agreed originally in the TA scoping discussions, there
isn’t a detailed explanation included in the TA to
confirm the same methodology has been followed in
reaching the figures shown in table 5.5 of the TA.
Overall these predicted figures do follow the original
brief and methodology agreed between Arup and
LBE. As mentioned above though, it is noted that the
TA does not specifically breakdown the different trip
numbers provide a summary in the TA. This makes it
difficult to see exactly which trips are increasing and
which are decreasing. T&T therefore request a
revision to the TA to provide a clearer explanation to
accompany Table 5.5.
The traffic generation predictions follow the agreed
methodology as agreed in the planning brief, but the
TA does not provide a detailed enough on analysis
on Table 5.5 to explain the reduction in certain trips.
Additional work to the TA is needed for this section;
it is noted that the data to justify the table is included
in the appendix, but it needs to be summarised in the
main body of the TA to confirm it follows the same
methodology as agreed in the TA scoping document.
As a result of applying the increase in the trip
numbers then it is shown that only the Advent Way
link would experience an increase above 10% in the
AM peak and inter peak, and this would only be in
phase 1d of the overall development. Would only be
temporary. The AM increase is 19.4% and the inter
peak is 14%. Whilst the increase is only temporary
due to the construction period (phase 1d is the
intense construction period) LBE would still expect a

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

A
reference
to
the
agreement
on
this
methodology
at
the
planning brief stage has
been added to Section 5.3
of the TA (AD05.11).

Further explanation to this
effect has been added to
the trip generation section
(Section 5.3) of the TA
(AD05.11).

The TA (AD05.11) has
been revised (in Section
5.3) to provide more
explanation of which trips
are increasing and which
are decreasing.

Further analysis of Table
5.5 has been added to the
TA (AD05.11).

A Framework Construction
Travel Plan (Appendix J of
the TA (AD05.11)) has
been produced and is
submitted as part of the
DCO application.

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
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Comment
travel plan to help militate against construction phase
traffic.
The impact on the junctions shows that some will be
operating over capacity and that the assessment
includes growth factors to take into account
background growth over the next 13 years. Therefore
the junctions are expected to approach capacity
regardless of the development taking place; if traffic
does not grow as expected then the majority of the
junctions and links will operate in capacity. Further
analysis or summary would be welcomed on the
junction operations before the TEMPRO factors were
applied i.e. pre 2024.
The TA does account for construction traffic in the
assessment of each phase however the actual CMP
will need to go into more detail about how access and
service arrangements will be provided (potentially
from the north of the site) as well as how sustainable
measures e.g. shuttle bus will be provided.”

Response

Further information on the
junction operations without
the application of the
TEMPRO factors has been
added to Section 6 of the
TA (AD05.11).

The Construction Logistics
Plan (CLP) would include
more detail on access and
service arrangements and
the proposed provision of
sustainable measures.

Phase
Two
Consultation
response:
Highways
England (July
2015)

No comments on the proposal offered.

No response required.

Phase
Two
Consultation
response: Lee
Valley Regional
Park Authority
(June 2015)

“Concern over the capacity of the internal road
network serving the RRF/RRC which requires access
from Lee Park Way. Assurances are required that
this is sufficient to withstand peak demand without
leading to parking and ‘backing up’ on the access
road to the south. This has to be avoided to ensure
that the character of Lee Park Way is not unduly
disturbed by the proposed use.

The design and layout of
the Application Site has
been tested to ensure that
queuing back onto Lee
Park Way would not occur.
The anticipated peak hour
flow of 53 vehicles is
expected on a weekend
day which equates to just
less than one vehicle per
minute. While a surge of
arrivals could occur, well in
excess of 20 vehicles can
be
accommodated
between the entrance to
the
RRC
and
the
Application Site access
from Lee Park Way
meaning that blocking
back on to Lee Park Way
would be very unlikely to
occur.
Facilities
for
both
pedestrians and cyclists
would be provided along
Lee Park Way between
Advent Way and the
Application Site entrance
so that visitors by these
modes would not be
deterred. Visitor access

Care must be taken to ensure measures to make the
road suitable for use by the Heat and Power project
do not change its character to the extent that it
becomes or is considered part of the industrial site –
the addition of gate houses, weight bridges and
lighting for example will be a deterrent to Park visitors
especially of [sic] the route is not clearly signed.
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Phase
Two
Consultation
response: CRT
(June 2015)
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Comment

Response

This project is staged over a long period of time and
for the Authority it is important that the future use and
layout of the Lee Park Way is safeguarded in relation
to leisure uses, enhancement of the SMINC, and its
function as a wildlife corridor. Page 17 of the Design
Statement provides an indication that the weigh
bridges and the security gate are located outside
Park. But this could change especially if Lea Park
Way is used to access future development on the
land to be freed up once the existing waste plant is
demolished. It would be helpful if further detail could
be provided on this matter. “

and access to the RRC
would only be provided
during specific times. All
gate houses and weigh
bridges would be located
within the boundary of the
existing
Edmonton
EcoPark site and would be
clear of Lee Park Way.
Clear signage for both
visitors to Application Site
and the Park would be
provided.
Any future development on
the land on which the
existing EfW facility is
located would be subject to
a
separate
planning
application and would
need to demonstrate that
the access and other
arrangements would be
satisfactory
both
in
transport
and
environmental terms.

“The Trust supports the use of the Navigation for the
movement of waste, freight and other materials.
Given the amount of development that is occurring
on site consideration should be given to establishing
a wharf facility at the water's edge to allow for the
transfer of waste etc to and from the site. The
provision of a wharf would also allow and encourage
other developments in the surrounding area to move
waste to the site.
The Trust notes that the movement of waste by water
has not currently been considered viable. Although
this may currently be the case, it is possible that it
would be viable in the future. Therefore investment in
a wharf facility at the site will futureproof the
development for the transport of waste by water.
It should be noted that Policy 7.26 of the London Plan
seeks to increase the use of the Blue
Ribbon Network to transport freight and it is also
encouraged by the National Planning Policy
Framework. The Trust strongly urges that further
consideration is given to the provision of facilities to
allow the movement of waste by water.
The Trust would like to see the following matters
incorporated into the design of the scheme:
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Provision for enhanced step free pedestrian
and cycle access from the canal bridge to the
towpath in both north and south directions.
This should recognise the importance of the
towpath for access to employment in this
area and that the towpath may be designate
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A full study into the
feasibility of transporting
waste by water has been
undertaken and is provided
in Appendix I of the TA.

In addition, the wharf area
is the site of the proposed
EcoPark House which
would serve as the site
reception, location for
some administration staff,
accommodate
the
Edmonton Sea Cadets and
serve as a visitor and
education
centre
for
visiting groups such as
schools.

A route from Lee Park Way
to the towpath is already
available. There is not
sufficient space to provide
a convenient step-free
route from the bridge to the

North London Waste Authority

Organisation
and date
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Comment
a future 'Quietway' under the Mayor's cycling
vision;


Enhanced site management to control
windblown
litter
arising
from
the
intensification of waste vehicles crossing the
canal bridge;

Provision of legible London signage at the
towpath entrance to integrate with existing
wayfinding along the Navigation.”

Phase
Two
Consulation
response: GLA
(June 2015)

Response
towpath given the level
differences involved.
Waste vehicles would not
be crossing the canal
bridge on Lee Park Way;
these would continue to
access the Application Site
from the southern access
on Advent Way.
Consideration will be given
to the provision of Legible
London signage as part of
the
Section
106
Agreement.

“TfL has provided advice to the NLWA on the scope
of a Transport Assessment for this proposal on 9
September 2014, which can be summarised as
follows:


Construction programme and impact on
operation of the Transport for London Road
Network (TLRN) A406 North Circular Road
needs to be assessed.



Vehicle access to the site during operation /
construction – TfL to review specific
proposals from a road safety and traffic
impact viewpoint.



Identity area of interest for the TA based on
initial traffic assessment.



Car parking including electric vehicle
charging in accordance with London Plan
requirements.



Cycle parking and facilities for cyclists
(showers, lockers) also in line with London
Plan standards.



Opportunities to improve local cycle /
pedestrian routes to site to encourage these
modes of travel.



Measures to encourage use of water for
freight.



Design and servicing plan.



Measures to reduce traffic impact on wider
highway network.



Construction logistic plan will be needed.



Travel plan for operation and construction
stages.

The TA has been prepared
in accordance with TfL’s
advice and TfL has
confirmed this in its own
Phase Two Consultation
response.



Section 106 agreement or other agreement
for any necessary offsite mitigate measures.
TfL will be able to provide definitive advice on the
impact of the proposals once the transport
assessment is completed to its satisfaction. There is
also a note on the feasibility of water transport.
Currently NLWA is suggesting that water freight will
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Further discussions have
been undertaken with TfL,
including a site visit to the
Edmonton EcoPark. The
Applicant will continue to
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Comment

Response

not be feasible. TfL would need to review the
technical basis of this advice. TfL notes over a 25
year project lift-cycle that the environmental benefits
of water use would be significant and in the
environmental appraisal capital costs need to
differentiate from operations costs. TfL remain
supportive of water transport as a matter of policy
and potential measures in context of this site and
wider north London role, and aspirations to
regenerate the Upper Lee Valley.
TfL has operation interests in the site. TfL would need
to assess if any consent granted under the
Development Consent Order, impacts on TfL
freehold land interest, it’s easement and whether
these constitute a breach of restrictions that protect
TfL interests. TfL restrictive covenants allow for hard
standing access or car parking but no other
development or construction is allowed. TfL will
provide comments in respect of its interest in land
under a separate document.
The applicant should provide information on the
construction period, along with the likely increase in
road traffic during and after construction when the
plant begins to operate. A further comparison of the
current facility’s traffic movements against those
proposed should be demonstrated. To reduce the
impact on the road network, the applicant is advised
to further explore options of waterborne
transportation of water material. Reference to water
transport is also made earlier in this report.

engage with TfL in order to
arrive at an agreed position
with respect to water
transport.

To conclude, TfL has reviewed the interim transport
report and it follows the scoped TfL previously
advised. However, TfL will provide a fuller technical
review directly to the NLWA. Once that work is
complete, it will be able to advice on the transport
implications of the proposals, including its
requirements ti safeguard TfL interests, TfL view on
their approach to water transport, access
arrangement, travel arrangements and construction
impacts. Overall, the interim transport report is not
the final TA but includes a lot of detail, which needs
to be considered by TfL colleagues collectively to
provide a comprehensive response to this
consultation.”

No specific comments
regarding
TfL’s
land
interests
have
been
received
to
date.

Section 4 of the TA
provides information on the
duration of construction
while Section 5 provides
details
of
the
trip
generation
for
each
development stage of the
Project.
This
include
comparisons
with
the
movements to and from
the existing Edmonton
EcoPark.
TfL has provided a
separate
Phase
Two
Consultation
response.
The comments have been
incorporated into the TA
and
ES,
where
appropriate.

1.3

Legislation and guidance

1.3.1

The assessment takes into account relevant national and international
legislation and guidance.

1.3.2

There are two NPSs of direct relevance to the Project. These are:
a. EN-1 – Overarching NPS for Energy
b. EN-3 – NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure
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Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 2 details the requirements from EN-1 which are
relevant to transport. How this requirement has been addressed and where
further details on how the requirement has been addressed is also
described.

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 2: Transport NPS EN-1 requirements
Requirements of NPS EN-1
How the requirement is addressed

Location of where
to find further detail

Paragraph 5.13.2 – “If the project is
likely to have significant transport
implications, the applicant’s ES
should
include
a
transport
assessment,
using
the
NATA/WebTAG
methodology
stipulated
in
Department
for
Transport
guidance,
or
any
successor to such methodology.
Applicants should consult the
Highways Agency and Highways
Authorities as appropriate on the
assessment and mitigation.”

A TA has been produced with
reference to the Department for
Communities & Local Government
National Planning Practice Guidance
on
travel
plans,
transport
assessments and statements in
decision-taking 3
(which
has
superseded the Department for
Transport guidance).
The HA were consulted but had no
comments on the Project which does
not affect the strategic road network.

The TA is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES.

Paragraph
5.13.4
–
“Where
appropriate, the applicant should
prepare a travel plan including
demand management measures to
mitigate transport impacts. The
applicant should also provide details
of proposed measures to improve
access by public transport, walking
and cycling, to reduce the need for
parking associated with the proposal
and to mitigate transport impacts.”

Two Travel Plans are being produced
to support the application for
development consent for the Project:
one for the construction stages and
one for the final operational stage
(Stage 4).

The
Framework
Travel Plans are
provided in Appendix
J (Construction) and
Appendix
K
(Operation) of the TA
which is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES.

Paragraph 5.13.5 – “If additional
transport infrastructure is proposed,
applicants should discuss with
network providers the possibility of
co-funding by Government for any
third-party benefits. Guidance has
been issued in England which
explains the circumstances where
this may be possible, although the
Government cannot guarantee in
advance that funding will be available
for any given uncommitted scheme at
any specified time.”

No additional infrastructure is
required other than the provision of
two new access points from Lee Park
Way, Deephams Farm Road and
widening of the existing southern
access on Advent Way.

Design and Access
Statement (AD05.07)
and TA (Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the
ES).

Paragraph 5.13.6 – “A new energy
NSIP
[Nationally
Significant
Infrastructure Project] may give rise
to substantial impacts on the
surrounding infrastructure”. The
applicant should have “sought to
mitigate these impacts, including
during the construction phase of the
development. Where the proposed

The Project is not anticipated to give
rise to any significant effects.

The TA is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES.

3

Department for Communities & Local Government (2015) Planning Practice Guidance: Travel plans,
transport assessments and statements in decision-taking
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How the requirement is addressed

Location of where
to find further detail

Paragraph
5.13.8
–
“Where
mitigation is needed, possible
demand management measures
must be considered and if feasible
and
operationally
reasonable,
required,
before
considering
requirements for the provision of new
inland transport infrastructure to deal
with remaining transport impacts.”

Mitigation measures, such as the
provision of cycle parking, are implicit
within the design. The Travel Plans
for the Project include measures
such as the provision of shuttle
services to encourage travel by
public transport during construction.
The potential to operate a shuttle bus
for the operation of the scheme is
reviewed as part of the Operational
Travel Plan. Walking and cycling will
also be encouraged. No new
transport infrastructure is proposed.

The
Framework
Travel Plans are
provided in Appendix
J (Construction) and
Appendix
K
(Operation) of the TA
which is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES.

Paragraph 5.13.9 – “The IPC
[Infrastructure Planning Commission]
should have regard to the costeffectiveness
of
demand
management
measurements
compared
to
new
transport
infrastructure, as well as the aim to
secure more sustainable patterns of
transport
development
when
considering mitigation measures.”

The Travel Plans for the Project will
include measures such as the
provision of shuttle services to
encourage travel by public transport.
Walking and cycling will also be
encouraged. No new transport
infrastructure is proposed.

The
Framework
Travel Plans are
provided in Appendix
J (Construction) and
Appendix
K
(Operation) of the TA
which is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES.

Paragraph 5.13.10 –“Water-borne or
rail transport is preferred over road
transport at all stages of the project,
where cost-effective.”

Water-borne transport utilising the
River Lee Navigation has been
assessed. The conclusions of the
assessment were that the costs of
providing water transport outweighs
the
benefits
(including
the
environmental benefits).

A detailed study of
the use of waterborne transport is
provided in Appendix
I of the TA which is
provided in Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the
ES.

Paragraph 5.13.11 of this NPS notes
that
“the
IPC
may
attach
requirements to a consent where
there is likely to be substantial HGV
[Heavy Goods Vehicles] traffic.

The composition of traffic is not
expected to vary significantly from
that of the existing site and there
would not be a significant increase in
HGV
movements
during
construction.

The TA is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2.

“control numbers of HGV movements
to and from the site in a specified
period during its construction and
possibly on the routing of such
movements;

HGV movements would be controlled
through the implementation of the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1 of the ES)
during construction and the Delivery
and Servicing Plan during operation.

Details are provided
in the CoCP (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1 of the
ES) and in the TA,
which is provided in
Vol 2 Appendix 10.2.

mitigation measures are insufficient
to reduce the impact on the transport
infrastructure to acceptable levels,
requirements to mitigate adverse
impacts on the transport networks
arising from the development” should
be considered. “Applicants may also
be willing to enter into planning
obligations for funding infrastructure
and otherwise mitigating adverse
impacts.”
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Requirements of NPS EN-1

How the requirement is addressed

Location of where
to find further detail

“make sufficient provision for HGV
parking, whether on the site or at
dedicated facilities elsewhere, to
avoid ‘overspill’ parking on public
roads, prolonged queuing on
approach roads and uncontrolled onstreet HGV parking in normal
operating conditions;

Sufficient parking is provided on-site
for operational vehicles. Parking
would be provided on the Temporary
Laydown Area for construction
vehicles.

Details are provided
in the CoCP (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1 of the
ES) and in the TA
(Vol 2 Appendix 10.2
of the ES).

“ensure satisfactory arrangements
for reasonably foreseeable abnormal
disruption, in consultation with
network
providers
and
the
responsible police force.”

Arrangements
for
reasonably
foreseeable normal loads are
detailed in the CoCP and will be
agreed with TfL and LB Enfield.

Details are provided
in the CoCP (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1 of the
ES).

Paragraph 5.13.12 – “If an applicant
suggests that the costs of meeting
any obligations or requirements
would
make
the
proposal
economically unviable this should not
in itself justify the relaxation by the
IPC
of
any
obligations
or
requirements needed to secure the
mitigation.”

The Applicant is committed to
ensuring
that
all
reasonable
obligations are met.

N/A

1.3.4

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 3 details the requirements from EN-3 which are
relevant to transport. How this requirement has been addressed and where
further details on how the requirement has been addressed is also
described.

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 3: Transport NPS EN-3 requirements
Requirements of NPS EN-3
How the requirement is Location of where to find
addressed
further detail
Paragraph 2.5.25 of this NPS makes reference to requirements in EN-1 Section 5.13. These
references and additional requirements are detailed below.
“Government policy encourages
multi-modal transport and the
IPC should expect materials
(fuel and residues) to be
transported by water or rail
routes where possible.”

Water-borne transport utilising
the River Lee Navigation has
been
assessed.
The
conclusions of the research
were that the costs of providing
water transport outweighs the
benefits
(including
the
environmental benefits).

A detailed study of the use of
water-borne
transport
is
provided in Appendix I of the TA
which is provided in Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the ES.

“Applicants should locate new
biomass or waste combustion
generating stations in the
vicinity of existing transport
routes
wherever
possible.
Although there may in some
instances be environmental
advantages to rail or water
transport,
whether
such
methods are viable is likely to be
determined by the economics of
the scheme.”

The Project is on the site of an
operational EfW facility and can
make use of existing transport
routes. It is located close to the
A406 which is a route of
strategic importance in north
London.

