EPR/FP3435LA- Maple Lodge STC

Reference

TWUL Comment on Maple Draft Permit 13/3/24

EA Comments 19/03/2024

Introductory
Note

Site address: Change 'Lodge' to 'Cross' on third line,
to align with the formal site address on
page 5 of the permit.

Site address changed from Maple Lodge to Maple Cross on 3™ address line.

Introductory
Note

Sludge Reception Tank is referenced twice in the
second paragraph of the brief description of the
process "Sewage sludge produced at Thames Water
satellite sites (imported sludge) it received at the
sludge reception tank where it is screened and
contraries are removed before being passed to a
sludge reception tank".

This should read "Sewage sludge produced at
Thames Water satellite sites (imported sludge) is
received at the sludge reception tank where it is
screened and contraries are removed before being
passed in a sludge Blending tank

Amended

Introductory
Note

The 'Primary sludge tank ' is outside the scope of the
permit. 'Please amend 'Sewage sludge

produced at Maple lodge WwTW (indigenous sludge),
is received at the primary sludge tank

where it is transferred to one of four picket fence
thickeners, or the primary sludge drum

thickener where polymer is added. To 'Sewage
sludge produced at Maple lodge WwTW

(indigenous sludge), is received at one of four picket
fence thickeners, or the primary sludge

drum thickener where polymer is added.

Amended

Introductory
Note

Please amend ' Indigenous surplus activated sludge
(SAS) is received at the SAS belt

thickeners' to 'Indigenous surplus activated sludge
(SAS) is received at the SAS Picket

fence thickner before being transferred to the SAS
belt thickeners'

Amended

Introductory
Note

Incorrect reference to eight secondary digesters in
the fourth paragraph of the brief

description of the process. There are 14 noted
elsewhere in the permit "Digesters are

Amended




capable of treating up to 1,514 tonnes per day.
Digested sludge is then transferred to one of
eight secondary digester tanks."

Introductory
Note

Please amend: 'The electrical energy and heat
produced, is used to power on-site processes

and provide heat to pre digestion pasteurisation
processes.' To 'The electrical energy and

heat produced, is used to power on-site processes
and provide heat to the digestion process,

with some exported to the grid.'

Amended

Introductory
Note

Re the following extract, please remove references to
permit ‘allowing' import of 'sludge' to

Head of works as we understand this is already
allowed under the CWRegs exemption.

Extract: 'This permit also allows a further two waste
operations relating to the import of

sludge and liquid waste to the head of works and
temporary storage of cake not produced on

site. For the head of works activity effluents and
waste waters in the form of sludge and liquid

only, will be delivered by tanker to the head of the
works for discharge directly into the head

of the works for treatment under the UWWTD.

Not removed/amended - You have applied to accept 16 10 02 to the head of works. Are you
advising that you do not require this? Please note that waste containing chemicals (e.g.
Bloo Loo/portaloo chemicals) are not controlled waste and must be subject to the controls of
an environmental permit. It was our understanding that this was why this code had been
requested.

Introductory
Note

Refers to the storage of liquid wastes and discharge
to main WwTW "This activity involves

the storage of liquid wastes and discharge to the
main WwTW." There is no storage of liquid

wastes, it is a direct discharge to the inlet with no
holding tanks or similar.

Amended

Introductory
Note

Sludge cake is stored on the 'Cake pad'. Please
amend ' For the temporary storage of cake,

digested cake produced at other Thames water sites
will be stored in designated bays prior

to transfer off site.' To: 'For the temporary storage of
cake, digested cake produced at other

Thames water sites will be stored separately to
indgenous cake in desginated area/s on the

cake pad prior to transfer off site.'

Amended




Introductory
Note

Paragraph starting 'For the temporary storage'
contains a typo. Activities A1 - A9 are
referenced. This should be activities AR1-AR9 to
align with table s1.1

Amended

Introductory
Note

Typo. There is one special area of conservation
(SAC) Burnham Beeches situated....