Refer to Section 3 of the TA (Vol
2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES) and
Vol 2 Section 10 (Transport) of
the ES.
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How the
addressed

requirement

is

Location of where to find
further detail

Paragraph 2.5.25 of this NPS makes reference to requirements in EN-1 Section 5.13. These
references and additional requirements are detailed below.
“Road transport may be
required to connect the site to
the rail network, waterway or
port. Therefore, any application
should incorporate suitable
access leading off from the
main highway network. If the
existing access is inadequate
and the applicant has proposed
new infrastructure, the IPC will
need to be satisfied that the
impacts
of
the
new
infrastructure are acceptable as
set out in Section 5.13 of EN-1.”

1.3.5

Two
new
accesses
are
proposed to ensure access to
the Project is adequate and
would ensure the continued
operation of the Edmonton
EcoPark in the most efficient
manner. The existing southern
access on Advent Way would
also be widened.

Refer to Section 4 of the TA (Vol
2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES) and
Vol 2 Section 10 (Transport) of
the ES.

In addition, a review of potential transport environmental effect assessment
methods has been undertaken to ensure the most appropriate methods
were used in the assessment.
Department for Communities & Local Government – Planning
Practice Guidance: Travel plans, transport assessments and
statements in decision-taking3

1.3.6

The Department for Communities & Local Government Planning Practice
Guidance, a web-based resource, replaces the Department for Transport
Guidance on TAs (2007) which was withdrawn in 2014. The guidance sets
out the methodological approach for completing a TA. The transport
impacts identified in the TA are then assessed in the environmental
assessment (reported in the ES) for their effect on the identified receptors.
The TA has been written in accordance with this guidance.

1.3.7

Since the guidance does not cover environmental effect assessment,
further specific environmental effect assessment guidance is required to
develop the methodology for the main environmental effect assessment
stage.
Transport for London (TfL) – Transport Assessment Guidance4

1.3.8

The TfL TA Guidance provides guidance on assessing all transport effects
of a development. It provides an overall approach for establishing baseline
conditions and potential effects in general TA terms. The TA has been
written in accordance with this guidance.

1.3.9

Since the guidance does not cover environmental effect assessment,
further specific environmental effect assessment guidance is required to
develop the methodology for the main environmental effect assessment
stage.

4

Transport for London (2015) Transport Assessment Guidance
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Department for Transport – TAG Unit A3: Environmental Impact
Appraisal5
1.3.10

The Department for Transport guidance for environmental effect appraisal
recommends using the HA Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
guidance to undertake the environmental effect assessment itself.
Highways Agency – Design Manual for Roads and Bridges6

1.3.11

The DMRB guidance is specifically for the assessment of transport
schemes rather than developments generally. However, aspects of its
recommended methodological approach are relevant to the assessment of
non-transport schemes which have transport impacts and can be used for
this purpose too. The methodological approach outlined in this document
therefore uses elements of the DMRB guidance.
Institute of Environmental Assessment [now the Institute of
Environmental Management and Assessment, IEMA] – Guidelines for
the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic7

1.3.12

The IEMA guidance provides a methodology and approach which is
appropriate for conducting a transport environmental effect assessment of
a development. The approach can be complemented with use of the DMRB
guidance in the development of transport environmental effect assessment
methodology where appropriate.
Guidance used for transport environmental assessment

1.3.13

Both the DMRB and the IEMA guidance documents were written over
twenty years ago and so there is a risk that parts of the guidance are now
outdated. However, since there is no more recent guidance available, the
approach taken for the assessment has been to use the DMRB and IEMA
guidance as a base approach and modify it where appropriate and based
on professional judgement, to account for transport conditions specific to
the Project and for the area within which the Project is located. The TfL
guidance has been used for assessing what the transport effects of the
Project are (as reported in the TA (Vol 2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES)).

1.4

Baseline conditions
Current baseline

1.4.1

Existing transport conditions have been identified by means of desktop
research and online data sources, analysis using Geographic Information
Systems, site visits and surveys. These are described in the following
sections.

5

Department for Transport (2014) TAG UNIT A3: Environmental Effect Appraisal
Highways Agency (1993) Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB): Volume 11 Section 3
Parts 3, 8 9 and 12 (‘Disruption Due to Construction’, ‘Pedestrians, Cyclists, Equestrians and
Community Effects’, ‘Vehicle Travellers’ and ‘Impact of Road Schemes on Policies and Plans’)
7 Institute of Environmental Assessment (1993) Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road
Traffic
6
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All modes

1.4.2

A number of site visits were undertaken in 2012, 2013 and 2014 to verify
the current local transport infrastructure.
Road users

1.4.3

The local highway network within the vicinity of the Application Site has
been considered in order to understand the current traffic flows in the
vicinity of the Application Site. This includes but is not limited to A406 North
Circular Road, Advent Way, Eley Road, A1055 Meridian Way, Ardra Road
and A1009 Hall Lane. These are shown in Vol 2 Figure 10.1 of the ES.

1.4.4

Traffic surveys were undertaken in May 2013 and October 2014. Details of
the baseline conditions on the local highway network and the traffic surveys
that were undertaken are provided in Section 4 of the TA (Vol 2 Appendix
10.2 of the ES).
Public transport users

1.4.5

A desktop based Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) assessment
of the Application Site has been undertaken. The PTAL has been calculated
using TfL's approved PTAL methodology8. This assumes a walking speed
of 4.8km/h. It considers rail stations within a 12 minute walk (960m) and
bus stops within an eight minute walk (640m) as accessible.

1.4.6

The numbers of existing bus, London Underground and rail services were
calculated using March 2015 timetable information.
Pedestrians

1.4.7

The existing pedestrian network has been identified through desktop
studies and site visits. The purpose of this review was to identify the
existence, qualities, legibility and convenience of the existing pedestrian
infrastructure. The review was based on professional judgement and details
can be found in Section 3 of the TA (Vol 2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES).
Cyclists

1.4.8

In addition to a site visit, a desktop study was used to identify the existing
local cycling infrastructure. The purpose of this review was to identify the
existence, quantities, coherence and convenience of the existing cycling
infrastructure. The review was based on professional judgement and details
can be found in Section 3 of the TA (Vol 2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES).

1.4.9

There is no standard measure for assessing the distance from a
development to cycling facilities. When assessing bus services, all services
within 640m of the Application Site boundary are considered within
accessible walking distance; this was therefore considered to be an
appropriate catchment area for cycling facilities as well. All cycle parking
and cycle routes within 640m are included within the baseline.

8

PTAL is a detailed measure of the accessibility of a defined point to the public transport network,
taking into account walk access time and service availability. TfL’s summary document on PTAL
measurement can be accessed at: http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/public-transport-accessibilitylevels/resource/86bbffe1-8af1-49ba-ac9b-b3eacaf68137/proxy
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Equestrians

1.4.10

In addition to a site visit, a desktop study was used to identify the existing
local equestrian network. The purpose of this review was to identify the
existence and quality of local equestrian routes. The review was based on
professional judgement and details can be found in Section 3 of the TA (Vol
2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES).

1.4.11

There is no standard measure for determining the area which should be
considered when assessing local equestrian routes. As was the case with
the assessment of the local cycle network, a 640m catchment area from the
Application Site boundary was deemed to be appropriate for the
assessment of equestrian routes.
Receptor identification and sensitivity

1.4.12

The significance of any effect is dependent upon both the sensitivity of the
receptor affected and the magnitude of the effect. The criteria for
determining receptor sensitivity varies by receptor. Vol 2 Appendix 10.1
Table 4 sets out the receptor sensitivity methodologies for the identified
receptors based on baseline conditions.
Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 4: Methodology for determining receptor sensitivity
Receptor
Description
Methodology for identifying
sensitivity level
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Road users

Road
users,
including
construction
workers
and
operational employees, on the
road network in the immediate
vicinity of the Application Site (i.e.
access points).

Analysis of survey data to
determine
existing
traffic
conditions in the vicinity of the
Application Site. The receptor
sensitivity is identified as very
low, low, medium or high
based
on
professional
judgement.

Public transport
users

Public transport users, including
construction
workers
and
operational employees, travelling
on bus, rail or Underground
services in the vicinity of the
Application Site.

Desktop study to determine
the availability of public
transport
services.
The
receptor sensitivity is identified
as very low, low, medium or
high based on professional
judgement.

Pedestrians

Pedestrians,
including
construction workers, operational
employees, wheelchair users,
people with pushchairs and
people with mobility impairments
using footways and pedestrian
infrastructure, including those
leading to local public transport
stops, in the vicinity of the
Application Site.

Desktop
study
on
the
availability and location of
pedestrian
routes.
The
receptor sensitivity is identified
as very low, low, medium or
high based on professional
judgement.

Cyclists

Cyclists, including construction
workers
and
operational
employees, using cycle routes in
the vicinity of the Application Site
affected by the proposals

Analysis of survey data to
determine
existing
traffic
conditions in the vicinity of the
Application Site and a desktop
study on the availability and
location of cycle routes. The
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Description

Methodology for identifying
sensitivity level
receptor sensitivity is identified
as very low, low, medium or
high based on professional
judgement.

Equestrians

Equestrians using the River Lee
Navigation path/towpath.

Desktop
study
on
the
availability and location of
equestrian
routes.
The
receptor sensitivity is identified
as very low, low, medium or
high based on professional
judgement.

Future baseline
1.4.13

The future baseline has been determined using the same sources of
information as the current baseline. Information available on expected
changes to the transport networks was also used for the development of
the future baseline. Full details of the methodology used in the development
of the future baseline are included in Section 6 of the TA contained in Vol 2
Appendix 10.2 of the ES.

1.4.14

In addition, information on developments in the area close to the Application
Site that have extant planning permissions has been used to identify any
additional future receptors for consideration in the baseline and
assessment.

1.5

Construction and operational effects

1.5.1

Each of the Project development stages is considered in terms of both
construction and operational traffic, i.e. it is a combined assessment with
the total traffic within each stage considered. Also, when considering the
construction and operational effects of the Project on environmental
receptors, the same significance criteria are used.
Assessment of Project stages

1.5.2

A number of trip generation scenarios are assessed:
a. Stage 1a – site preparation and enabling works;
b. Stage 1b – construction of RRF, EcoPark House and commence use
of Temporary Laydown Area;
c. Stage 1c – operation of RRF, EcoPark House and
demolition/clearance of northern area;
d. Stage 1d – construction of proposed ERF;
e. Stage 2: commissioning of ERF alongside operation of existing EfW
facility, i.e. transition period;
f. Stage 3: operation of proposed ERF, RRF and EcoPark House,
demolition of existing EfW facility; and
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g. Stage 4: operation of proposed ERF, RRF and EcoPark House, i.e.
final operational situation; and
h. decommissioning of proposed ERF.
1.5.3

For the assessment of Stage 1, the assessment focuses on Stage 1d which
is the ‘busiest case scenario’, generating the most trips (combined
construction and operation trips) on the local transport network. For all other
Stage 1 sub-stages, the effect of the Project on the local transport network
would be lower than that of Stage 1d.
Assessment area

1.5.4

The assessment area for assessing impacts on road users (shown on Vol
2 Figure 10.2 of the ES) focuses on the highway network in the vicinity of
the application site including the following junctions:
a. A406 North Circular Road/Advent Way (Cooks Ferry Roundabout);
b. A406 North Circular Road/Montagu Road;
c. A1055 Meridian Way/Conduit Lane;
d. A406 North Circular Road/A1010 Fore Street; and
e. A406 North Circular Road/A10 Great Cambridge Road.

1.5.5

The above junctions/links have been included as they have been
specifically referenced in the Edmonton EcoPark Planning Brief 9 . The
assessment area has also been discussed with TfL and LB Enfield.

1.5.6

The assessment area for assessing impacts on public transport users
focuses on the public transport services identified in Paragraphs 1.4.51.4.6.

1.5.7

The assessment area for assessing impacts on pedestrians, cyclists and
equestrians focuses on the relevant local networks identified in Paragraphs
1.4.7-1.4.11.
Assessment method

1.5.8

Based on the approach recommended by the guideline documents
discussed above, the process for the environmental effect assessment has
been as follows:
a. To identify the different groups or receptors that would be affected by
the transport effects of the Project;
b. To develop a checklist of potential effects on the different
groups/receptors;
c. To develop a significance framework, setting out the levels of
significance of effects on different users/receptors;
d. To develop a baseline (to be used for comparison against the different
development stages of the Project);

9

Enfield Council (2013) Edmonton EcoPark Planning Brief Supplementary Planning document, May
2013.
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e. To identify what the changes would be for the different stages of the
Project; and
f. To assess the changes and effects on receptors in terms of
significance using the significance framework.
1.5.9
Guidance

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 5 addresses steps one and two of this process.
Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 5: Summary of potential transport environmental effects
Potential
transport Affected parties/areas (receptors)
effects

TfL

Effects on
network
loading)

the road
(including

Car clubs, car parking, coaches, dial-a-ride, electric
vehicle charging points, freight, taxis and private
hire, ‘general’ road users i.e. drivers

Effects on cycle and
pedestrian routes

Cycling [leisure and utility] and walking

Effects on the public
transport network

Buses, Rail and London Underground passengers
and operators

of

Localised increase in
noise*, vibration*, dust
and dirt*, and a loss of
amenity, longer journey
times, impact on the
natural environment*

Pedestrians, cyclists [leisure and utility],
equestrians, the local community (including
vulnerable groups which should be separately
identified), the natural environment, [motor] vehicle
users

HA – Pedestrians,
cyclists,
equestrians
and
community effects

Changes in journey
lengths and patterns

Pedestrians, cyclists [leisure and utility],
equestrians, the local community (including
vulnerable groups which should be separately
identified)

HA – Effects
construction

Changes
amenity

in

route

Adverse or beneficial
changes
in
existing
community severance,
new severance or relief
from severance
HA
–
travellers

Vehicle

View from the road

[Motor] Vehicle users

Driver stress

HA – Policies and
Plans

Effect on transport policy
objectives

Society as a whole

IEMA

Noise*

Local community

Vibration*

Local community

Visual effect*

Society as a whole

Severance

Pedestrians and vehicle users

Driver delay

[Motor] Vehicle users

Pedestrian delay

Pedestrians

Pedestrian amenity

Pedestrians

Fear and intimidation

Vulnerable road users

Accidents and safety

All road users

Hazardous loads*

All parties

Air pollution*

Local community, society as a whole
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Potential
effects

transport

Dust and dirt*

Affected parties/areas (receptors)
Local community

Ecological effect*
Sites of ecological/nature conservation value
Note: aspects marked with an asterisk ‘*’ have been covered in different topic assessments within the
ES.

1.5.10

The assessment covers all the potential transport effects outlined in Vol 2
Appendix 10.1 Table 5 except for those which were highlighted for
assessment by a different discipline (i.e. assessment contained within other
topic sections of the ES).

1.5.11

Assessments of effects in relation to the construction and operation of the
Project have been undertaken. The assessments are based on trip
generation and distribution analysis and on the physical changes proposed
to the transport networks. Data presented in Sections 5 and 6 of the TA
provides information regarding the anticipated number of vehicle trips, by
type, that the construction and operation of the Project would generate
respectively and the probable routes those vehicles would take. Trip
generation for the construction of the Project is based on the expected
vehicle requirements for materials deliveries and removal of materials and
also includes trips by construction workers by all modes of transport. Trip
generation for the operation of the Project is based on the expected number
of trips by operational employees and visitors accessing the Project as well
as the expected number of operational vehicle trips associated with the
operation of the facility.

1.5.12

The expected mode split of construction workers and operational
employees has been derived based on the location of the application site,
the accessibility to public transport and the likely shift times/patterns (for
operational employees).
Road users

1.5.13

For the operational assessment, the number of trips and the directional
distribution has been derived based on the borough/location from which
waste is arriving, the volume of municipal waste arriving at the application
site from each borough/location, the location of any waste transfer stations
from which waste is arriving and the destination of any waste outputs. The
number of visitor trips to the application site has also been estimated and
its impact on the highway network assessed.

1.5.14

The number of construction traffic trips and directional distribution has been
derived in a similar manner for the construction stages, based on the
anticipated origins and destinations of construction materials and
construction waste.

1.5.15

A mode share has been calculated to determine the number of trips
undertaken to the Edmonton EcoPark site by each mode of transport for
construction workers during the construction stage and operational
employees during the operational stage. These trips would be distributed
to the local transport networks.
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1.5.16

The forecasted volume of traffic for the construction and operation stages
has been assessed against baseline traffic flows for the AM, PM and
Saturday peak hours to quantify the increase in traffic as a result of
construction or operation and the effect these additional trips would have
on the network.

1.5.17

The effect on road users, which includes construction workers and
operational employees, has been determined for the highway AM peak
hours (07:00–08:00/08:00–09:00) and the highway PM peak hours (17:00–
18:00/18:00–19:00) as well as the period during the day which the
application site generates most traffic. This occurs between 11:00 and
12:00, as derived from the profile of traffic entering and leaving the existing
site. In determining the effects during the AM and PM peak hours, the traffic
generated by the application site has been considered so that the ‘busiest
case' scenario has been assessed.

1.5.18

Outside of the above hours, the traffic generated by the application site
would be lower and would have a lower effect on the local highway network.

1.5.19

The effect on road users of overspill parking has been determined by
considering the proposed parking provision, the likelihood of the occurrence
of overspill parking and the reduction in road capacity should it occur.
Public transport users

1.5.20

The effects on public transport services as a result of construction workers
during the construction of the Application Site and operational employees
and visitors once the Application Site is in operation have been assessed
by comparing the number of construction workers and employees
anticipated to use public transport with the number of AM peak hour and
PM peak hour services. For a robust assessment it has been assumed that
all construction worker and employee trips would occur between 08:00 and
09:00 which is usually the busiest period on public transport. In reality
construction workers may arrive earlier than 08:00 when the public
transport networks are quieter and employees may have working hours that
mean that they are not travelling at the busiest period.

1.5.21

Professional judgement has been used to determine the effect that
additional passengers would have on public transport services based on a
typical bus capacity of 87 passengers (double decker), a tube (Victoria line)
capacity of 864 passengers per train and a capacity of approximately 600
passengers per train (Greater Anglia).

1.5.22

The effect of changes to traffic levels on the road network on bus services
as road users have been covered under the highway network assessment.
This includes construction workers and operational employees as public
transport users.

1.5.23

Accessibility to public transport for wheelchair users, people with
pushchairs and people with mobility impairments is considered as part of
the pedestrian assessment.
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Pedestrians

1.5.24

The effects on pedestrian networks in terms of delay to pedestrian,
including construction workers and operational employees, and route
options has been assessed by measuring the additional journey distance
and assessing the physical changes to routes likely to occur as a result of
proposed diversions during construction and permanent changes to routes
during operation. Professional judgement based on knowledge of the local
highway network has been used to determine the effect that additional
pedestrians would have on the local pedestrian network. Given that the
traffic flows in the vicinity of the Project are already high, the flow increases
arising from the Project may not be noticed by pedestrians. In such
instances, the flow increases would be deemed imperceptible.