Amended

Introductory
Note

Suggested addition: Could usefully note for visibility
that "A SR2018 No. 7 permit for 1 x 2

standby diesel generators is also present at Maple
Lodge STW identified by

EPR/MB3295YC. These are for new medium
combustion plant under Schedule 25A,

operated solely for emergency use, and are not DAAs
to sludge treatment".

These activities are not associated with the section 5.4 activity and would not be
referenced.

Introductory
Note

Status log - does not seem to be complete, for
example RFI's prior to duly making

We do not include RFI’s prior to duly making as these form part of the application.

2.31

Numbering of condition is in wrong format

Amended

3.2.5

Please remove references to lagoons as there are no
lagoons at this site

Amended

3.2.7

"Subject to condition 3.2.7 below". This is an incorrect
reference and should refer to condition
3.2.8

Amended

3.5.3

This condition refers to use of MCERTS certification
or acccreditation but where applicable

standards or instrumentation are not necessarily
available to digester process monitoring (as
required by Table s3.3). This constraint needs to be
reflected in the wording through use of

‘where applicable' or 'reasonably practicable'.

This condition includes “where available, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
Environment Agency.” No change required this is a standard condition.

4.2.7

It is not clear how applicable this condition to the
operation of the permitted actvities. Sludge
treatment processes ensure digestate produced
complies with the requiremnts of Biosolids
Assurance Scheme. Inclusion of this condition is also
inconsistent with the Camberley STC

permit previously issued to Thames Water
(EPR/MP3903MU) and therefore removal is
requested.

This is now a standard clause that will be issued in all permits.




table S1.1
AR2

Assume the following is one version of standard text.
Suggest "Storage of waste in an

enclosed building fitted with appropriate odour
abatement and on an impermeable surface

with a sealed drainage system." is amended as waste
is not stored in a buikding at Maple

Lodge.

Table S1.1 updated to reflect enclosed equipment/tanks

table S1.1
AR3

Similar to comment on AR2, please remove the
reference to an enclosed 'building'.

There is also a reference to odour abatement of the
dewatering building. There is no odour

abatement of the dewatering plant (which is not
located in a building), as shown in table s3.1

IC13 has been implemented to address this. The containment and collection of diffuse
emission is BAT. We do not agree to remove reference to odour abatement.

table S1.1
AR3

Activity AR3 fourth column refers to 'Dilution of
incoming wastes using final waste waters

from the wastewater treatment works to aid pre-
treatment and Digetsion onlny'. 'Final waste

waters' (Final Effluent 'FE'), is used in 'polymer make
up' and / or as clean down / wash

water. FE is not used to dilute incoming waste.
Please amend.

Amended

table S1.1
AR3

Please remove refrnce to 'Post treatment......
screening to remove contraries' as this is not
carried out at this stage of the process.

Amended

table S1.1
ARG

Please remove reference to 'propane' and 'ferric
chloride' which are not in our raw materials
plan

Amended

table S1.1
ARS8

To reflect infrastructure at Maple STC please amend
'Storage of processed solid digestate in

one uncovered bay and on an impermeable surface
with a sealed drainge system.' to

'Storage of processed solid digestate on the site cake
pad, an uncovered impermeable pad,

with a sealed drainage system.’'

Amended

table S1.1
ARS8

The reference to 14 Secondary Digester Tanks is
correct but inconsistent within the
document, specifically in the introductory note.