1.5.25

Route amenity, severance, safety and fear and intimidation effects have
been assessed with reference to expected traffic volumes (and
composition) and baseline conditions on routes in the vicinity of the
Application Site using professional judgement.

1.5.26

Access to the Application Site for wheelchair users, people with pushchairs
and people with mobility impairments, including pedestrian access to public
transport have also been assessed with reference to expected traffic
volumes (and composition) and baseline conditions on routes in the vicinity
of the Application Site using professional judgement.
Cyclists

1.5.27

The effects on cycling networks in terms of delay and route options has
been assessed by measuring the additional journey distance and assessing
the physical changes to routes likely to occur as a result of proposed
diversions during construction and permanent changes to routes during
operation. The assessments take into account any route changes which
mean that cyclists are required to dismount from their cycle or manoeuvre
around obstacles (such as gates, steps and so on), which are known to
create inconvenience and discomfort and to reduce the overall accessibility
of routes. Professional judgement based on knowledge of the local highway
network was used to determine the effect that additional cyclists would have
on the local cycle network.
Route amenity, severance, safety and fear and intimidation effects have
been assessed with reference to expected traffic volumes (and
composition) and baseline conditions on routes in the vicinity of the
application site using professional judgement.
Equestrians

1.5.28

The effects on equestrian routes in terms of delay and route options has
been assessed by measuring the additional journey distance and assessing
the physical changes to routes likely to occur as a result of proposed
diversions during construction and permanent changes to routes during
operation.

1.5.29

Route amenity, severance, safety and fear and intimidation effects have
been assessed with reference to expected traffic volumes (and
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composition) and baseline conditions on routes in the vicinity of the
application site using professional judgement.
Significance criteria
1.5.30

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 6 sets out the explanation of magnitude of effect
for the different types of effects on different receptors. General definitions
are not related to a particular stage of development but instead give a
general summary of what would be expected at that level of magnitude in
an assessment looking at any stage of the Project. Effect thresholds have
been defined in relation to the Project specifically to reflect the area in which
the Project is located and the existing transport conditions in the vicinity of
the application site.
In the case of the assessment of the effect of the Project on road users, the
assessment considers the overall effect on the users of all roads that are
included in the assessment. This means that while a particular road may
have a high magnitude effect (i.e. increase in traffic of over 40 per cent),
the overall effect on road users could still be very low if all other roads within
the assessment experience a very low magnitude effect (i.e. increase in
traffic of less than 10 per cent).

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 6: Explanation of magnitude of effects based on effect
receptors
Receptor
Description of effect
Definition of effect
High magnitude effect
General definition: permanent/irreversible change, over the whole Project area and beyond (i.e.
strategic or regional scale) to key characteristics or features of receptor.
Effects certain or likely to occur.
Receptor-specific definitions
Road users

Public
users

transport

Very significant increase in delay
to road users or reduction in road
capacity caused by increases in
traffic volumes or overspill
parking.

Increase in peak hour traffic flows of 40
per cent as a result of the Project;
Increase of greater than ten percentage
points in the junction degree of
saturation (DoS) 10 or ratio of flow to
capacity (RFC) 11 , where the future
baseline DoS or RFC is greater than 85
per cent or increases to above 85 per
cent as a result of the Project;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
substantial negative effect on road
safety; and/or
Qualitative assessment shows a very
substantial negative effect on road
capacity due to overspill parking.

Very significant increase in the
number of passengers on public
transport resulting in a reduction

Increase of >25 per cent in the number
of users on each public transport
service when considered against the

10

Degree of saturation (DoS): the ratio of demand to capacity used as an indicator of signalised
junction performance.
11 Ratio of flow to capacity (RFC): ratio of flow to capacity used as an indicator of priority
junction/roundabout performance.
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Description of effect
in capacity for
transport users.

other

Definition of effect
public

theoretical capacity of public transport
services.

Pedestrians

Very significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Very significant increase in
severance.

Very substantial loss of existing routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
Permanent increase in journey length of
250m or more.

Cyclists

Very significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Very significant increase in
severance.

Very substantial loss of existing routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
Permanent increase in journey length of
500m or more.

Equestrians

Very significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Very significant increase in
severance.

Very substantial loss of existing routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
Permanent increase in journey length of
500m or more.

Medium magnitude effect
General definition: temporary change, over the majority of the Project and potentially beyond, to
key characteristics or features of the receptor; or
Permanent change over a localised area.
Effects certain or likely to occur.
Receptor-specific definitions
Road users

Public
users

transport

Pedestrians
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Significant increase in delay to
road users or reduction in road
capacity caused by increases in
traffic volumes or overspill
parking.

Increase in peak hour traffic flows of
between 20 per cent and 40 per cent as
a result of the Project or increase of
between five and ten percentage points
in the junction DoS or RFC, where the
future baseline DoS or RFC is greater
than 85 per cent or increases to above
85 per cent as a result of the Project;
Qualitative assessment shows a
substantial negative effect on road
safety; and/or
Qualitative assessment shows a
substantial negative effect on road
capacity due to overspill parking.

Significant increase in the number
of passengers on public transport
resulting in a reduction in capacity
for other public transport users.

Increase of between 15 per cent and 25
per cent in the number of users on each
public
transport
service
when
considered against the theoretical
capacity of public transport services.

Significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Significant increase in severance.

Substantial negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
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Description of effect

Definition of effect
Change in journey length by between
250m and 500m either permanently or
for a period of four weeks or more
(during construction).

Cyclists

Significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Significant increase in severance.

Substantial negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
Change in journey length by between
250m and 500m either permanently or
for a period of four weeks or more
(during construction).

Equestrians

Significant reduction in route
amenity or route options or
significant increase in delay.
Significant increase in severance.

Substantial negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a
significant reduction in route amenity or
safety; and/or
Change in journey length by between
250m and 500m either permanently or
for a period of four weeks or more
(during construction).

Low magnitude effect
General definition: noticeable, temporary (during the Project duration) change, over a limited/local
area, to key characteristics or features of the receptor.
Effects would possibly occur.
Receptor-specific definitions
Road users

Public
users

transport

Pedestrians
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Slight increase in delay to road
users or reduction in road
capacity caused by increases in
traffic volumes or overspill
parking.

Increase in peak hour traffic flows of
between 10 per cent and 20 per cent as
a result of the Project or increase of
between two and five percentage points
in the junction DoS or RFC, where the
future baseline DoS or RFC is greater
than 85 per cent or increases to above
85 per cent as a result of the Project;
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
negative effect on road safety; and/or
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
negative effect on road capacity due to
overspill parking.

Slight increase in the number of
passengers on public transport
resulting in a reduction in capacity
for other public transport users.

Increase of between 10 per cent and 15
per cent in the number of users on each
public
transport
service
when
considered against the theoretical
capacity of public transport services.

Slight reduction in route amenity
or route options or slight increase
in delay.
Slight increase in severance.

Slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
negative effect on road safety; and/or

Issue | October 2015 | Arup

North London Waste Authority

Receptor

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 10.1 Transport Assessment Methodology

Description of effect

Definition of effect
Change in journey length by between
100m and 250m for a period of four
weeks or more (during construction).

Cyclists

Slight reduction in route amenity
or route options or slight increase
in delay.
Slight increase in severance.

Slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
reduction in route amenity or safety;
and/or
Change in journey length by between
100m and 250m for a period of four
weeks or more (during construction).

Equestrians

Slight reduction in route amenity
or route options or slight increase
in delay.
Slight increase in severance.

Slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
reduction in route amenity or safety;
and/or
Change in journey length by between
100m and 250m for a period of four
weeks or more (during construction).

Very low magnitude effect
General definition: noticeable, temporary (for part of the Project duration) change, or barely
discernible change for any length of time, over a small area, to key characteristics or features of
receptor.
Effects unlikely or rare to occur.
Receptor-specific definitions
Road users

Public
users

transport

Pedestrians
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Very slight increase in delay to
road users or reduction in road
capacity caused by increases in
traffic volumes or overspill
parking.

Increase in peak hour traffic flows of
less than 10 per cent as a result of the
Project or increase of less than two
percentage points in the junction DoS or
RFC, where the future baseline DoS or
RFC is greater than 85 per cent or
increases to above 85 per cent as a
result of the Project;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
slight negative effect on road safety;
and/or
Qualitative assessment shows a very
slight negative effect on road capacity
due to overspill parking.

Very slight increase in the number
of passengers on public transport
resulting in a reduction in capacity
for other public transport users.

Increase of less than 10 per cent in the
number of users on each public
transport service when considered
against the theoretical capacity of public
transport services.

Very slight reduction in route
amenity or route options or
increase in delay.

Very slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
slight reduction of route amenity or
safety; and/or
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Description of effect

Definition of effect
Change in journey length by less than
100m for a period of four weeks or more
(during construction).

Cyclists

Very slight reduction in route
amenity or route options or
increase in delay.

Very slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a very
slight reduction route amenity or safety;
and/or
Change in journey length by less than
100m for a period of four weeks or more
(during construction).

Equestrians

Slight reduction in route amenity
or route options or slight increase
in delay.
Slight increase in severance.

Slight negative change to existing
routes;
Qualitative assessment shows a slight
reduction in route amenity or safety;
and/or
Change in journey length by between
100m and 250m for a period of four
weeks or more (during construction).

1.5.31

Combining the receptor sensitivity with magnitude of effect, the overall
significance of effect can be assessed for each stage of the Project. Vol 2
Appendix 10.1 Table 7 sets out a matrix of significance levels.

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 7: Matrix to determine effect significance
Magnitude of effect Sensitivity of receptor
High

Medium

Low

Very low

High

Major

Major to moderate

Moderate to minor

Negligible

Medium

Major to moderate

Moderate

Minor

Negligible

Low

Moderate to minor

Minor

Minor to negligible

Negligible

Very low

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

1.5.32

These effect categories can then be used to assess whether an effect is
significant or not significant in EIA terms. Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 8 sets
out the definitions for effect levels and significance and identifies how these
relate to the matrix of significance set out in Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 7.

Vol 2 Appendix 10.1 Table 8: Definitions for effect levels and significance
Category
Effect level
Significance
Major effect

The importance of the receptor and the magnitude of effects
are predicted to give rise to effects that are fundamental and
may be material in the decision-making process.

Moderate effect

The importance of the receptor and the magnitude of effects
are predicted to give rise to effects that are material but not
fundamental and alone are not likely to be material in the
decision-making process.

Minor effect

The importance of the receptor and the magnitude of effects
are predicted to give rise to effects that are detectable but
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Effect level

Significance

alone are not likely to be material in the decision-making
process.
Negligible effect

The effects arising from the specified magnitude of effect
acting on the receptor are not predicted to be detectable or
outside the norms of variations.

1.5.33

Transport-related mitigation measures have been built into the Project for
the construction and operation elements of the Project and so are reflected
in the assessments for each development stage. These include measures
such as improvements to the Lee Park Way, new accesses to the
Application Site, and cycle parking and shuttle buses for the Application
Site during the construction stage. Full details are provided in the TA (Vol
2 Appendix 10.2 of the ES).

1.6

Decommissioning effects

1.6.1

The effects of decommissioning would be comparable to and no worse than
the effects assessed for Stage 3 of the Project. No additional assessment
for decommissioning has been undertaken but the assessment draws on
the Stage 3 assessment.

1.7

Cumulative effects

1.7.1

A separate assessment of the cumulative effects of the Project with other
nearby developments (as set out in Vol 2 Section 10.11 of the ES) on all
receptors during each Project stage has also been undertaken.

1.7.2

The methodologies for the cumulative assessment is the same as the
assessment of the effects of the Project. The effect of cumulative
developments has been determined by utilising trip generation figures from
these developments’ TAs or through trip generation estimates carried out
for these developments specifically for this assessment. This approach to
the cumulative effects assessment trip generation has been agreed with
TfL.

1.7.3

The output of the cumulative assessment is used to determine whether the
cumulative effects are of greater significance than those set out in the core
assessment.
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1

Water Resources and Flood Risk Assessment
Methodology

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This appendix sets out the methodology for assessing the likely significant
effects of the Project on water resources (in terms of surface
watercourses, groundwater flow, associated abstractions and discharges,
water quality, designated sites, and wetland habitats) and flood risk.

1.1.2

This topic assesses effects on groundwater flows and quality as a result of
activities at the ground surface, for example pollution of surface run-off.
The Ground Conditions and Contamination section (Vol 2 Section 7)
assess effects caused by changes to ground structure which could affect
groundwater flow pathways and/or remobilise any existing ground
contamination.

1.1.3

This appendix is divided into the following parts:
a. engagement – describing a summary of comments included in the
Scoping Opinion and through further stakeholder engagement and how
these comments have been addressed;
b. legislation and guidance – detailing requirements of the relevant
National Policy Statements (NPS), how these have been addressed and
additional guidance relevant to the assessment;
c. methodology for establishing baseline conditions; and
d. methodology for the assessment of
decommissioning and cumulative effects.

construction,

operation

1.2

Engagement

1.2.1

Stakeholder engagement has taken place throughout the development of
the design and environmental assessment. Vol 2 Appendix 7.1 provides a
summary of the stakeholder engagement that has been undertaken in
relation to groundwater, including comments on reports issued to the
stakeholders and stakeholder consultation meetings.

1.2.2

A summary of water resources and flood risk specific engagement is
provided in Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 1.
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 1: Water Resources and Flood Risk Technical Engagement
and Scoping Responses

No

Organisation
(date)

Comment

Response

1

Scoping
Opinion:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

Insufficient detail provided when:

Further information regarding the
surface water regime is provided in the
FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2).
These aspects have been scoped back
in and are considered fully in this
assessment.

Page 2

 scoping out the potential effects
on water resources; and
 identifying that downstream
flow regimes would not be
significantly affected by the
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Comment

Response

proposed abstraction/discharge
rates.
The proximity of sensitive
receptors indicates the potential for
significant effects and there
remains the potential for water use
to exceed expected requirements
or licensed limits.

Air cooled condensers are proposed
as part of the Project. Two options for
the sourcing of water for these have
been assessed as part of this ES.
The proposed cooling water options
will be discussed further with the EA.

2

Scoping
Opinion:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

Assessment required of potential
groundwater pathway for discharge
of liquids to surface and coastal
waters (including allowances for
climate change), including
engagement with the Environment
Agency (EA) to determine the
scope of the assessment as the
proposed development design
progresses.

The impact of climate change over the
development lifetime has been
considered within the FRA in line with
current guidance.
Contamination of groundwater (and remobilisation of ground contaminants)
has been addressed in Vol 2 Section 7
(Ground Conditions and
Contamination). Climate change
effects are considered within Vol 2
Section 11 (Water Resources and
Flood Risk).
Designs would be discussed with in
the EA through ongoing engagement.
The EA has been consulted in
preparing the FRA (Vol 2 Appendix
11.2) and Hydrogeological
Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.2).

3

Scoping
Opinion:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

Full consideration required of the
potential effects of the cooling
water connection on local
hydrological and hydrogeological
resources. This will require:

A comprehensive assessment of
cooling water requirements, the
intake/outfall locations, and the effect
on the water environment has been
undertaken as part of this assessment.
Vol 2 Section 11 (Water Resources
and Flood Risk) sets out details of
proposed abstraction and discharge
rates, including mains water, and the
proposed intake and outfall points.
All three cooling water options have
been considered in the assessment,
and the options have been discussed
with the EA.

 consultation with the
Environment Agency (EA)
regarding positioning of the
intake/outfall point;
 details of abstraction and outfall
rates to be defined and
assessed;
 agreement with the
Environment Agency (EA) that
the rates are valid and the
assessment represents the
worst case; and
 the rate of mains water use to
be clarified.

4

Scoping
Opinion:
Secretary of
State
(November
2014)

Flood Risk Assessment (FRA),
should form an appendix to the ES
and be cross referenced with other
ES chapters.

The FRA forms an appendix to the ES
(Vol 2 Appendix 11.2) and is
referenced in the discussion of flood
risk in the water resources
assessment.

5

Scoping
Response:

Should review River Basin
Management Plan to determine

WatFD requirements have been
considered in the water resources
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Organisation
(date)

Comment

Response

Secretary of
State,
Environment
Agency
(November
2014)

how the Project can contribute to
Water Framework Directive
[WatFD] objectives.
Consideration required of the
requirements of the
[WatFD]including causing no
overall deterioration in water
quality or the ecological status of
any waterbody.

assessment. Consideration also given
to the River Basin Management Plan
(RBMP) and the potential for the
development to contribute to the
WatFD objectives.

6

Scoping
Response:
Environment
Agency
(November
2014)

Flood risk and surface water
should be addressed in line with
the requirements of the National
Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and the London Plan
Policy 5.13.

A flood risk assessment for the
development has been prepared (Vol 2
Appendix 11.2).

7

Scoping
Response:
Environment
Agency
(November
2014)

Flood risk will need to be scoped
into the ES if works are proposed
to Enfield Ditch to ensure that any
negative impact on people or the
environment is avoided.

These aspects have been scoped back
in and are considered fully in the water
resources assessment. The impacts of
the Project on flood risk have been
assessed within the FRA and the ES
(Vol 2 Section 11).

8

Scoping
Response:
Greater
London
Authority
(January
2015)1

The FRA will need to consider the
risk of fluvial flooding from the
nearby River Lee and Salmon’s
Brook systems, the risk of surface
water flooding and the risk of
reservoir flooding from the range of
raised reservoirs along the Lee
Valley.

The FRA takes into consideration the
risks identified by the Greater London
Authority. The FRA is included as Vol
2 Appendix 11.2.

London Plan Policy 5.13 and the
associated sustainable drainage
hierarchy should be applied to limit
surface water discharge to the
drainage system. Full
consideration required for
rainwater harvesting systems.

Sustainable Drainage Strategy has
been considered during design
development. Surface water run-off
would be limited as set out in the FRA,
in line with the London Plan and EA
guidance.

9

10

Engagement
Response:
Environment
Agency
(February
2015)

Issues discussed at Environment
Agency (EA) consultation meeting
held on the 18 February 2015:

 Consideration required of
desire to widen the entrance to
the Edmonton EcoPark from
Advent Way and the entrance
to the wharf area and to create
a new crossing across Enfield
Ditch from Lee Park Way that
would contradict Water
Framework Directive
requirement for culverts to be

A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has
been undertaken (Vol 2 Appendix
11.2) and considers the proposed
works to the bridges.
Consideration of the requirements of
the Water Framework Directive
(WatFD) within the Water Resources
and Flood Risk assessment includes
consideration of the new crossing and
entrance widening.

1

The Planning Inspectorate (2015) Late scoping consultation responses, January 2015.
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010071/1.%20PreSubmission/EIA/Scoping/Late%20Response/Late%20responses%20to%20EIA%20scoping%20consu
ltation.pdf (Accessed July 2015)
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Comment

Response

opened up when possible to
increase biodiversity.