Into note has been updated as per above




table S1.1

Reference imports "at the head of the works for

Amended

AR10 storage and treatment" There is no waste
storage. Imports are released directly into the
incoming flow prior to treatment in the UWWT
process
table S1.1 The formatting of the table is incorrect on the top of Will amend in final issue
AR11 Page 19, in relation to AR10 and AR11
Table S1.3 Thames Water is committed to meeting the Thames were first notified on the 2 April 2019 that all of their sewage sludge AD facilities,
IC12 requirements of BAT/BREF. However, Thames including this site, were required to comply with the Environmental Permitting Regulations
Water is not able to commit to meeting all IED Permit | 2016 which includes the transposed requirements of the IED. The original implementation
requirements by the stated deadline of - . date for all operators to be compliant with the Waste Treatment BAT conclusions was 17
31st March 2025. Delivery timescales will be subject | Aygust 2022 but this has been extended to allow operators more time to develop and
to the outcome_ of PR.24 aqd . implement solutions that comply with the relevant conclusions. As Thames has now already
subsequent price review discussions. had nearly 5 years to develop and implement solutions which meet BAT prior to the issue of
this permit and your site continues to operate, the Environment Agency (EA) consider that
the implementation date of 31 March 2025 has, and does provide sufficient time to
implement the improvements required. The EA have received no detailed proposals in
support of key BAT requirements or evidence to demonstrate why this date would not be
achievable for their full implementation. It should be noted that funding and cost alone is not
considered sufficient or appropriate as a reason for deviation from BAT. A deviation from
BAT needs to be supported by detailed technical justifications which demonstrably provide
an at least equivalent level of environmental protection. The commitment of Thames to
meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed, however, the qualification of that
commitment to be subject to the outcome of PR24 and subsequent price review discussions
is not acceptable.
Table S1.3 Thames Water is committed to meeting the The commitment of Thames to meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed. For
IC13 requirements of BAT/BREF. We note that the clarity, the use of appropriate measures is not mandatory, it is guidance. However you can

draft permit wording 1C13 still includes reference to
'appropriate measures' whereas we

understand the EA has recently clarified that BAT is
the sole reference point. We therefore

request that reference to 'appropriate measures' is
removed.

use the techniques identified in the appropriate measures to demonstrate how you will meet
BAT or you could suggest alternative measures or techniques that will provide at least the
same level of environmental protection. They support the demonstration of BAT but they are
not conclusive or prescriptive. If you wanted to propose alternative measures or techniques
then they should have been proposed for assessment as part of your application. You did
not propose any alternative measures or techniques at any time during the course of the
application determination process. It is inappropriate for the EA to set improvement
conditions in a permit to obtain information that should be assessed during the application




determination stage. Note, that technical guidance and appropriate measures guidance are
widely used across all industrial sectors which we regulate and are subject to consultation
with industries before they are published. To that extent they can be considered to be
‘industry standard’.

We will not remove reference to appropriate measures.

;F&b :Iae S1.3 rTehqaurir;giq\éiageg#slszgrr?g{téelz:dtéoﬂr]r;egztn e%:r;ﬁ at _Tham<_es we_re f_irst notified oh the 2 April 2019 that all of .their sewage slu_dg_;e AD facilit.ies,
BAT14 and BAT53 apply. However, Thames Water is including this site, were required to comply with the Environmental Permitting Regulations
not able to commit to meeting all IED 2016 which includes the transposed requirements of the IED. The original implementation
Permit requirements by the stated deadline of 31st date for all operators to be compliant with the Waste Treatment BAT conclusions was 17
March 2025. Delivery timescales will be August 2022 but this has been extended to allow operators more time to develop and
subject to the outcome of PR24 and subsequent price | jmplement solutions that comply with the relevant conclusions. As Thames has now already
review discussions. had nearly 5 years to develop and implement solutions which meet BAT prior to the issue of

this permit and your site continues to operate, the Environment Agency (EA) consider that
the implementation date of 31 March 2025 has, and does provide sufficient time to
implement the improvements required. The EA have received no detailed proposals in
support of key BAT requirements or evidence to demonstrate why this date would not be
achievable for their full implementation. It should be noted that funding and cost alone is not
considered sufficient or appropriate as a reason for deviation from BAT. A deviation from
BAT needs to be supported by detailed technical justifications which demonstrably provide
an at least equivalent level of environmental protection. The commitment of Thames to
meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed, however, the qualification of that
commitment to be subject to the outcome of PR24 and subsequent price review discussions
is not acceptable.

Table S1.3 Thames Water is committed to meeting the The commitment of Thames to meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed. For

IC14 requirements of BAT/BREF. We note that the clarity, the use of appropriate measures is not mandatory, it is guidance. However you can

draft permit wording 1C13 still includes reference to
'appropriate measures' whereas we

understand the EA has recently clarified that BAT is
the sole reference point. We therefore

request that reference to 'appropriate measures' is
removed.

use the techniques identified in the appropriate measures to demonstrate how you will meet
BAT or you could suggest alternative measures or techniques that will provide at least the
same level of environmental protection. They support the demonstration of BAT but they are
not conclusive or prescriptive. If you wanted to propose alternative measures or techniques
then they should have been proposed for assessment as part of your application. You did
not propose any alternative measures or techniques at any time during the course of the
application determination process. It is inappropriate for the EA to set improvement




conditions in a permit to obtain information that should be assessed during the application
determination stage. Note, that technical guidance and appropriate measures guidance are
widely used across all industrial sectors which we regulate and are subject to consultation
with industries before they are published. To that extent they can be considered to be
‘industry standard’.

We will not remove reference to appropriate measures.

rgf ‘Ile 13 :’ehqaur}::fn\é\:]e:;egflsézgrr?g{té? It-(ljonvcgsggth::mes Thamgs we.re f.irst notified oh the 2 April 2019 that all of .their sewage sIuFige AD facilit.ies,
Water is not able to commit to meeting all IED Permit including this site, were required to comply with the Environmental Permitting Regulations
requirements by the stated deadline of 2016 which includes the transposed requirements of the IED. The original implementation
31st March 2025. Delivery timescales will be subject date for all operators to be compliant with the Waste Treatment BAT conclusions was 17
to the outcome of PR24 and August 2022 but this has been extended to allow operators more time to develop and
subsequent price review discussions. implement solutions that comply with the relevant conclusions. As Thames has now already
had nearly 5 years to develop and implement solutions which meet BAT prior to the issue of
this permit and your site continues to operate, the Environment Agency (EA) consider that
the implementation date of 31 March 2025 has, and does provide sufficient time to
implement the improvements required. The EA have received no detailed proposals in
support of key BAT requirements or evidence to demonstrate why this date would not be
achievable for their full implementation. It should be noted that funding and cost alone is not
considered sufficient or appropriate as a reason for deviation from BAT. A deviation from
BAT needs to be supported by detailed technical justifications which demonstrably provide
an at least equivalent level of environmental protection. The commitment of Thames to
meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed, however, the qualification of that
commitment to be subject to the outcome of PR24 and subsequent price review discussions
is not acceptable.
Table S1.3 Thames Water is committed to meeting the Thames were first notified on the 2 April 2019 that all of their sewage sludge AD facilities,
IC15a, requirements of BAT/BREF. However, Thames including this site, were required to comply with the Environmental Permitting Regulations
IC15b and Water is not able to commit to meeting all IED Permit | 2016 which includes the transposed requirements of the IED. The original implementation
IC15¢c requirements by the stated deadline of

31st March 2025. Delivery timescales will be subject
to the outcome of PR24 and
subsequent price review discussions.

date for all operators to be compliant with the Waste Treatment BAT conclusions was 17
August 2022 but this has been extended to allow operators more time to develop and
implement solutions that comply with the relevant conclusions. As Thames has now already
had nearly 5 years to develop and implement solutions which meet BAT prior to the issue of
this permit and your site continues to operate, the Environment Agency (EA) consider that




the implementation date of 31 March 2025 has, and does provide sufficient time to
implement the improvements required. The EA have received no detailed proposals in
support of key BAT requirements or evidence to demonstrate why this date would not be
achievable for their full implementation. It should be noted that funding and cost alone is not
considered sufficient or appropriate as a reason for deviation from BAT. A deviation from
BAT needs to be supported by detailed technical justifications which demonstrably provide
an at least equivalent level of environmental protection. The commitment of Thames to
meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed, however, the qualification of that
commitment to be subject to the outcome of PR24 and subsequent price review discussions
is not acceptable.