 Most of the Application Site is
in Flood Risk Zone 1 with some
in Zone 2. The Flooding
Evacuation Emergency Plan
would form part of the overall
Emergency Plan for the site.

 Each of the three proposed
flood management areas within
the Application Site would drain
to a containment tank that is
sufficient to contain surface
water and storm water and/or
fire water. After a fire or
spillage the contained
contaminated water could be
removed from the Application
Site by tanker.
Uncontaminated surface water
could be attenuated through the
storage tanks.

 The on-site waste water
treatment plant is to be
replaced to properly treat
contamination captured in the
storage tanks before
discharging to the environment.

The Flood Emergency Plan is
discussed in the Flood Risk
Assessment (Volume 2 Appendix 11.2
of the ES)

Surface water drainage is addressed in
the Drainage Strategy which forms an
appendix to the Flood Risk
Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2).

Replacement of the existing waste
water treatment plant is addressed in
the Utilities Strategy (AD05.10).

11

Engagement
Response:
Environment
Agency
(February
2015)

The flood risk assessment needs
to include the effect of the
proposed expansion of the bridges
described above.

The proposed works to the bridges,
and the proposed new bridge are
considered in the FRA.

12

Engagement
Response, LB
Enfield (June
2015)

Points raised by LB Enfield in
discussion at a meeting held on 2
June 2015:



The Preliminary Drainage
Strategy, Appendix E of the FRA
(Vol 2 Appendix 11.2), details the
range of SuDS features which will
be included in the design,
comprising rainwater harvesting,
green and/or brown roofs. lined
permeable paving and lined filter
trenches. Attenuation tanks will
also be required and these are
discussed and justified in the
drainage strategy.



Infiltration of surface runoff is not
included in the design at the
Edmonton EcoPark site.



Surface runoff discharged from the
Application Site will be limited to
greenfield rates up to the 100 year
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Full range of above ground
sustainable drainage
(SuDS) features should be
considered in developing
the drainage strategy,
including permeable
paving, swales, rain
gardens, wetland
features/detention basins,
green and blue roofs,
where appropriate
Infiltration is not
appropriate at the site due
to the source protection
zone and waste site
allocation
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Comment




Controlled discharge of
surface runoff should be
restricted to greenfield
rates for the 1 year and
100 year return period
storm event

Response
return period storm event, and
accounting for climate change



The laydown area should
use a permeable surface
so that additional
attenuation is not required,
subject to any SPZ
constraints

The Temporary Laydown Area will
be located on the innser SPZ
zone, and appropriate surface
based SuDS features in the form
of swales, filter strips and retention
pond where appropriate

13

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Canal and
Rivers Trust
(June 2015)

The Canal and Rivers Trust (CRT)
supports the use of river and canal
water for the cooling purposes of
plant, although we would like
further information as to how this
will operate. Your consultation
documents state that water will be
taken from the "adjacent
watercourse" but it is not clear
whether this is referring to the Lee
Navigation or Salmons Brook.

Current surface water abstraction is,
and future water abstraction would be,
from the Deephams Sewage
Treatment Works outfall upstream of
Salmon’s Brook, north-west of the
Application Site.

14

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Canal and
Rivers Trust
(June 2015)

The documents also refer to the
water being "vaporised" rather than
returning flows back to the
watercourse. This would imply an
abstraction of water which would
require a licence from CRT if the
water is being abstracted from the
Lee Navigation. It should be noted
that Thames Water extracts a large
volume of water from the Lee
Navigation further upstream and
this would need to be taken into
consideration.
If water is to be taken from the
Navigation for cooling and the flow
is returned, the Trust will need
details about the temperature
differentials on the receiving water
as this can have an impact on the
ecology of the waterway.



15

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Canal and
Rivers Trust
(June 2015)

The Flood Risk Assessment
mentions the possible requirement
for temporary discharge into
Enfield Ditch. Water from Enfield
Ditch enters the Lee Navigation via
Pymmes Brook and from there the
level is controlled by the CRT
sluice at Lea Bridge. CRT must be
given the chance to evaluate any
proposed increase to the current
discharge rates and we request

It is proposed that all surface water
from all of the Application Site would
drain to Enfield Ditch at a rate no
greater than 168 l/s. This would
improve flows at Enfield Ditch which
are currently low. Currently some
surface water at the Application site
drains to the Chingford sewer, and in
more extreme rainfall events, some
would, currently, drain to Salmon’s
Brook.

Page 6

Current surface water abstraction
is, and future water abstraction
would be, from the Deephams
Sewage Treatment Works outfall
upstream of Salmon’s Brook,
north-west of the Application Site.
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Comment

Response

that this information is provided as
soon as it is available.
16

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Canal and
Rivers Trust
(June 2015)

CRT would also like confirmation of
the surface water drainage details.
The FRA states that pumped
discharge will be limited to 507
litres per second and to three times
the calculated Greenfield run-off
rate. It is not clear how this
compares to the current discharge
levels and CRT would requires this
information so that we can
undertake our own assessment.

The Preliminary Drainage Strategy
(appended to the FRA in Vol 2
Appendix 11.2) states that surface
water discharge to Enfield Ditch would
be limited to greenfield rates, not more
than 168 l/s from the 100 year rainfall
event, with climate change. This is the
requirement set by the London
Borough of Enfield (LB Enfield) in their
Development Management Document2
and has been confirmed during
engagement with them. The existing
discharge from the Application Site is
not known.

17

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Environment
Agency (June
2015)

We are satisfied that the scope of
the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
is appropriate and covers
everything it will need to. We have
no objections to this work
progressing as proposed.
The FRA should be submitted
alongside the DCO application and
contain the most relevant data for
the site. The FRA should be written
in conjunction with the
requirements of the National
Planning policy Framework (NPPF)
and Policy 5.13 of the London
Plan.
Please note that on 15 April 2015,
the responsibility for giving advice
on major planning applications for
surface water flood risk transferred
from us to Lead Local Flood
Authorities (LLFAs). As we are no
longer a statutory consultee on
sites over a hectare, you will need
to consult the LLFA about
managing the surface water
drainage from this proposal.

The FRA is submitted as part of the
DCO application documents (as Vol 2
Appendix 11.2 of the ES) and has
been written in accordance with the
NPPF and London Plan, and in
consultation with LB Enfield, the
relevant LLFA for the Application Site.

18

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Environment
Agency (June
2015)

We are pleased that the EIA
scoping report has considered the
requirements of the Water
Framework Directive [WatFD] in
acknowledging the current status
of the waterbody and the
requirement for a further [WatFD]
assessment.

A Water Framework Directive
assessment is being produced for the
Project.
The Project would reduce flood risk to
Salmon’s Brook, and improve existing
low flows in Enfield Ditch, since
surface water at the Application Site
would drain into Enfield Ditch, and

2

LB Enfield (2014), Development Management Document, Adopted November 2014.
http://www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000456/local_plan_planning_policy/1896/development_managem
ent_document_dmd (accessed July 2015)
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Comment

Response

A development of this size should
be seeking to improve the
waterbody where possible as
potential mitigation from the
disturbance caused from
construction and operation. A
[WatFD] action highlighted for the
waterbody in this area is the
'Replacement of hard bank
protection with soft engineering
solutions within the Salmons Brook
and reduce flood risk to riparian
land'. As part of the [WatFD]
assessment you should investigate
the potential to ‘naturalise’ banks
or consider other environmental
enhancements.
The assessment will need to
demonstrate that there will be no
deterioration in water quality as a
result of the works. Where
possible, the assessment should
also demonstrate an improvement
in water quality.

none to Salmon’s Brook (up to the 100
year flow event with climate change).
After consideration it has been decided
not to carry out works to naturalise the
banks of Salmon’s Brook by providing
soft engineering solutions at the
Application Site, given the nature of
the watercourse at this location as a
utilities corridor.
The water resources and flood risk
assessment sets out the measures
which would be taken to ensure no
significant effects on the water
environment from the proposed
development. If a separate WatFD
assessment is undertaken it would
demonstrate no deterioration, and if
possible an improvement, in water
quality downstream of the
development.

19

Phase 2
Consultation
response: LB
Enfield (June
2015)

The local planning authority
acknowledges that a flood risk
assessment will be submitted with
the application and will be
commented upon by the
Environment Agency. The FRA will
should reflect the need to
maximise the potential for SuDs
being adopted within the
development

SuDS has been included in the Project
as set out in the Preliminary Drainage
Strategy (Appendix E of the FRA – see
Vol 2 Appendix 11.2).

20

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

Surface Water Drainage - With
regard to surface water drainage it
is the responsibility of a developer
to make proper provision for
drainage to ground, water courses
or a suitable sewer. In respect of
surface water it is recommended
that the applicant should ensure
that storm flows are attenuated or
regulated into the receiving public
network through on or off site
storage. When it is proposed to
connect to a combined public
sewer, the site drainage should be
separate and combined at the final
manhole nearest the boundary.
Connections are not permitted for
the removal of groundwater.
Reason - to ensure that the surface
water discharge from the site shall
not be detrimental to the existing
sewerage system.

It is not proposed to discharge surface
water run-off to a sewer. It would be
discharged to Enfield Ditch, as set out
in the ES (Section 11.6).
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No

Organisation
(date)

Comment

Response

21

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

We would expect the developer to
demonstrate what measures he will
undertake to minimise groundwater
discharges into the public sewer.
Groundwater discharges typically
result from construction site
dewatering, deep excavations,
basement infiltration, borehole
installation, testing and site
remediation. Any discharge made
without a permit is deemed illegal
and may result in prosecution
under the provisions of the Water
Industry Act 1991. Should the
Local Planning Authority be
minded to approve the planning
application, Thames Water would
like the following informative
attached to the planning
permission: Groundwater Risk
Management Permit from Thames
Water will be required for
discharging groundwater into a
public sewer. Any discharge made
without a permit is deemed illegal
and may result in prosecution
under the provisions of the Water
Industry Act 1991.

Measures to protect the aquifer
(groundwater) during construction,
including construction site drainage
and preventing and managing pollution
incidents are set out in the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) for the
Project (Volume 1 Appendix 3.1).
Method statements for piling and
excavations at the Application Site
have not yet been written; they would
be produced by the appointed
contractors and would be in
accordance with the best practice
requirements set out in the CoCP, and
with reference to the Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.2)
and the Piling Risk Assessment (Vol 2
Appendix 7.3). Where discharge of
groundwater to a public sewer is
proposed during construction, the
contractor would apply for a
Groundwater Risk Management
Permit.

22

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

A Trade Effluent Consent will be
required for any Effluent discharge
other than a 'Domestic Discharge'.
Any discharge without this consent
is illegal and may result in
prosecution.

Trade effluent consents and other
consents required to discharge to
sewer from the Project (not surface
run-off) have now been provided by
TWUL. The trade effluent consent
number is TDEE0B01.

23

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

Thames Water would recommend
that petrol / oil interceptors be fitted
in all car parking/washing /repair
facilities. Failure to enforce the
effective use of petrol / oil
interceptors could result in oilpolluted discharges entering local
watercourses.

The Preliminary Drainage Strategy
(Appendix E of the FRA, Vol 2
Appendix 11.2) sets out that oil
interceptors would be used where
necessary at the Application Site.

24

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

Thames Water recommends the
installation of a properly
maintained fat trap on all catering
establishments. We further
recommend, in line with best
practice for the disposal of Fats,
Oils and Grease, the collection of
waste oil by a contractor,
particularly to recycle for the
production of bio diesel. Failure to
implement these recommendations
may result in this and other
properties suffering blocked drains,

All discharges would be treated on-site
where required, with oil and fat
interceptors where appropriate, and
including treatment at the on-site water
treatment works, before being
discharged to Enfield Ditch. Note that
the proposed EcoPark House would
not be a catering establishment,
although there may be some catering
for staff on-site.
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Comment

Response

sewage flooding and pollution to
local watercourses.
25

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

It is difficult to calculate the
potential impact on the Clean
Water infrastructure for this
development with no detail
available on the changes to
demand. If the site has a significant
change in use the developer will
need to contact Thames Water
Developer Services.

There would not be a significant
change in land use at the Application
Site. The ES identifies that current
abstraction from TWUL potable supply
is 13-15 m3/hr. With the Project in
place this demand could increase to
141.1 m3/hr if all water is sourced from
TWUL potable water supplies.
The potable maximum flow required
(141.1 m3/hr) has been agreed with
Thames Water. Thames Water has
agreed that the Edmonton EcoPark
can connect from a DN150 pipe into an
existing 355 mm diameter main that
can supply this flow.

26

Phase 2
Consultation
response:
Thames Water
(June 2015)

From the information submitted, we
have not been able to determine
the potential impact on the public
foul and surface water sewerage
networks. We request that further
details be submitted, in the form of
a drainage strategy. We require
further information about the
existing and proposed foul and
surface water discharge rates,
along with the points of connection
to the public network. Flood Risk
Assessment dated May 2015
states no surface water will be
discharged to public sewer after
work completion but doesn’t
provide any details regarding this
discharge during work progression
(document Vol. 2 Appendix 10.2
states that there will be one).

The ES sets out that the likely
discharge to the Chingford sewer
would be 48.1 m3/hr. This compares
with current discharge to sewer of
approximately 70 – 80 m3/hr. TWUL
has issued a consent for the higher
discharge rate into the sewer.

1.3

Legislation and guidance

1.3.1

This section identifies all of the policy and legislation that is relevant to the
assessment of effects on water resources and flood risk, however this
assessment addresses the specific issues related to the Project. Where
relevant policy and legislation is listed here but not mentioned in the
assessment, there are no issues with respect to the development and the
requirements of that particular policy/ legislation.
National policy

1.3.2
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The NPS sets out national policy for energy infrastructure. There are two
NPS’ of direct relevance to the Project. The requirements which are
relevant to the water resources and flood risk assessment from EN-1:
Overarching NPS for Energy3 and EN-3: NPS for Renewable Energy
Infrastructure4 are listed in Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 2 and Vol 2
Appendix 11.1 Table 3: .
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 2: NPS EN-1 requirements

Requirements of NPS EN-1

How the requirement is
addressed

Location of
where to find
further detail

Paragraph 5.15.2 – “Where the project is likely to
have effects on the water environment, the applicant
should undertake an assessment of the existing
status of, and impact of the proposed project on,
water quality, water resources and physical
characteristics of the water environment as part of
the ES.”

Water environment considered
within the works plans (see Book of
Plans (AD02.01)) and CoCP (Vol 1
Appendix 3.1) and potential impacts
considered as part of water
resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11

Paragraph 5.15.3 of this NPS notes that the Applicant should include the following in the ES.
“the existing quality of waters affected by the
proposed project and the impacts of the proposed
project on water quality, noting any relevant existing
discharges, proposed new discharges and proposed
changes to discharges;”

Water quality is considered within
the water resources and flood risk
assessment, including
consideration of WatFD. Existing
discharges and proposed
discharges have been are identified
and assessed.

Vol 2 Section
11

“existing water resources affected by the proposed
project and the impacts of the proposed project on
water resources, noting any relevant existing
abstraction rates, proposed new abstraction rates
and proposed changes to abstraction rates (including
any impact on or use of mains supplies and
reference to Catchment Abstraction Management
Strategies);”

Existing abstractions and water
resources affected by the Project
have been considered within the
water resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11

“existing physical characteristics of the water
environment (including quantity and dynamics of
flow) affected by the proposed project and any
impact of physical modifications to these
characteristics;”

Considered as part of the water
resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11

“any impacts of the proposed project on water bodies
or protected areas under the Water Framework
Directive and source protection zones (SPZs) around
potable groundwater abstractions.”

Considered within the water
resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11

Paragraph 5.15.4 notes that “activities that discharge to the water environment are subject to pollution
control.’ The considerations set out in Section 4.10 of this NPS and detailed below on the interface between
planning and pollution control therefore apply, and should be considered.“ These considerations will also
apply in an analogous way to the abstraction licensing regime regulating activities that take water from the
water environment, and to the control of regimes relating to works to, and structures in, on, or under a
controlled water.

3

Department of Energy and Climate Change (2011) Overarching National Policy Statement for
Energy (EN-1), July 2011.
4 Department of Energy and Climate Change (2011) National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy
Infrastructure (EN-3), July 2011.
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Requirements of NPS EN-1

How the requirement is
addressed

Location of
where to find
further detail

Paragraph 4.10.2 – “Pollution control is concerned
with preventing pollution through the use of
measures to prohibit or limit the releases of
substances to the environments from different
sources to the lowest practicable levels. It also
ensures that water quality meet standards that guard
against impacts to the environment or human health.”

Pollution control is included in the
design and detailed in the CoCP.
Pollution control risk has been
assessed and impacts noted as
part of ground conditions and
contamination assessment and the
water resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11 and Vol 2
Section 7

Paragraph 4.10.6 – “Applicants are advised to make
early contact with relevant regulators including the
EA, to discuss their requirements for environmental
permits and other consents. This will help ensure
count of all relevant environmental considerations
and that the relevant regulators are able to provide
timely advice and assurance to the Infrastructure
Planning Commission. Whenever possible,
applicants are encouraged to submit applications for
Environmental Permits and other necessary consents
at the same time as applying to the Infrastructure
Planning Commission for development consent.”

The EA and LB Enfield have been
consulted and informed throughout
the design of the Project and the
assessment.

Section 1.2 of
this appendix

Paragraph 4.10.8 – “The relevant pollution control
authority is satisfied that potential releases can be
adequately regulated under the pollution control
framework; the effects of existing sources of pollution
in and around the site are not such that the
cumulative effects of pollution when the proposed
development is added would make that development
unacceptable, particularly in relation to statutory
environmental limits.”

Considered as part of water
resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2 Section
11

Paragraph 5.15.7 – It should be considered “whether
appropriate requirements should be attached to any
development consent and/or planning obligations
entered into to mitigate adverse effects on the water
environment.”

FRA and hydrogeological risk
assessment undertaken. Likely
significant effects have been
considered as part of the water
resources and flood risk
assessment.

Vol 2
Appendix 11.2
Vol 2
Appendix 7.2

Paragraph 5.15.8 – It should be considered “whether
mitigation measures are needed over and above any
which may form part of the project application. A
construction management plan may help codify
mitigation at that stage.”

Likely significant effects have been
considered as part of the water
resources and flood risk
assessment. The CoCP sets out
relevant construction management
measures.

Vol 2 Section
11

Paragraph 5.15.9 – “The risk of impacts on the water
environment can be reduced through careful design
to facilitate adherence to good pollution control
practice. For example, designated areas for storage

The water environment has been
given due consideration within the
design and likely significant effects
have been assessed as part of

Vol 2 Section
11

Paragraph 5.15.6 – A proposal should have “regard
to the River Basin Management Plans and meet the
requirements of the Water Framework Directive
(including Article 4.7) and its daughter directives,
including those on priority substances and
groundwater. The specific objectives for particular
river basins are set out in River Basin Management
Plans.”
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Requirements of NPS EN-1

How the requirement is
addressed

and unloading, with appropriate drainage facilities,
should be clearly marked.”

water resources and flood risk
assessment.