Table S1.3

IC15b and IC15c both reference back to IC4a which

IC15b & 15¢c | is incorrect, please change to IC15a. Amended
Table S1.3 IC15b and IC15c reference 8 secondary digesters Amended
IC15b & 15¢c | when there are 14 secondary digesters
and 8 primary digesters on the site. Please amend
the change number and / or
primary/secondary as appropriate.
Table S1.3 Thames Water is committed to meeting the The commitment of Thames to meeting the requirements of BAT/BREF is welcomed. For
IC15b & 15¢ | requirements of BAT/BREF. We note that the clarity, the use of appropriate measures is not mandatory, it is guidance. However you can
draft permit wording 1C13 still includes reference to use the techniques identified in the appropriate measures to demonstrate how you will meet
‘appropriate measures' whereas we _ BAT or you could suggest alternative measures or techniques that will provide at least the
understand the EA has recently clarified that BAT is same level of environmental protection. They support the demonstration of BAT but they are
the sole reference point. YVe ther(-?fore . not conclusive or prescriptive. If you wanted to propose alternative measures or techniques
request that reference to ‘appropriate measures’ is then they should have been proposed for assessment as part of your application. You did
removed. . . . .
not propose any alternative measures or techniques at any time during the course of the
application determination process. It is inappropriate for the EA to set improvement
conditions in a permit to obtain information that should be assessed during the application
determination stage. Note, that technical guidance and appropriate measures guidance are
widely used across all industrial sectors which we regulate and are subject to consultation
with industries before they are published. To that extent they can be considered to be
‘industry standard’.
We will not remove reference to appropriate measures.
Table S1.3 IC15¢c mentions lagoon in square brackets, please Amended
IC15¢c remove this reference and review wording




of this sentence

Table S1.3:
IC17a

The text in IC17a refers to use of 24 hour flow
proportional samples. However, Table s3.2,

where the monitoring is to be carried out for
compliance purposes, also allows spot samples

to be utilised. TWUL would ask that the option of spot
sampling is replicated within the IC5

text as per WaSC's / EA national conversation

As per Camberly response “Sampling through the IC is to drive the contents/characteristics
and so flow proportionate is appropriate as representative, whereas ongoing monitoring
once characteristics have been established is to identify compliance that levels are not
exceeded and so at that point spot samples can be used”

Table S1.3:
IC17a and
IC19a

We request that these two ICs are put ‘on hold’ or
that the delivery timescale provided is as

long as given on previous IED permits of e.g. 6
months whilst industry discussions are still

pending. We refer to the email dated 16th February
2024 from EA in response to the Water

UK IED Task & Finish Group queries whereby it is
noted that “the return liquors which will

take a little longer to resolve” and “We are arranging
a second visit to discuss technical

limitations with ALS and will feed back as soon as we
have clarity and can issue advice. |

can’t say exactly when this will be.”. We note that the
EA is yet to comment on the draft

‘Analysis of Liquors’ paper submitted on behalf of the
WaSCs on the 17th January 2024.

This is applicable to both return liquors and the
analysis of incoming tankered wastes.

Thames Water and other WaSCs cannot allocate
correct budgets for monthly sampling until

we know what we are sampling and analysing for. We
therefore kindly request that the EA reconsider

the IC extension deadline accordingly.

Amended to 6 months.

Table S1.3
IC19a

IC19a states emission point T4 in table S3.3, please
correct to Table S3.2 if referring to this
table

Amended

Tables S2.2,
S2.3&S24

Please remove 'Exclusions' listed in table s2.2 as
those listed appear to be generic, and
unrelated to activities authorised by the permit.

These are standard for anaerobic digestion , not agreed to be removed




Table S2.2

Last row refers to "this table, Table S2.3" when this
should say "Table S2.2" if referring to this
table or "the table" if table number is correct

Amended

Table $2.3

Add "(Head of Works)" to the table title for clarity
please (as per the recent Camberley
permit)

Amended

Table S2.4

Add "(Cake Pad)" to the table title for clarity please
(as per the above)

Amended

Table S3.1

Its is noted that the emission points are not in
numerical order. Is is possible to list the
emission points in ascending order?

Cosmetic only. Change not required.

Table S3.1

Source names for Boilers and CHP engines not the
same as the site plan. Please amend.

Plan refers to CHP engines 2a and 2b, and boilers 2a
- 2d. This is to align with site records.

Amended

Table S3.1

The sub header states "Existing MCP which are
engines...". However, this section also

includes the boilers at the site. Please either update
the sub heading, or add a new

apropriate sub heading.

Amended

Table S3.1

The boilers, Ab5a to A5d,'when burning gas oil' have a
new testing requirement, and ELV, for

NOx. Note whilst dual fuel, they are predominantly
run on biogas and in 2023 were solely run

on biogas. Therefore, this infers that they would
potentially need to run on gas oil to service

the testing requirement in the permit when there may
be no operational need to do so. To be
acceptable/proportionate, the approach should be to
record run hours, and/or only if one or

more units are run on fuel oil, that a testing
requirement is triggered. This could be set to a
similar trigger point as Note 4 (10% running). As
written, the testing requirement on the

second fuel is not workable for boilers which are only
intermittently run for heat, and when

they do run the preferred fuel is biogas as this is
freely available on site. Aligning a testing

Amended as per agreement with Nick Lultt.




requirement when run on the second fuel is not
feasible given no or very limited run hours.

We would expect to see a reply on this particular
point before moving to a finalised permit -

please issue a revised draft permit. Additionally, we
would not expect a NOx ELV of

150mg/m3 to be unilaterally applied to these boilers
when using different fuels. Please refer

to your MCP team for clarification.

Table S3.1

There is a duplicate row resulting in a repeat of Point
A5c (Boiler 3 stack) but no line for

Boiler 4 (point A5d), when burning gas oil, please
amend

Amended

Table S3.1

No emission point references for Pressure Relief
Valves. Pease add "[Points A13-A20 on site
plan in schedule 7]"

Amended

Table S4.1,
entry 2

Should this requirement refer to IC17c and IC19c for
clarity

Clarified - Upon completion of IC17a, IC17b, IC19a and IC19b

Table S3.3

Digestate batch' - the process is not a batch process
but a continous process with an

hydraulic retention time, should this refer to as
‘digestate, which is monitored according to the
inter-site transfers EMS procedures. Please amend to
monitored 'as described in site

operating techniques' as per other entries.

No amendment made — As previously advised your Hydraulic retention time defines your
batch cycle.

Table S3.3

Digesters - the 'Monitoring standard or method ' Non
destructive pressure testing and

integrity testing...." does not appear to align to
'Parameter ' 'Tank Capacity and sediment
assessment' i.e. method does will not measure the
desired parameter and as written this

permit entry appears to be refering to two separate
requirements. Please amend.

As previously advised sediment loading may lead to pressurisation or plant failure. This is a
standard requirement and will not be amended

Other:

Please forward the the bespoke reporting forms and
decision notice on permit issue. It would

be helpful if the reporting forms could be issued at the
time of the draft permit so that

individual form footnotes can be checked.

These will be issued with the permit




Other: Please advise on annual subsistence fee total, how Guidance on subsistence fees can be located here
this has been calculated and on a prorata o : -
basis for the current year https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-
guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-quidance. Your subsistence fee has been
calculated as follows:
e 2.16.11 - Anaerobic digestion installation. - £11,019
e 2.16.6 - treatment and transfer of non-hazardous waste - 75,000 tonnes or more a
year. - £5,794
Other N/A

Please note we have updated the permit to include a correction to LDAR monitoring
standards.



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance/environmental-permitting-charges-guidance