Paragraph 5.15.10 – ‘”The impact on local water
resources can be minimised through planning and
design for the efficient use of water, including water
recycling.”

Efficient water use at the
Application Site has been
considered in the assessment
including rainwater harvesting,
water efficient appliances and the
technology for water cooling.

Location of
where to find
further detail

Vol 2 Section
11

Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 3: NPS EN-3 requirements
Requirements of NPS EN-3

How the requirement is addressed

Location of
where to find
further detail

Paragraph 2.5.84 notes additional impacts of the design of water cooling systems for EfW generating
stations, other than the generic impacts listed in EN-1. These will have additional impacts on water quality,
abstraction and discharge. These may include:
“discharging water at a higher temperature that
the receiving water affecting the biodiversity of
aquatic flora and fauna;”

Considered within the water resources
and flood risk assessment and the
ecology assessment.

Vol 2 Section 11
Vol 2 Section 5

“use of resources may reduce the flow of
watercourses, affecting the rate at which
sediment is deposited, conditions for aquatic
flora and potentially affecting migratory fish
species (e.g. salmon);”

Considered within the water resources
and flood risk assessment and the
ecology assessment.

Vol 2 Section 11
Vol 2 Section 5

Fish impingement and/or entrainment – i.e.
being taken into the cooling system during
abstraction;”

Considered within the water resources
and flood risk assessment and the
ecology assessment.
Fish entrainment has been considered
in the ecology assessment but scoped
out on the basis that the existing
abstraction would be re-used for the
Project.

Vol 2 Section 11
Vol 2 Section 5

Considered within the water resources
and flood risk assessment.

Vol 2 Section 11

Discharging water containing chemical and
anti-fouling treatment of water for use in
cooling systems may have adverse impacts on
aquatic biodiversity.”
Paragraph 2.5.85 – “Where the project is likely
to have effects on water quality or resources
the applicant should undertake an assessment
as required in EN-1 Section 5.15. The
assessment should particularly demonstrate
that appropriate measures will be put in place
to avoid or minimised adverse impacts of
abstraction and discharge of cooling water.”
Paragraph 2.5.86 – The applicant should have
“demonstrated measures to minimise adverse
impacts on water quality and resources as
described in EN-1 and EN-3.”
Paragraph 2.5.87 – “Design of the cooling
system should include intake and outfall
locations that avoid or minimise adverse
impacts. There should also be specific
measures to minimise fish impingement and/or
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How the requirement is addressed

Location of
where to find
further detail

entrainment and the discharge of excessive
hear to receiving waters.”

Local policy
1.3.4

The London Plan: Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London
(2011) came into effect on 22 July 2011, and was most recently updated
by the Further Alterations to the London Plan in March 20155. Policies
contained within the London Plan which are relevant to water resource
and flood risk assessment are:
a. Policy 5.12 Flood Risk Management;
b. Policy 5.13 Sustainable Drainage; and
c. Policy 5.15 Water Use and Supplies.

1.3.5

Enfield Council Core Strategy 2010-2025 Section 8 details the core
policies for the Environment Protection for future developments in the
Borough of Enfield.

1.3.6

Enfield Council Development Management Document (2014) Section 11,
details policy on Environmental Protection for future developments in the
borough, and also provides guidance on the policies.
Legislative requirements

1.3.7

The main legislative framework regarding the water environment and
pollution prevention is set by the following Acts and Regulations.
a. Control of Pollution Act 1974;
b. EC Fisheries Directive (78/659/EEC);
c. Floods and Water Management Act 2010;
d. Land Drainage Act 1991;
e. The Groundwater (England and Wales) Regulations 2009;
f. The Water Supply (Water Quality) Regulations 2010;
g. Water Act 20036;
h. WatFD (2000/60/EC);
i. Water Resources Act 1991 (WRA 1991);
j. Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and (Amendment) Act 1985 (as
amended by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000);
k. Floods and Water Management Act (2010); and

5

Greater London Authority (GLA) (2015) The London Plan, the Spatial Development Strategy for
London Consolidated with Alterations since 2015, March 2015.
6 Legislation UK (2003), Water Act, Act 2003, Ch 37.

Page 14

Issue | October 2015 | Amec Foster Wheeler E&I UK Ltd

North London Waste Authority

North London Heat and Power Project
Environmental Statement
Volume 2 Appendix 11.1 Water Resources and Flood Risk Assessment Methodology

l. Reservoirs Act (1975)
1.3.8

Policy guidance and good practice advice regarding the water
environment and pollution prevention includes the following:
a. EA Pollution Prevention Guidance Notes (PPG)7;
b. Guidance from Construction Industry Research and Information
Association;
c. BS6031: 2009 Code of Practice for Earth Works; and
d. Good Practice Guide for Handling Soils (Ministry of Agriculture
Fisheries and Food, 2000).

1.4

Baseline conditions
Current baseline

1.4.1

Extensive work has been undertaken in relation to water resources at the
Application Site. This work is summarised in Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 4.

1.4.2

A map of the current Application Site groundwater monitoring network and
further details of each of the Application Site investigations and
assessments are detailed in Vol 2 Appendix 7.2 (Hydrogeological Risk
Assessment).
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 4: Investigation work undertaken on and around Edmonton
EcoPark.

Date

Relevant baseline data

2011

A review of historical information was undertaken prior to an intrusive geo-environmental
investigation which included:




Soils data from 56 intrusive locations;
two groundwater and six ground gas monitoring rounds; and
Human health and controlled waters generic risk assessments.

2012

A screening assessment for the SPZ for nearby public water supply boreholes has been
undertaken. This study included a conceptual site model and preliminary risk
categorisation for anaerobic digestion plant that was proposed at that time (not
progressed further).

2013

An assessment was undertaken that considered the engineering constraints to
development, including those posed by flood risk. Potential options for managing flood
risk and drainage at the Application Site, as well as other engineering and infrastructure
issues were considered.

2012-

2011-2014 – surface water monitoring

2014

Ground Water monitoring was undertaken quarterly during 2012 and 2013, for key
potentially polluting substances and bi-annually in 2014. Monitoring will be ongoing as
part of site protection management plan

1.4.3

In addition further desk-based work has been undertaken to gain the most
up-to-date information on the baseline. This information is summarised in
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 5.

7

Environment Agency (2014) Pollution Prevention Guidance Notes
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/pollution-prevention-guidance-ppg (Accessed July 2015)
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Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 5: Desk study baseline information sources
Topic

Relevant baseline data

Topography

OS 1:10K and 1: 25K Mapping
FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2)

Surface Waters (including
WatFD surface water
bodies)

EA maps http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/RiverBasinDistrict/
FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2)

Water Quality & Flood
Risk

EA maps http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/RiverBasinDistrict/ FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2)

Groundwater Vulnerability

EA maps http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/

Geology

GroundSure EnviroInsight,2015 (Vol 2 Appendix 11.3)
Hydrogeological Risk Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.2)

Water Abstractions and
Discharges

GroundSure EnviroInsight,2015 (Vol 2 Appendix 11.3)

Designated Sites

GroundSure EnviroInsight,2015 (Vol 2 Appendix 11.3)
Site in relation to Environmental Designations Figure (Vol 1 Figure 2.2)

Receptor identification and sensitivity
1.4.4

A receptor is considered to be an environmental aspect that could be
affected by the proposed development, for example, water quality in a
river. Identification has been made of any receptor connected to the
Application Site through hydrological connectivity and flood risk.
Receptors considered include surface waters, underlying aquifers, local
abstractions and discharges, regional water resources and downstream
designated sites, people and infrastructure.
Future baseline

1.4.5

The future baseline of the Application Site and surroundings considers
changes to the baseline due to planned developments in the vicinity of the
Application Site which will occur before completion of the Project and
which may impact water resources and flood risk.

1.5

Construction and operational effects
Assessment of Project stages

1.5.1

The approach used to assess the likely significant effects on water
resources and flood risk does not change between the construction and
operational components of the Project. The methodology presented has
been applied for all individual stages of the Project.
Assessment area

1.5.2

The assessment area has been defined as:
a. the Application Site including the Temporary Laydown Area; and
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b. an additional area of approximately 2km outside the Application Site
where receptors are located. In the case of WatFD waterbodies this
extends to include the full extent of waterbody catchments that
intersect or are adjacent to the Application Site boundary.
Assessment method
1.5.3

The assessment has been a staged process. The first stage has involved
identifying potential receptors and their sensitivity following determination
of the existing hydrological, hydrogeological and ground conditions
baseline for the Application Site.

1.5.4

Potential effects of the Project have then been determined primarily using
a semi-quantitative approach based on professional judgement,
environmental legislation and general guidance related to the water
environment. Effects are likely to be most significant where sensitive
features are present and there is a clear pathway between the
development activity and the receptor.

1.5.5

The key aspects to identifying significant effects are:
a. understanding the physical characteristics of the Application Site in
terms of climate, geology, soils, land use and hydrology;
b. determining how and where water flows through the system both on
the surface and in the subsurface;
c. locating water supply installations or water dependent ecosystems and
understanding their relationship with their hydrological catchments;
d. understanding how local private water supplies are utilised;
e. considering how the hydrological environment may change in the
future (other than as a result of the Project) – the future baseline; and
f. integrating this understanding into an assessment of the likely overall
sensitivity of the various component parts of the hydrological
environment to the development.

1.5.6

The significance of effects is evaluated, following standard methodology,
based on the sensitivity of the receptor, and the magnitude of change in
water quality, quantity and morphology resulting from the proposed
development, assuming all environmental measures identified are
implemented.

1.5.7

Sensitivity of hydrological and hydrogeological water features is normally
related to the relative importance of the surface water or groundwater
feature that might be at risk from effects. Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 6
provides a summary of the criteria used by AMEC in the assessment of
water feature sensitivity. The criteria are qualitative, so professional
judgement is required in the assessment. This is based on an assessment
of a number of criteria, including:
a. the presence of international or national nature conservation
designations (where designations relate specifically to waterdependent habitats or interest features);
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b. the use of the receptor water body for public or private water supply
(and as evaluated for water resource status in terms of the Catchment
Abstraction Management Strategies, Thames RBMP4, Water
Resources Management Plan);
c. the scale of the water body; and
d. the environmental quality of the water body (as evaluated in terms of
the WatFD status, as reported in the Thames RBMP8 or any statutory
conservation designations).
1.5.8

The sensitivity of the receptors relevant to this Project are provided within
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 7, and are used to support the assessment in
Section 11 of the ES. Identification is made of the receptors relevant to
this assessment and the reasoning behind the assigned sensitivity, based
on the criteria provided in Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 7.

1.5.9

The magnitude of the effect on the water receptor is independent of the
sensitivity of the receptor. This is a qualitative assessment and relies on
professional judgement. Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 8 provides examples
of how various levels of change have been determined with respect to
water features. Where magnitude is considered to be negligible, no
perceivable effect would result from the activities. The magnitude of an
effect may be adverse, beneficial, temporary or long term.
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 6: Summary of Sensitivity of water receptors (developed
based on professional judgement and expertise)

Sensitivity

Criteria

Examples

Very High

International scale receptor

Conditions supporting sites with international
conservation designations (Special Areas of
Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Ramsar
sites), where the designation is based specifically
on aquatic features.

High

National scale receptor
Regional scale receptor –
high yield/quality

Conditions supporting a water-dependent Site of
Special Scientific Interest.
Regional-scale surface water bodies at Good or
High WatFD Status.
Public water supplies.
Principal Aquifer.

Medium

Regional scale receptor –
medium or low yield/quality
Local scale receptor – high
yield/quality

Regional-scale water bodies at Moderate WatFD
Status or below.
Local-scale surface water bodies at Good or High
WatFD Status.
Private water supplies.
Secondary A Aquifer.

Low

Local scale receptor –
medium or low yield/quality

Local-scale water bodies at Moderate WatFD
Status or below.
Small surface water bodies such as drainage
ditches and ephemeral ponds that are too small
to be classified under WatFD and have limited

8

Environment Agency (2009) Water for life and liveihoods: river basin management plan: Thames
River basin district. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-river-basin-managementplan. Assessed July 2015
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Criteria

Examples
ecological potential due to being artificial or
heavily-modified.
Secondary B Aquifer; livestock supplies; springs;
ponds/lagoons; non-statutory groundwaterdependent conservation sites.

Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 7: Assigned sensitivity of water receptors (developed based
on professional judgement and expertise)
Receptor

Sensitivity

Reasoning

Local surface watercourses
including Salmon’s Brook and
Enfield Ditch

Medium

Local scale waterbodies that are at Good status
and underlain by Secondary A aquifer that is
capable of providing water supply at a local
scale.

River Lee, River Lee
Navigation,

High

Objective of WatFD to achieve good ecological
potential by 2027 (Vol 2 Section 11). For the
purpose of this assessment (because of the
timescales of the construction and operation of
the Application Site) these regional scale
waterbodies and associated watercourses are
anticipated to be ‘Good’ status and have
regional scale influence,

Groundwater in the principal
and secondary aquifers
underlying the Application Site
and by association the Public
Water Supply abstractions
associated with the SPZ in
which the Application Site is
situated

High

The superficial deposits across the Application
Site (Kempton Park Gravels) are designated as
a secondary A aquifer, while the lower Chalk is
identified as a principal aquifer (Vol 2 Section
11).

Licensed discharge from the
Application Site to Thames
Water Utilities Limited
Chingford Sewer

Medium

Current discharge from the Application Site to
the Chingford Sewer. Local scale receptor with
a low yield that discharges to an existing
drainage network not classified under WatFD,
but importance from drainage from the facility
Vol 2 Section 11.

Licenced discharge from
Henry Group Ltd

Medium

Local scale receptor with importance for
drainage from the facility.

Regional water resources
(Thames Water Utilities
Limited London Water
Resource Zone)

High

The Application Site is located primarily in the
inner and partly in the outer zones (Zone 1 and
2) of an EA designated SPZ for groundwater
sources to public water supply Vol 2 Section 11.

Foul sewerage network

Low

Local scale receptor that is an existing drainage
network not classified under WatFD.

People, property and
infrastructure

Medium/High

Flood zone 2 and 3 designations Vol 2 Section
11.

Downstream nature
conservation sites

High

Walthamstow Reservoirs Site of Special
Scientific Interest, also designated as Ramsar
and Special Protection Area located
downstream of the Application Site with
potential hydrological connectivity Vol 2 Section
11. The designation relates to plant and wildfowl
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Sensitivity

Reasoning
species not aquatic features (that would give it a
very high classification).

Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 8: Magnitude of effect criteria (hydrology and hydrogeology)
(developed based on professional judgement and expertise)
Hydrological Definition
Magnitud
e of
effect

Site runoff regime

Surface
water
quality

Riverine
flow
regime

Riverine
morpholog
y

Groundwat
er levels

Groundwat
er quality

High

Change
(>50%) in
proportion
of site
rainfall
immediatel
y running
off,
changing
the flood
risk or
erosion of
channels

Change in
water quality,
changing
river status
with respect
to
Environment
al Quality
Standard
(EQS)9 for
more than
one month

Change in
flows >5%
resulting
in a
measurabl
e change
in dilution
capacity

Change in
erosion and
deposition,
with
conservation
interests put
at risk

Change in
groundwater
levels
leading to an
identifiable
change in
groundwater
flow regime
and artesian
flows

Change in
groundwater
quality,
changing
site quality
with respect
to Drinking
Water
Standards10
for more
than 1% of
samples

Medium

Change
(10-50%)
in
proportion
of site
rainfall
immediatel
y running
off,
changing
the flood
risk or
erosion of
channels

Change in
water quality,
changing site
status with
respect to
short-term
EQS, or for
less than
one month
with other
EQS

Change in
flows
between
2-5%
resulting
in a
measurabl
e change
in dilution
capacity

Some
change in
deposition
and erosion
regimes

Change in
groundwater
levels
leading to an
identifiable
change in
groundwater
flow regime

Change in
groundwater
quality,
changing
site quality
with respect
to Drinking
Water
Standards
for less than
1% of
samples

Low

Small
change
(<10%) in
proportion
of site
rainfall
immediatel
y running
off, but no
change in
flood risk
or channel
erosion

Measurable
short-term
change in
water quality
but no
change with
respect to
EQS

Measurabl
e change
in flow of
up to 2%

Slight
change in
bed
morphology
and
sedimentatio
n pattern,
minor
erosion

Measurable
change in
groundwater
levels, but
no
appreciable
change in
groundwater
flow regime

Measurable
change in
groundwater
quality, but
not changing
site status
with respect
to Drinking
Water
Standards

9

Environmental Quality Standard, as laid down in relevant EU Directives and national legislation.
Drinking Water Standards, laid down in national regulations derived from the EU Drinking Water
Directive
10
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Hydrological Definition
Magnitud
e of
effect

Site runoff regime

Surface
water
quality

Riverine
flow
regime

Riverine
morpholog
y

Groundwat
er levels

Groundwat
er quality

Negligible

No
significant
change in
run-off
from
Application
Site

No
significant
loss in water
quality

No
increase
in flood
risk

No
significant
change in
river bed.

No
significant
change in
groundwater

No
significant
loss in
groundwater
quality.

1.5.10

In some cases information may be available that allows a high level
quantitative assessment of the magnitude of effect. For example when
considering effect from changes in water usage at a site a new quantity or
prescribed limit could be used. In these cases a direct comparison
between existing site usage and that at during the operation of the new
site can be made (often through volumetric abstractions, discharges, or
demands from public water supply).
Significance

1.5.11

Magnitude and sensitivity are then combined to determine the significance
of a potential effect on a receptor as detailed in Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table
9.
Vol 2 Appendix 11.1 Table 9: Significance of effect (developed based on professional
judgement and expertise)

Magnitude of Impact

Sensitivity of Receptor
Very High

High

Medium

Low

High

Very Substantial

Substantial

Substantial
/Moderate

Moderate

Medium

Substantial

Substantial
/Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/ Slight

Low

Substantial
/Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/ Slight

Slight

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Key:

Significant Impact

Not significant Impact

1.5.12

Where the risk of significant effect is assessed to be substantial or
greater, mitigation would normally be required to reduce the level of risk to
slight or negligible levels. In any situations where it is not possible, or
reasonable, to mitigate the effects down to this level, the residual risks
would be assessed.

1.6

Decommissioning effects

1.6.1

The approach used for undertaking the assessment of decommissioning
of the Application Site is qualitative and based on professional judgement
and a number of assumptions. It is assumed that the same standard
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embedded design requirements and guidelines would be in place as are
used for the other stages of the Project. Indications have been given of
the approach that is likely to be undertaken (e.g. demolition and
clearance) and an assessment has been made of any likely significant
effects that would arise.

1.7

Cumulative effects

1.7.1

Cumulative effects have been considered during both the construction
and operation of the Project, using professional judgement and any
available information relating to the other developments.

1.7.2

Cumulative effects of construction include consideration of construction
activities of both the Project and additional sites occurring together.
Cumulative effects of operation include consideration of operational
activities of both the Project and additional sites occurring together.

1.7.3

Information on the scale of the works, the likely activities (e.g.
excavations, site clearance), and the type of development planned (e.g.
industrial, residential) have all been considered where available.

1.7.4

Planning permissions for other developments will be subject to the same
standard requirements and best practice measures as the Project.
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Executive summary
i.i.i

This Water Framework Directive (WatFD) assessment has been prepared
for the North London Heat and Power Project (the Project) at Advent Way,
Enfield, North London, in support of a Development Consent Order (DCO).

i.i.ii

The WatFD has adopted a methodology based on UK legislation relating
to the WatFD (Directive 2000/60/EC) and comprises: a baseline
assessment of the water environment; an assessment of the Project
against WatFD aims and criteria; and the recommendation of appropriate
mitigation measures where appropriate. Note – references to water bodies
in consideration are made in accordance with the WatFD water body
classification as shown in Appendix B (EA Catchment Data Explorer 1 and
RBMPs).

i.i.iii

With respect to the WatFD, three surface water bodies have been
identified within the vicinity of the Application Site, which may be impacted
by the Project either directly or indirectly. These include the Salmon’s
Brook (upstream of Deephams Sewage Treatment Works (STW) outflow
channel), Pymmes and Salmon’s Brooks (and Enfield Ditch) and the Lea
Navigation. An assessment of the baseline conditions (Cycle 2 of the
WatFD) indicates that all three waterbodies are of moderate overall status,
moderate ecological status but fail on chemical status. An appraisal of the
River Basin Management Plans (Cycle 1 20092 and draft Cycle 2 summary
information 20143) for the Lower Lee Catchment reveals that the reason
for this failure is due to both diffuse and point source pollutants. Primary
sources of pollution are from the urban environment and transport and the
water industry.

i.i.iv

Assessment of the component elements of the overall water body status
classification (biological, physico-chemical, hydromorphology and
chemical) have been made for each of the water bodies in relation to the
potential impacts of the Project. The identified potential effects are
considered to be highly local in scale and the identified control and
mitigation measures for the Project would ensure that none of the
aforementioned WatFD elements would be negatively affected. Ultimately,
there would be no reduction in the overall WatFD status of the water
bodies and it is deemed that the Project would not conflict with any
prospective future works for improvement that might be identified for the
water bodies during Cycle 2.

i.i.v

The Project is therefore considered to be compliant with the aims of the
WatFD; it would not cause degradation to any WatFD elements nor limit
the potential for future improvement to these elements in any of the related
water bodies.

1

Environment Agency Catchment Data Explorer (http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/).
Environment Agency (2009) Water for life and livelihoods. River Basin Management Plan Thames River Basin District.
3 Environment Agency (2014) A summary of information about the water environment in the London management catchment.
2
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1

Introduction

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

The North London Waste Authority (the Applicant) is submitting an
application (the Application) for a Development Consent Order (DCO) for
the North London Heat and Power Project (the Project) at Edmonton
EcoPark within the London Borough of Enfield.

1.2

Purpose of this document

1.2.1

This report is a Water Framework Directive (WatFD) assessment to
accompany the Application for Edmonton EcoPark at Advent Way,
Edmonton in North London, N18 3AG.

1.2.2

In summary, the Project is for the upgrade of the existing waste
management complex, primarily comprising the development of a
proposed Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) to replace the existing Energy
from Waste (EfW) facility on the Application Site. Full details of the Project
can be found in Vol 1 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (AD06.02).

1.2.3

The Project would be designed to include appropriate mitigation measures
that would ensure a minimal impact on the associated water bodies and
local water features within the vicinity of the Application Site.

1.3

Document structure

1.3.1

The structure of the report is as follows:
a. Section 2: Development context – outlines the main elements
comprising the Project, with emphasis on those aspects that have
potential to interact with the water environment and WatFD water body
supporting elements (as defined later, in Section 3);
b. Section 3: Legislative background – introduces the WatFD (Directive

2000/60/EC) and the available guidance that has informed the scope
and methodology of this assessment;
c. Section 4: Methodology – describes the methodology used for the

WatFD assessment;
d. Section 5: Baseline assessment of the water environment – identifies

and describes the baseline water environment through a review of
WatFD water body information and other relevant baseline
characterisation data;
e. Section 6: WatFD assessment of the Project – provides an assessment

of Project proposals in context of the WatFD; and
f. Section 7: Conclusions – summarises the findings of the WatFD
assessment (this report).
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2

Development context

2.1

Application Site location and hydrology

2.1.1

The Application Site for the Project is largely set within the curtilage of the
existing Edmonton EcoPark but includes a Temporary Laydown Area to be
located outside the Edmonton EcoPark (see Project description in Vol 1
Section 3 of the ES (AD06.02)). The surrounding land is predominantly
industrial in nature and all of the watercourses immediately surrounding
the Application Site are classified as Heavily Modified Water Bodies
(HMWB) under the WatFD, as recorded by the EA Catchment Data
Explorer1.

2.1.2

The River Lee Navigation flows parallel to Edmonton EcoPark,
approximately 20m from its eastern boundary, before flowing south
through the Lee Valley Regional Park (LVRP). A map showing the
watercourses within the vicinity of the Application Site is provided in Figure
1 of Appendix A (this report).

2.1.3

The closest watercourses to the Application Site are the Salmon’s Brook
and the Enfield Ditch, which respectively bound the western and eastern
boundaries of the Edmonton EcoPark. The Salmon’s Brook and Enfield
Ditch converge at the south-western corner of the Edmonton EcoPark,
before meeting the Pymmes Brook. The Pymmes Brook joins the River
Lee Navigation roughly 3.2km downstream of the Application Site.

2.1.4

The Enfield Ditch flows from north to south, parallel to the River Lee
Navigation, and immediately adjacent to the eastern boundary of the
Edmonton EcoPark. It then flows south-west along the southern border
before meeting the Salmon’s Brook in the south-western corner of
Edmonton EcoPark. Enfield Ditch is partly culverted and features several
bridges that provide access to the main body of the Application Site.

2.1.5

The River Lee Diversion Channel also flows from north to south,
immediately to the east of the Temporary Laydown Area.

2.1.6

All of the aforementioned rivers are classified as ‘Main River’ and fall
within the River Lee Catchment.

2.1.7

Within the Application Site, there is a plastic-lined ornamental pond;
however, there is no drainage or hydraulic connectivity between this pond
and any of the surrounding water bodies.

2.2

Project description

2.2.1

A full description of the Project is provided in the Design and Access
Statement (DAS) (AD05.07) and Book of Plans (AD02.01), which should
be read in conjunction with this WatFD assessment.

2.2.2

The Project is for the replacement of the existing EfW facility with a new
ERF at the Edmonton EcoPark, which would comprise the principal
development. Associated development within the Application Site would
include the decommissioning and demolition of the existing EfW facility,
construction of a Resource Recovery facility (RRF), administrative building
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and visitor centre (referred to as EcoPark House), new internal roads and
parking areas, creation of new access points to the Application Site and
hard and soft landscaping related to the main building works. It is
anticipated that the Project would be carried out over a 10 year period and
that the development would be operational by around 2025.
2.2.3

The Project would have three distinct stages: construction, operation and
decommissioning. The construction stage would occur in stages, more
details of which can be found in Vol 1 of the ES (AD06.02).

2.2.4

Any components of the Project that have the possibility to interact with
watercourses and the WatFD water body elements are considered and
assessed in Section 6 of this report.

2.2.5

In addition to the principal development of the proposed ERF, the potential
impacts of works on the wider Application Site during the construction or
operational stages also need to be considered. This is to include:
a. the use of up to 3.5 ha of Temporary Laydown Area on land adjacent to

the Edmonton EcoPark as part of the decommissioning, demolition and
construction stages of the Project;
b. landscape enhancements along the eastern edge of the Edmonton

EcoPark between the Edmonton EcoPark and the Lee Valley Regional
Park (LVRP) to include re-profiling of land, vegetation planting and
potential re-profiling of Enfield Ditch; and
c. improvements to the existing access to the south of the Edmonton

EcoPark and creation of a new point of entry to the Edmonton EcoPark
along its eastern boundary – respectively, this is likely to include the
widening of an existing bridge that crosses Enfield Ditch or construction
of a new bridge (at the south of the Edmonton EcoPark) and the
creation of a new bridge crossing Enfield Ditch at the eastern boundary
of the Edmonton EcoPark.
2.2.6

Any impacts during the construction stage would be short-term in nature
(relative to the lifetime of the Project) and would adhere to pollution
prevention plans and other relevant guidance. Environment Agency (EA)
Flood Defence Consent (FDC) will be required for any works that fall within
8 metres of the aforementioned water bodies. Any construction works at
the Application Site would be carried out in accordance with best practice
principles.
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3

Legislative background

3.1

The Water Framework Directive (WatFD, 2000/60/EC)

3.1.1

The WatFD provides a framework through which disparate regulatory
controls on human activities that have the potential to impact on the water
environment may be managed effectively and consistently. In addition to
inland surface water and groundwater, the WatFD covers transitional
waters (estuaries and lagoons) and coastal waters up to one nautical mile
from mean low water (the baseline from which territorial waters are
measured). Existing regulations that have recently been incorporated
under the WatFD include the Freshwater Fish Directive (78/659/EEC, as
consolidated in 2006) and the Dangerous Substances Directive
(76/464/EEC).

3.1.2

The WatFD (2000/60/EC) is primarily implemented throughout England
and Wales through the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive)
(England and Wales) Regulations 2003 (the Water Framework
Regulations).

3.1.3

United Kingdom surface waters have been divided into a number of
discrete units, termed ‘water bodies’ with meaningful typologies that relate
to their physical and ecological characteristics. Based on these
determinants, water bodies are classified into one of several status
classifications.

3.1.4

As part of the long-term implementation of the WatFD in the UK, the EA
has been given the power to apply environmental standards to individually
defined WatFD water bodies via the River Basin Districts Typology,
Standards and Groundwater Threshold Values (Water Framework
Directive) (England and Wales) Directions 2010, and the River Basin
Districts Surface Water and Groundwater Classification (Water Framework
Directive). Consultation is currently ongoing on updated standards and
these are expected to be finalised later this year (2015).

3.1.5

Implementation of the WatFD is primarily achieved through a system of
river basin management plans. Water bodies in England and Wales have
been allocated into river basin districts depending on catchment areas,
and a plan drawn up for each. River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs)
contain a programme of measures tailored to each catchment in
accordance with the timelines set out in the WatFD.

3.1.6

The aims of the WatFD are twofold and apply to all water bodies (rivers,
lakes and groundwater), these are: (a) to achieve good status; and (b) to
ensure that the future deterioration of their current status is prevented. All
new development must account for their potential impacts on surrounding
water bodies.

3.1.7

The key environmental objectives of the WatFD can be summarised as
follows:
a. to prevent the deterioration of aquatic ecosystems, protect them and
improve their ecological condition;
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b. to achieve at least good status for all water bodies by 2015, and where
this is not possible by 2021 or 2027;
c. to meet the requirements of WatFD protected areas;
d. to promote the sustainable use of natural water resources;
e. to phase out, or reduce the release of pollutants that could have a
detrimental effect on the aquatic environment;
f. to prevent or reduce pollution to groundwater bodies;
g. to conserve the habitat of species that are dependent upon water; and
h. to contribute to mitigating the effects of both drought and flood.
3.1.8

The final deadline for the WatFD objectives to be met is 2027. Clear
interim deadlines and implementation cycles have been identified between
2000 (when the directive was introduced) and the final deadline (2027).
This includes the characterisation of river basins and establishment of a
monitoring network (by 2006), management Cycle 1 (2009-2015),
management Cycle 2 (2015-2021) and management Cycle 3 (2021-2027).
RBMPs are produced for the start of each Cycle.

3.2

Classifying Water Framework Directive status in Surface
Water Bodies

3.2.1

The EA’s Method Statement for the Classification of Surface Water
Bodies4 identifies the elements and methodology for classifying the status
of water bodies in accordance with the WatFD.

3.2.2

There are two separate status classifications: chemical and ecological.
These classifications are based on the assessment of specific criteria, for
example the ecological status is based on biological, physico-chemical
and hydro-morphological quality elements. Each quality element is made
up of several determinants that are monitored e.g. the biological quality
element uses numeric measures of communities of plants and animals
such as fish, invertebrates, macrophytes and phytobenthos.

3.2.3

Classifications indicate where the quality of the water body is good,
identify where it may need improvement and what measures need to be
taken to make these improvements.

3.2.4

The final chemical and ecological status classifications are then combined
together to provide the overall water body status.
Ecological status classification

3.2.5

4

Ecological status classification comprises four water quality elements:
biological (fish, invertebrates, macrophytes, and phytobenthos), physicochemical (measurements of water quality elements that support aquatic
ecology such as pH, temperature and dissolved oxygen),
hydromorphological (qualitative assessment of the physical habitat as
determined by flow regime and sediment dynamics) and specific pollutants
(chemical parameters such as zinc and arsenic).

Environment Agency (2011) Method statement for the classification of surface water bodies
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3.2.6

Ecological status classifications are expressed as one of five classes:
high, good, moderate, poor or bad. The classification of ecological status
for the water body, and the confidence limit in the prescribed status, is
determined by the lowest scoring quality element.

3.2.7

For water bodies of high ecological status (based on biological and
physico-chemical status), a hydromorphological element is also
considered. Conversely, a hydromorphological element is not specified for
those water bodies with lower ecological status or potential. In this
instance a hydromorphological value indirectly contributes to the biological
quality element on which the water body is classified.
Chemical status classification

3.2.8

Chemical status of a water body is determined by assessing its
compliance with environmental standards for chemicals, listed in the
Environmental Quality Standards Directive (2008/105/EC) and under other
relevant European legislation pertaining to environmental quality.
Chemical status is recorded to either pass (i.e. good status) or fail (i.e. bad
status). As with the classification of ecological status, the overall chemical
status classification is determined by the lowest scoring quality element.

3.3

Ecological potential of heavily modified/artificial water
bodies

3.3.1

For water bodies that are classified as being heavily modified or artificial
(due to physical alterations by human activity that deviate from their
natural form) the EA instead classifies these systems based on their
‘ecological potential’. The UK has adopted a mitigation based approach for
classifying heavily modified and artificial water bodies. This approach
assesses whether more can be done to improve the ecological potential of
these waterbodies, without detrimentally affecting their specified use.

3.3.2

The WatFD aims for all HMWBs to achieve good ecological potential and
to ensure no deterioration from their current status/ potential.

3.3.3

A range of factors are considered when making an assessment of the
ecological potential of heavily modified or artificial water bodies. These
include: assessment of river flow, the presence (or absence) of mitigation
measures, and the overall status of other quality elements. These factors
are considered together to provide an overall assessment of the water
body’s ecological potential. This overall assessment is illustrated in Figure
3.1.
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Figure 3.1: WatFD Quality Elements supporting WatFD Ecological Classification

3.4

Classifying Water Framework Directive status in
groundwater bodies

3.4.1

The target conditions for good status in groundwater bodies is set out in
the WatFD (2000/60/EC) and the Groundwater (Daughter) Directive
(2006/118/EC). In order to assess these criteria, a series of tests has been
defined by the EA for each of the quality elements that define good
groundwater status for quantitative and chemical elements.

3.4.2

There are five chemical and four quantitative tests. Each test is applied
independently and the results combined in order to give an overall
assessment of the chemical and quantitative status of a groundwater
body. The lowest scoring chemical test is taken to represent the overall
chemical status for given groundwater body and, similarly, the lowest
scoring quantitative test is reported as the overall quantitative status for
the groundwater body. The worst result from the chemical and quantitative
tests is then used as the overall status of the groundwater body.
Groundwater bodies are classified as having either good or poor status.
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Chemical status classification
3.4.3

A groundwater body is classified as having poor chemical status in the
following circumstances: if there is widespread diffuse pollution within the
groundwater body; the quality of the groundwater is having an adverse
impact on surface water bodies (including wetlands), if there is saline
intrusion due to over-abstraction, or if the quality of water used for potable
supply is deteriorating significantly. Besides those objectives that would
allow for classification of a groundwater body as having good status, there
are additional objectives relating to groundwater quality; these include
requirements to prevent or limit the input of pollutants to groundwater and
the implementation of measures to reverse significant and sustained rising
trends in pollutants present in groundwater.
Quantitative status classification

3.4.4

Poor quantitative status of a groundwater body is defined when low
groundwater levels are responsible for an adverse impact on rivers and
wetlands normally reliant on ground water, where abstraction of
groundwater has resulted in saline intrusion, or where it is possible that
the amount of groundwater abstracted will not be replaced each year by
rainfall.

3.5

Assessing deterioration in Water Framework Directive
status

3.5.1

This WatFD assessment adopts a precautionary approach with regards to
the definition of deterioration of WatFD status. A reduction in any one of
the supporting quality elements defined in the current WatFD water body
description that leads to an overall reduction in ecological status or
potential would constitute a deterioration of WatFD status.

3.5.2

Mitigation measures required to achieve a good ecological status or good
ecological potential (for water bodies and HMWBs, respectively) have
been defined as part of the RBMP process. To this end, the definition of
deterioration may also be extended to include impacts that prevent or
inhibit the necessary mitigation measures from being successfully
implemented.
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4

Assessment methodology

4.1

Summary of methodology

4.1.1

This WatFD assessment has adopted a methodology based on the
following guidance notes:
a. The methodology outlined in the guidance note Carrying out a Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment on EIA Developments, issued
by the Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA, 2012)5. In the
absence of specific published guidance for carrying out a WatFD in
England, the NIEA (2012)5 represents a complete and structure
methodology relating to WatFD assessment; and
b. Internal guidance provided by the EA which provides further
information on WatFD assessments that is compatible with the NIEA
(2012)5 methodology approach. Specific documents include:

4.1.2



Environment Agency: Assessing Impacts on Water Bodies in
Planning, Quick Guide6;



Environment Agency (2010): Assessing New Modifications for
Compliance with WFD: Detailed Supplementary Guidance7; and



Environment Agency (draft – unpublished): Interim Water
Framework Directive Assessment and Statement of Compliance8.

The methodology applied to this WatFD assessment has three specific
stages:
a. Baseline assessment of water bodies;
b. Assessment of the Project and its potential on the WatFD water bodies;
and
c. Identified mitigation measures.

4.2

Stage 1: Baseline assessment of the water environment

4.2.1

Stage 1 entails an assessment of the current WatFD water body
descriptions for surface water and groundwater bodies related to the
Project. Table 4.1 details the data sources consulted for this information.

5

Northern Ireland Environment Agency (2012) Carrying out a Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment on EIA
Developments, March 2012.
6 Environment Agency (2011, unpublished) Assessing impacts on water bodies in planning; Quick Guide (614_11), May 2011.
7 Environment Agency (2010, unpublished) Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary
guidance (488_10_SD01), November 2010.
8 Environment Agency (unpublished) Interim Water Framework Directive Assessment and Statement of Compliance.
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Table 4.1: WatFD Quality elements supporting WatFD ecological classification
Description

Local RBMPs (Cycle
1)

Published RBMP’s for Cycle 1 (2009-2015) of the WatFD2.

Draft RBMP’s (Cycle
2)

Draft documents, out for consultation, for Cycle 2 (2015-2021) of the WatFD.

EA What’s in Your
Backyard? website

Interactive maps of environmental assessment criteria (e.g. Groundwater
Vulnerability Zones). Available online at; http://apps.environmentagency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx

EA Catchment Data
Explorer

Online EA resource summarising information on the water environment for
use in RBMPs. Available online at: http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/

4.2.2

Review of WatFD water body information involves examining the
described WatFD ‘supporting elements’, the current water WatFD status of
water bodies, the predicted future status of the water bodies, any identified
environmental constraints and any existing or proposed mitigation
measures.

4.2.3

Where possible, examination of the WatFD water body descriptions is
combined with a review of relevant historical or contemporary summary
baseline information (in so far as it relates to supporting features of the
water bodies).

4.3

Stage 2: Water Framework Directive assessment of the
Project

4.3.1

Stage 2 describes and considers all elements and activities of the Project
that could potentially affect the WatFD status of the water bodies relating
to the Application Site. Potential effects (or impacts) that have already
been identified in concurrent reports that relate to the Project are also
referred to in this WatFD assessment.

4.3.2

The potential impacts associated with the Project are compared against
the WatFD classification elements for water bodies and against the
following WatFD objectives:
d. Objective 1 – to prevent deterioration in the ecological status of the
water body (relative to its baseline status/potential);
e. Objective 2 – to ensure that the attainment of the WatFD objectives for
the given water body are not compromised (to prevent the introduction
of impacts that could impede this); and
f. Objective 3 – to ensure that the achievement of the WatFD objectives
in other water bodies within the same catchment are not permanently
excluded or otherwise compromised.

4.4

Stage 3: Identification of mitigation measures

4.4.1

If the assessment of the Project identifies any elements or activities of the
development that could impact on a water body, and the proposed works
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do not include adequate migration measures to reduce or prevent the
undesired impact, then these elements are deemed to be incompatible
with achieving the WatFD objectives. In this instance mitigation measures
to ensure compliance will be outlined and discussed at this stage.
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5

Baseline assessment of the water environment

5.1

Surface water body review

5.1.1

As aforementioned in sub-section 2.1, the Application Site and
surrounding area is drained by a series of channels and ditches (Enfield
Ditch, the Salmon’s Brook and the Pymmes Brook). Salmon’s Brook and
Enfield Ditch are located adjacent to and/or within the Application Site (see
Figure 1 in Appendix A). Enfield Ditch flows into Salmon’s Brook at the
southwest corner of the Edmonton EcoPark, and Salmon’s Brook is in
confluence with Pymmes Brook to the south of the Edmonton EcoPark.
Pymmes Brook flows in a southerly direction and drains into the River Lee
Navigation. In turn, the River Lee Navigation joins the River Lee
downstream.

5.1.2

Vol 2 of the ES (AD06.02) also notes the presence of two reservoirs within
the wider site area: the William Girling Reservoir, around 300m to the
north-east of the Application Site, and the Banbury Reservoir roughly
600m to the south-east. These reservoirs are both raised and are filled by
pumping from a series of inlets from the River Lee Diversion Channel. As
William Girling Reservoir lies upstream of the Application Site it would not
be affected by the development. Unless any deterioration in the status of
the water bodies immediately adjacent to the Application Site is noted, the
Banbury Reservoir will not be given further consideration as part of this
WatFD assessment.

5.1.3

All of the aforementioned surface water bodies are within the Lower Lee
River Catchment, which is defined by the EA as an Operational
Catchment. At RBMP level, the Lower Lee River Catchment falls within the
Thames River Basin District, London Management Catchment, and River
Lee Operational Catchment. The water bodies to be reviewed as part of
this WatFD assessment are considered within the Thames RBMP. All are
classified as HMWBs under the WatFD, as shown on the EA Catchment
Data Explorer1.

5.1.4

It is important to note that the Lower Lee River Catchment is classed
under the London Catchment for both Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 of the WatFD.
Cycles 1 and 2 are respectively addressed in the Thames River Basin
District RBMP2 and the draft update RBMP9.

5.1.5

The Cycle 1 RBMP2 notes that the London Catchment is highly urbanised
and that the majority of its rivers are designated as HMWBs. This channel
modification has resulted in the loss of habitat diversity and barriers to fish
migration. This is noted to include in-stream structures in the Lee
Navigation.

5.1.6

Water quality is also identified as being a key issue. The urbanised nature
of the catchment results in high pollution pressures through increased
surface water run-off, storm sewage overflows and misconnections and
effluent from sewage treatment works. Furthermore, physical channel
modifications and invasive species have resulted in poor water quality and

9

Environment Agency (unpublished) Water for life and livelihoods: Draft update River Basin Management Plan Thames River
Basin District.
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varied biological quality across the catchment. With specific regard to the
Pymmes Brook, the EA2 notes that pollution prevention projects will be
required to improve water quality.
5.1.7

WatFD Cycle 1 extended from 2009-2015, with Cycle 2 running from
2015-2021. For Cycle 2, the extent and boundaries of water bodies were
revised and updated in some cases. For instance, the Salmon’s Brook
was previously considered to be part of the River Lee Navigation water
body, but under Cycle 2 is considered as a separate entity. Similarly, the
River Lee Diversion Channel is classified as part of the River Lee
Navigation for the purposes of Cycle 2.

5.1.8

For Cycle 2, three primary surface water bodies are identified under the
WatFD within the Application Site area1. These are Salmon’s Brook
upstream of Deephams STW (water body ID GB106038027960) the
Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW to Tottenham Locks
(GB106038027910), and the Lea Navigation – Enfield Lock to Tottenham
Locks (GB106038027950). The next downstream water body is the River
Lee – Tottenham Locks to Bow Locks/Three Mills Locks
(GB106038077852), which has the potential to be influenced by the water
quality of the three aforementioned water bodies, on account of its
hydraulic connectivity.

5.1.9

It should be noted that Enfield Ditch is not considered as a stand-alone
water body for the purposes of the WatFD Cycles 1 or 2. Instead, Enfield
Ditch is grouped within Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW to
Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910) water body and is therefore
assigned the same classification as that water body.

5.1.10

Note – hereafter references to water bodies in consideration will be made
in accordance with the WatFD water body classification as shown in
Appendix B (EA Catchment Data Explorer1 and RBMPs). The Salmon
Brook upstream Deephams STW (GB106038027960) flows in a westerly
direction until it reaches the northwest boundary of the Edmonton
EcoPark. The Deephams STW outflow channel flows into the Brook at this
point from the north. From here as it flows south along the western
boundary of the Edmonton EcoPark it is classified as the Pymmes and
Salmon
Brooks
–
Deephams
STW
to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB106038027910), which includes the Enfield Ditch. The Tottenham
Locks are located approximately 3km downstream of the Edmonton
EcoPark. A map of WatFD surface water bodies is provided in Figure 2 of
Appendix B (this report).

5.1.11

Similarly, the WatFD groups the Lea Navigation and River Lee Diversion
Channel into one group: Lea Navigation – Enfield Lock to Tottenham
Locks (GB106038027950). Enfield Lock is located roughly 5.5km to the
north of the Edmonton EcoPark.

5.1.12

Based on the EA Catchment Data Explorer1 the WatFD classification
Cycle 1 starts from 2009, with the Cycle 2 interim period starting in 2013.
Notably, for the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW to
Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910) and the Lea Navigation – Enfield
Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950) the Cycle 1 data included
an assessment of the ecological status only and the chemical status was
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not required to undergo assessment (i.e. no data were recorded). In this
instance the overall water body classification was made on the basis of
ecological components only.
5.1.13

At the end of Cycle 1 (2013) the Salmon’s Brook upstream Deephams
STW (GB106038027960) was assigned a poor overall status (with poor
ecological status but good chemical status). The Pymmes and Salmon
Brook – Deephams STW to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910), and
the Lea Navigation – Enfield Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950)
were assigned a moderate overall water body status (based on ecological
status only). The River Lee – Tottenham Locks to Bow Locks/Three Mills
Locks (GB106038077852) had a poor overall water body classification,
with poor ecological status and failing chemical status.

5.1.14

From the Cycle 2 interim period (2013), onwards the WatFD assessment
also gives consideration to chemical status parameters for all of the above
water bodies. For this reason, the characterisation of the baseline
assessment of the water environment will be made based on the most
recent Cycle 2 data (2014). A summary of the Cycle 2 (2014) water body
WatFD characterisation is provided in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1: WatFD Water Body characterisation Cycle 2 (2014)1
Salmon’s Brook
upstream
Deephams STW
(GB10603802796
0)

Pymmes and
Salmon Brooks
– Deephams
STW to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802791
0)

Lea Navigation –
Enfield Lock to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802795
0)

River Lee –
Tottenham
Locks to Bow
Locks/Three
Mills Locks
(GB10603807785
2)

Overall water
body status
(2014)

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Bad

Current
ecological status

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Bad

Biological quality
elements

Poor

Poor

Moderate

Bad

Fish

Good

-

-

Bad

Invertebrates

Poor

Poor

Moderate

Moderate

Macrophytes

-

-

-

-

High

High

-

-

-

-

-

-

Not high

Not high

Not high

Not high

Element

Macrophytes and
phytobenthos
combined
Phytobenthos
Hydromorphologi
cal Supporting
Elements
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Salmon’s Brook
upstream
Deephams STW
(GB10603802796
0)

Pymmes and
Salmon Brooks
– Deephams
STW to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802791
0)

Lea Navigation –
Enfield Lock to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802795
0)

River Lee –
Tottenham
Locks to Bow
Locks/Three
Mills Locks
(GB10603807785
2)

Hydrological
regime

Supports good

Supports good

Does not support
good

Does not support
good

Mitigation
measures
assessment

Moderate or less

Moderate or less

Moderate or less

Moderate or less

Other
Substances

-

-

-

-

Physico-chemical
quality elements

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Ammonia (physchem)

Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate

Bad

Poor

High

Poor

-

-

High

Good

pH

High

High

Moderate

High

Phosphate

Poor

Bad

Poor

Poor

Temperature

High

High

good

High

Specific
Pollutants

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Supporting
elements
(surface water)

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Fail

Fail

Fail

Fail

-

Good

Good

Good

Priority
Hazardous
Substances

Fail

Fail

Fail

Fail

Priority
Substances

Good

Fail

Fail

Fail

Overall Objective
(2021)

Good

Good

Moderate

Moderate

Ecological
Objective

Good

Good

Moderate

Moderate

Element

Dissolved
Oxygen (DO)
Biological
Oxygen Demand
(BOD)

Chemical
Other Pollutants
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Element

Salmon’s Brook
upstream
Deephams STW
(GB10603802796
0)

Pymmes and
Salmon Brooks
– Deephams
STW to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802791
0)

Lea Navigation –
Enfield Lock to
Tottenham
Locks
(GB10603802795
0)

River Lee –
Tottenham
Locks to Bow
Locks/Three
Mills Locks
(GB10603807785
2)

Chemical
Objective

Good

Good

Good

Good

Hydromorphologi
cal Objective

Not high

Not high

Not high

Not high

Physico-chemical
Objective

Good

Good

Good

Good

5.1.15

The Cycle 2 (2014) WatFD results in Table 5.1 show that three of the four
water bodies, the Salmon’s Brook upstream Deephams STW
(GB106038027960), the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW
to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910), and the Lea Navigation – Enfield
Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950) were classified as being of
moderate overall status, whilst the River Lee – Tottenham Locks to Bow
Locks/Three Mills Locks (GB106038077852) (downstream) received a bad
overall status. All of the water bodies failed on current chemical status,
largely due to the Priority Hazardous Substances and Priority Substance
elements.
The
Salmon’s
Brook
upstream
Deephams STW
(GB106038027960), the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW
to Tottenham Locks GB106038027910) and the Lea Navigation – Enfield
Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950) were deemed to be of
moderate ecological status, whereas the River Lee – Tottenham Locks to
Bow Locks/Three Mills Locks (GB106038077852) was bad; this accounts
for the differing overall status between the water bodies.

5.1.16

The draft Cycle 2 RBMP summary information3 states that the main
reasons for water bodies in the Lower Lee Catchment not achieving good
WatFD status are both point source pollution from waste waters from the
water industry and diffuse pollution from urban areas and transport. This is
broadly reflected by the poor water quality as indicated by the physicochemical status of the surface water bodies adjacent to the Application
Site, as discussed above.

5.1.17

In terms of mitigation the draft Cycle 2 RBMP summary information3 notes
that “…substantial funds have gone towards Sustainable Urban Drainage
Systems (SuDS) to tackle diffuse pollution” since 2009. It specifically
makes reference to the installation of SuDS along the Salmon’s Brook but
does not provide further details on these mitigation measures.
Other downstream surface water bodies

5.1.18

As the downstream waterbody, the River Lee, is located approximately
11km downstream of the Application Site, a conservative and iterative
approach has been adopted with regards to the WatFD assessment.
Potential effects on the River Lee will only be considered where it is
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identified that there is potential for a status change to the upstream
waterbodies – the Salmon’s Brook upstream Deephams STW
(GB106038027960), the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks – Deephams STW
to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910), and the Lea Navigation – Enfield
Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950) – which could negatively
impact on the River Lee – Tottenham Locks to Bow Locks/Three Mills
Locks (GB106038077852). Otherwise, the River Lee – Tottenham Locks
to Bow Locks/Three Mills Locks (GB106038077852) will not be considered
further here.
5.1.19

Vol 2 of the ES (AD06.02) also notes that the Walthamstow Reservoirs
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Lee Valley Special Protection
Area (SPA), which is a Ramsar site are located approximately 3.0km
downstream of the Application Site, with potential for hydraulic connectivity
with the surface water bodies adjacent to the Application Site. These
reservoirs are fed by abstraction from the River Lee and pumping from the
Lee Navigation.

5.1.20

As the River Lee is the main point of hydraulic connectivity to the
Walthamstow Reservoirs, implications of the development on the reservoir
will only be considered if there is potential for status change within the
River Lee (see sub-section 5.1.16, above). Otherwise, impacts on the
Walthamstow Reservoir and Lee Valley SPA will not be considered further
here.

5.2

Groundwater body review

5.2.1

The geology of the Application Site is detailed in the Hydrogeological Risk
Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.2 of the EA (AD06.02)). In summary, it
shows the following: superficial deposits of alluvium, overlying Kempton
Park Gravels (River Terrace deposits of sand and gravel) and London
Clay of up to 18.0m in thickness. Below this, geology includes the
Lambeth Group, Thanet Sand and Upper Chalk.

5.2.2

According to the EA Groundwater mapping provided by the What’s in Your
Backyard?10(EA WIYBY) online resource the permeable superficial
deposits at the Application Site are designated as a Secondary A Aquifer
(capable of supporting water bodies at the local, rather than the strategic
scale).

5.2.3

The EA Groundwater mapping also indicates that the bedrock geology
(London Clay) is unproductive strata that is not designated as an aquifer
by the British Geological Society (BGS). However, the Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol. 2 Appendix 7.2) identifies the underlying Chalk to
be Principal Aquifer. This layer is located below the impermeable London
Clay. Therefore, provided the London Clay layer remains intact, there
would be no hydraulic connectivity between the surface water zone and
the underlying Principal Aquifer.

5.2.4

As noted in the FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2 of the EA (AD06.02)) the
majority of the Application Site is located within the inner zone (Zone 1) of

10

Environment Agency, What’s in Your Backyard? http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/
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a groundwater Source Protection Zone (SPZ) relating to the public water
supply that is sourced from the Chalk and superficial aquifers. The water
supply boreholes are located 450-900m east of the Application Site.
Furthermore, the north-western corner of the Application Site is identified
as the outer zone (Zone 2) of the SPZ. According to the EA WIYBY
Groundwater Source Protection Zone Mapping, Zone 1 is defined as the
50 day travel time from any point below the water table to the source, with
a minimum radius of 50m. Zone 2 is identified as having a 400 day travel
time from a point below the water table, and with a minimum radius of 250500m around the source, depending on the size of the abstraction.
5.2.5

With regard to the WatFD, the Cycle 1 2009 RBMP – Groundwater
mapping on EA, WIYBY does not identify any groundwater bodies within
the vicinity of the Application Site.

5.2.6

Similarly, the EA catchment Data Explorer (WatFD Cycle 2) does not
identify any groundwater bodies within the vicinity of the Application Site. It
is assumed that no groundwater bodies are identified because of the
impermeable London Clay layer, which would effectively prevent any
hydraulic connectivity between surface water and the underlying aquifer.

5.2.7

Furthermore, the Project design measures have ensured that the
impermeable London Clay layer would not be breached during any stage
of the Project (construction, operation or decommissioning). On this basis,
there would be no change to the existing groundwater connectivity at the
Application Site.

5.2.8

No groundwater bodies have been identified to be associated with the
Application Site or the wider surrounding area. On this basis no
groundwater bodies will be considered as part of this WatFD assessment.

6

Water Framework Directive assessment of the Project

6.1

Introduction

6.1.1

This section assesses the potential for the Project’s components to affect
the identified WatFD bodies. Each water body is examined in turn, and
potential impacts on the individual WatFD elements are assessed. The
components of the Project listed in Section 6.2 are considered in context
of the baseline data for the water bodies, as reviewed in Section 5.

6.1.2

Where required, further detail on Project components and their potential
interaction with the WatFD elements are provided in the assessment
tables. The Project components are assessed for all stages of the Project,
i.e. construction, operation and decommissioning. The focus is to identify
the potential for adverse effects on the water bodies. The assessment
takes account of planned Project design measures, which are presented in
other documents relating to the Project (Vol 1 and Vol 2 of the ES
(AD06.03) and the FRA (Vol 2 Appendix 11.2 of the ES (AD06.02)).
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6.2

Consideration of the Project

6.2.1

Following the introduction and overview of the Project provided in Section
2, Table 6.1 identifies those specific components of the Project that are
directly applicable to a consideration of potential effects on the surface
water bodies outlined earlier.
Table 6.1: Project components relevant to this assessment

Scheme
component

Description

Potential effects

Control measures

Increase in surface water
runoff (water quantity) from
soil compaction.

Suitable storage and
bunding for use of
potentially
polluting
materials, plant and
equipment.

Construction stage
Demolition and
clearance (Stage
1)

Infill of pond and
landscaped
area;
construction
of
Temporary
Laydown
Area;
piling
and
excavation; construction
of attenuation tanks;
diversion of utilities and
services; creation of
access tracks; building
construction;
construction of parking
and facilities areas.

Change in flow velocities.
Increased erosion and
bank stability (increased
sediment yield in run-off).
Localised changes in water
quality and pollution due to
spillage/pollution incidents.

Provision of a suitable
construction
site
drainage system with
treatment
facilities
(e.g. detention basins).
Compliance with the
Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP) Vol 1
Appendix 7.2 of the
(AD06.02).
The Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol
2 Appendix 7.2 of the
ES (AD06.02)) also
contains
measures
relating
to
environmental
monitoring of surface
water
to
be
undertaken
during
construction.

Weighbridge
construction

Excavation
weighbridges

for

Increase in surface water
runoff (water quantity) from
soil compaction.
Change in flow velocities.
Increased erosion and
bank stability (increased
sediment yield in run-off).
Localised changes in water
quality and pollution due to
spillage/pollution incidents.
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Suitable storage and
bunding for use of
potentially
polluting
materials, plant and
equipment.
Provision of a suitable
construction
site
drainage system with
treatment
facilities
(e.g. detention basins).
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CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2
of
the
ES
(AD06.02)).
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Description

Potential effects

Control measures

The Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol
2 Appendix 7.2 of the
ES (AD06.02)) also
contains
measures
relating
to
environmental
monitoring of surface
water
to
be
undertaken
during
construction.
Bridge
widening/
construction

Widening of existing
bridge or construction of
a new bridge over
Enfield Ditch at Advent
Way (to the south of the
Application Site).
Construction of a new
bridge over Enfield
Ditch to provide access
at the eastern boundary
of
the
Edmonton
EcoPark.

Increase in surface water
runoff (water quantity) from
soil compaction.
Change in flow velocities.
Increased erosion and
bank stability (increased
sediment yield in run-off).
Localised changes in water
quality and pollution due to
spillage/pollution incidents.

Both bridge structures
would be designed to
span the banks and
bed of the waterways
they
cross.
They
would therefore have
minimal impact on the
water bodies within
which they would be
constructed (e.g. on
river continuity, water
quality, habitats and
hydromorphology).
Further
details
on
bridge
design
are
provided in the FRA
(Vol 2 Appendix 11.2
of the ES (AD06.02)).
Provision of a suitable
construction
site
drainage system with
treatment
facilities
(e.g. detention basins).
Compliance with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2
of
the
ES
(AD06.02)).
The Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol
2 Appendix 7.2 of the
EA (AD06.02)) also
contains
measures
relating
to
environmental
monitoring of surface
water
to
be
undertaken
during
construction.
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Description

Potential effects

Control measures

Demolition of existing
EfW facility bunker,
piling and excavation,
construction
of
attenuation
tanks,
creation
of
access
tracks,
building
construction,
construction of parking
and
facilities
areas
(including the main
body of the Application
Site and the Temporary
Laydown Area).

Increase in surface water
runoff (water quantity) from
soil compaction.

Suitable storage and
bunding for use of
potentially
polluting
materials, plant and
equipment.

Change in flow velocities.
Increased erosion and
bank stability (increased
sediment yield in run-off).
Localised changes in water
quality and pollution due to
spillage/pollution incidents.

Provision of a suitable
construction
site
drainage system with
treatment
facilities
(e.g. detention basins).
Compliance with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2
of
the
ES
(AD06.02)).
The Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol
2 Appendix 7.2 of the
ES (AD06.02)) also
contains
measures
relating
to
environmental
monitoring of surface
water
to
be
undertaken
during
construction.

Construction
traffic

Vehicles moving around
on-site.

Localised change in water
quality in receiving water
bodies due to increased
sediment yield in run-off
and pollution from spillage
incidents.

Suitable storage and
bunding for use of
potentially
polluting
materials, plant and
equipment.
Provision of a suitable
construction
site
drainage system with
treatment
facilities
(e.g. detention basins).
Compliance with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2 of the ES
(AD06.02)).
The Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment (Vol
2 Appendix 7.2 of the
ES (AD06.02)) also
contains measures
relating to
environmental
monitoring of surface
water to be
undertaken during
construction.
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Description

Potential effects

Control measures

Discharge from
site operations

Discharge from the
Project during daily
operations and
increased impermeable
site area.

Increased water quantities
being discharged from the
Application Site to Enfield
Ditch.

Discharges from the
Application Site would
operate within agreed
discharge consents.

Abstraction
from
watercourse

Abstraction from
Deephams STW
outflow channel
upstream of Salmon’s
Brook.

Option A1 - Increased
water availability within
Salmon’s Brook
(downstream of the
abstraction point).

Future operations to
be optimised to
minimise water
demand from
abstraction.

There are two options
for sourcing water for
cooling of the plant
summarised in the Vol 2
of the ES (AD06.02).

Option A2 – no change in
water available within
Salmon’s Brook
(downstream of the
abstraction point).

Operational stage

Option A1 (air cooling)
Option A2 (air cooling)
Decommissioning stage
Removal of all
equipment
including all
residues and
operating
chemicals

Localised change in water
quality or quantity in
receiving water bodies from
spills or leakage.

Demolition

To include ground
infrastructure.

Vehicles and
traffic on-site

Traffic associated with
the decommissioning
stage.

6.2.2

Potential for pollution to
surrounding water bodies.

Localised change in water
quality in receiving water
bodies from spills or
leakage.

Decommissioning to
be compliant with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2 of the ES
(AD06.02)) measures
with all residues and
operating chemicals
being cleaned out from
the plant and disposed
of in an appropriate
manner.
Control measures to
be consistent with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2 of the ES
(AD06.02)).
Control measures to
be consistent with the
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix
7.2 of the ES
(AD06.02)).

As set out in Vol 2 of the ES (AD06.02), good environmental design and
management measures would be implemented during the construction,
operations and decommissioning stages of the Project.
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6.2.3

The CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 3.1 of the ES (AD06.02)) contains measures
relating to the environmental design and management measures that
would be incorporated into the construction stage of the Project. Aspects
of the CoCP most relevant to this assessment include storage, bunding
and use of potentially polluting materials, required permits and consents
from relevant authorities (e.g. the EA), construction site drainage systems
and disposal of foul water and sewage effluents. The Hydrogeological Risk
Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.2 of the ES (AD06.02)) also contains
measures relating to environmental monitoring of surface water and
groundwater to be undertaken during the construction stage.

6.2.4

An operational management plan would also be prepared in consultation
with the EA prior to commencement of the construction works. This would
include any identified requirements for water quality monitoring of
discharges to receiving water bodies as appropriate to identify potential
pollution risks.

6.2.5

As outlined in Table 6.1 the primary interactions between the Project and
adjacent WatFD water bodies include the construction of new, or
modifications to water crossings over Enfield Ditch and associated reprofiling of Enfield Ditch during the landscaping stage. These measures
will be designed not to have a negative impact on the watercourse and to
have a positive impact on water quality/hydromorphology (and thus
habitat) wherever possible. There is potential for direct interaction during
the operational stage, through the discharge of waters from the Application
Site to Enfield Ditch. However, these discharges would be regulated in
accordance with the EA to limit any significant impacts on the receiving
watercourse. Finally, indirect impacts may be associated with the
construction stage of the Project; these would be mitigated against
through control of pollutants and sediments in runoff by following best
practice guidelines. Any required monitoring of both surface water and
groundwater would be established before commencement of the Project
and undertaken during all stages from construction to decommissioning.

6.3

Salmon’s Brook upstream Deephams STW
(GB106038027960)
Interactions between the Project and the Salmon’s Brook upstream
Deephams STW (GB106038027960)

6.3.1

No direct interaction between the Project and this water body is
anticipated as the proposed abstraction is from Deephams STW outflow
channel (as existing). Abstraction would not affect the Salmon’s Brook
upstream of this point.
Potential impacts on Water Framework Directive elements

6.3.2

No direct impacts are proposed from the Project on this watercourse by
virtue of its location upstream of the Application Site. No secondary
impacts on water quality or other determinants are anticipated (e.g.
through increased pollutants or sediments within runoff) as the
watercourse lies upstream of the Application Site.
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Control and mitigation measures
6.3.3

No direct mitigation measures would be required in this instance. Overall,
the Project components would not adversely affect this WatFD element.

6.4

Pymmes and Salmon Brook – Deephams STW outflow
channel to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027910)
Interactions between the Project and the Pymmes and Salmon
Brooks – Deephams STW outflow channel to Tottenham Locks
(GB106038027910)

6.4.1

Interactions between the Project and the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks
(GB106038027910) during the construction stage would include bridge
widening and or construction over Enfield Ditch to the southern and
eastern ends of the Application Site, general demolition and clearance of
the Application Site (during stages 1, 2 and 3) and the presence of
construction traffic on-site.

6.4.2

During the operational stage interactions would comprise the proposed
abstraction from Deephams STW outflow channel and surface water
discharge from operations to Enfield Ditch. Process effluent would be
discharged to the local sewer network and would not be discharged to any
of the surface water bodies associated with the Application Site.

6.4.3

All aspects of the decommissioning stage (removal of all site equipment
including residues and operational chemicals, demolition of infrastructure)
and vehicles on traffic on-site could potentially impact on this WatFD water
body.
Potential impacts on WatFD elements

6.4.4

Direct impacts from the Project during the construction and
decommissioning stages would include the potential for accidental release
of pollutants/chemical spillage or the generation of increased silt-laden
runoff from ground disturbance (during bridge construction, associated
with site clearance/construction and moving vehicles). This could affect
the physico-chemical composition of the watercourses (e.g. on pH, DO)
and also due to sediment-bound contaminants (e.g. phosphate). This
could detrimentally affect the ecology within the watercourse (e.g. fish and
invertebrates).

6.4.5

Bridge construction itself would have no impact on the hydromorphological
aspects of Enfield Ditch or other watercourse within this water body due to
the single span design (as outlined in Vol 1 of the ES (AD06.02), there are
no in-channel modifications to be made to the watercourse). The points
addressed in sub-section 6.4.4 would still apply during the construction of
the bridge/s.

6.4.6

There may be increased runoff during both the construction and
operational stages, respectively due to ground compaction by vehicles and
due to the creation of new impermeable surfaces on the Application Site.

6.4.7

In terms of the operational stage, air cooled condensers are proposed as
part of the Project. Two sources of water for these have been considered
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in Vol 2 of the ES (AD06.02). Option A1 would not use any water
abstracted from Deephams STW outflow channel resulting in an increase
in water availability in the Salmon’s Brook (downstream of the abstraction
point). Option A2 would abstract water from Deephams STW outflow
channel at 130m3/hr, the same rate as existing. This would result in no
change in water availability. The potential impacts would vary dependant
on the chosen option, with Option A1 potentially having a positive effect on
ecological status and Option A2 having a neutral effect.
Control and mitigation measures
6.4.8

Mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction stage
include the suitable storage and bunding for the use of potentially polluting
materials, plant and equipment and the provision of a suitable construction
site drainage system with treatment facilities (e.g. detention basins). The
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 7.2 of the ES (AD06.02)) would also be adhered to
during the construction stage to ensure best practice.

6.4.9

Abstraction from the Deephams STW outflow channel and surface water
discharges to Enfield Ditch during the operational stage would be subject
to strict controls and limits, as agreed with the EA before the operational
stage. The prescribed limits would be set to ensure there are no
detrimental effects on the relevant watercourse/s (or downstream). In
addition to this, appropriate monitoring of surface water bodies would also
be outlined in order to ensure that there are no long-term adverse effects
on water quality/quantities that would otherwise affect the ecological
quality element or chemical element (through inadequate dilution of
pollutants/chemicals within the watercourse). Future operations would be
optimised in order to minimise water demand from abstraction.

6.4.10

Installation of a sustainable on-site drainage system (detailed in the FRA
in Vol 2 Appendix 11.2 of the ES (AD06.02)) would manage surface water
on site and reduce the volumes of water discharged to Enfield Ditch. It
would also ensure that no discharges are made without treatment.

6.4.11

During the landscaping stage the hydromorphological aspects of Enfield
Ditch may be re-profiled, although the specifics are not known at this
stage. However, the design of the modifications would be sympathetic with
the aims of the WatFD and would aim to improve the hydromorphology
(and habitat) wherever possible.

6.4.12

Control measures for the decommissioning stage would be compliant with
the CoCP to ensure that all residues and operating chemicals are cleaned
out from the plant and are disposed of in an appropriate manner. Best
practice principles at the time of decommissioning would be applied. This
would greatly reduce the risk of any potential release of contaminants into
the water body.

6.4.13

Overall, due to the identified control and mitigation measures, the Project
components would not adversely affect this WatFD element.
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Lea Navigation – Enfield Lock to Tottenham Locks
(GB106038027950)
Interactions between the Project and the Lea Navigation – Enfield
Lock to Tottenham Locks (GB106038027950)

6.5.1

Interactions between the Project and the Pymmes and Salmon Brooks
(GB106038027910) during the construction stage would arise through the
construction of the Temporary Laydown Area, during demolition and
clearance stages 1, 2 and 3 and from associated site traffic.
Potential impacts on Water Framework Directive elements

6.5.2

Direct impacts from the Project during the construction and
decommissioning stages would include the potential for accidental release
of pollutants/chemical spillage or the generation of increased silt-laden
runoff
from
ground
disturbance
(associated
with
site
clearance/construction and moving vehicles). This could affect the
physico-chemical composition of the watercourses (e.g. pH, DO) and also
due to sediment-bound contaminants (e.g. phosphate). This could
detrimentally affect the ecology within the watercourse (e.g. fish and
invertebrates).

6.5.3

Any impacts associated with the Temporary Laydown Area would be
temporary, due to the short-term timescale associated with this aspect of
the Project.

6.5.4

Increased runoff may also be generated due to ground compaction during
the construction stage and through the introduction of new impermeable
surfaces on-site.
Control and mitigation measures

6.5.5

Mitigation measures to be implemented during the construction stage
include the suitable storage and bunding for the use of potentially polluting
materials, plant and equipment and the provision of a suitable construction
site drainage system with treatment facilities (e.g. detention basins). The
CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 7.2 of the ES (AD06.02)) would also be adhered to
during the construction stage to ensure best practice. This above would
apply to the whole of the Application Site.

6.5.6

No direct discharges to the Lea Navigation are anticipated under the
Project and the Application Site drainage plan would ensure the
management of all surface water within the red line boundary. There
would be no impact on the watercourse from this perspective.

6.5.7

Overall, due to the identified control and mitigation measures, the Project
components would not adversely affect this WatFD element.

6.6

WatFD mitigation measures

6.6.1

Due to the relatively recent delineation of the Cycle 2 water bodies there is
limited information available on mitigation measures and assessment
results of these measures in relation to the above water bodies.
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6.6.2

Nonetheless, a Cycle 2 overall water body score of moderate or less
suggests that mitigation measures would be required and implemented to
the water bodies in order to maintain a moderate overall status for the
objectives that have been outlined as part of Cycle 2.

6.6.3

Due to the proposed interactions of the Project with the associated water
bodies, it is not anticipated that the Project would interfere with or
otherwise prohibit the achievement of any WatFD mitigation measures that
are identified in Cycle 2.

6.7

Downstream Water Framework Directive water bodies

6.7.1

No adverse effects on WatFD elements have been identified on the
immediate surface water bodies surrounding the Application Site.
Therefore, there is no requirement to further assess the downstream River
Lee water body (GB106038077852).

6.8

Overall Water Framework Directive status

6.8.1

The assessment of the Project components against the WatFD elements
for each relevant WatFD water body has indicated that the Project would
not result in any adverse impact or change in the overall WatFD status or
to any of the supporting elements.

6.8.2

The most significant potential impacts from the Application Site relate to
ground disturbance and associated runoff (pollutants and sediments)
during the construction stage, from the construction of new watercourse
crossings, and from the potential for ground chemical spillage/other
pollutants during the construction, operational or decommissioning stage.
Appropriate mitigation measures have been outlined in relation to each of
the above and incorporate into the Project design. This includes applying
best practice principles and a CoCP (Vol 1 Appendix 7.2 of the ES
(AD06.02)).

6.8.3

Based on the EA Catchment Data Explorer the surface water bodies
adjacent to the Application Site are currently failing to meet good potential,
primarily due to both diffuse and point source pollution from urban and
transport and from the water industry. This is reflected by the fact all of the
water bodies failed on chemical status (WatFD Cycle 2) on both priority
substances and priority hazardous substances; only Salmon’s Brook
(upstream of the Deephams STW outflow channel) received a good status
for priority substances.

6.8.4

Due to the identified mitigation measures and project design requirements
to be implemented during construction, operation and decommissioning of
the Project, no WatFD parameters (including priority substances and
priority hazardous substances) would be adversely affected. This would
also limit indirect impacts on the smaller watercourses such as Enfield
Ditch.

6.8.5

As outlined earlier, limited connectivity between the surface water bodies
surrounding the Application Site and the underlying aquifers has been
identified; owing to the presence of a clay cap (London Clay). A Piling Risk
Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 7.3 of the ES (AD06.02)), undertaken as part
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of the project design, has recommended that all piles relating to the
development are to be terminated in the London Clay Formation and that if
piles are constructed within the Lambeth Group then appropriate low-risk
piling methods would be used, with appropriate mitigation measures. For
this reason, no adverse impacts have been found in relation to underlying
groundwater.
6.8.6

Due to the relatively recent delineation of Cycle 2 water bodies, there is
limited information available on mitigation measures assessment results.
Due to the moderate overall status of the water bodies, mitigation
measures are likely although no further information is available on what
these measures would specifically constitute. Given the low impact nature
of the Project, and the incorporation of control and mitigation measures, it
is assumed that the Project would have no impact on the implementation
of any future WatFD mitigation measures.
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7

Conclusion

7.1.1

This WatFD assessment indicates that the Project, as designed, would not
result in degradation of the existing status for the three WatFD surface
water bodies within the vicinity of the Application Site. The component
WatFD elements (biological, physico-chemical, hydromorphology and
chemical) of the WatFD water bodies have been fully assessed for
potential impacts.

7.1.2

The identified potential effects are considered to be highly local in scale,
for example the ground disturbance associated with building demolition
within the red line boundary of the Application Site. This report has
identified that the potentially negative effects largely relate to the
construction stage, which would be temporary. Appropriate control and
mitigation measures have been identified to mitigate any effects to an
acceptable level, should they occur.

7.1.3

The Project components and identified control and mitigation measures
would ensure that none of the WatFD elements would be negatively
affected and that there would be no reduction in the overall status of the
water bodies. Furthermore, it is deemed that the Project would not conflict
with any prospective future works for improvement that might be identified
for the water bodies during Cycle 2.

7.1.4

As the changes to the WatFD water bodies are predicted to be of no or
negligible impact, no impact on downstream waterbodies, such as the
River Lee, is expected.

7.1.5

The Project is therefore considered to be compliant with the aims of the
WatFD; it would not cause degradation to any WatFD elements nor limit
the potential for future improvement to these elements. On this basis, no
further assessment is required or proposed.

AD06.02 | Issue

| October 2015 | Amec Foster Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure UK Ltd

33

North London Waste Authority

North London Heat and Power Project
Water Framework Directive Assessment

Appendix A: Hydrology features
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Appendix B: Water Framework Directive surface
water bodies
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