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Schedule 
 

1) Acceptance of third-party waste imports procedure  
 
On review of your procedure ‘Acceptance of third-party waste imports you have advised in section 
1 that “portable toilet wastes are accepted under the Sludge Treatment Centre permit”. Note 
guidance https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/waste-codes-not- otherwise-specified-
rps-241/waste-codes-not-otherwise-specified-rps-241 identifies ‘16 10 02: waste from portable 
sanitary conveniences’ for portable toilet wastes. Note: you have removed 16 10 02 from 
acceptance into the AD and this statement will need to be amended to reflect this.   
 
Update your procedure ‘Acceptance of third-party waste imports procedure’ to ensure that 
portable toilet waste cannot be accepted into the sludge treatment centre permit.  
 

Answer 1   

 

Thames Water confirms that the statement “portable toilet wastes are accepted under the 

Sludge Treatment Centre permit” refers to the import to the ‘Cess / Waste Import Point’ 

indicated on site plan and in the ‘Process flow diagram’ as ‘Cess/Domestic Tanker Waste 

Imports’ to the ’Works Inlet’ and ‘UWWTD Process’. 

 

Thames Water does not import portable toilet waste, septic tank sludge or cess for digestion 

at any of our sites.  Where accepted these waste imports are accepted at in ‘Head of Works’ 

‘‘Cess’ Import area’ to the ‘UWWTD Process’ (see Section 3 of ‘Acceptance of third-party waste 

imports procedure’ 

 

Thames Water understands imports to this location are listed in Table C3-1b(ii): Waste 

Accepted at the Head of Works Import Point’ which retains EWC 16 10 02 including for the 

import of ‘waste from portable sanitary conveniences’.  

 

Thames Water agrees that 16 10 02 is no longer included in Table C3-1b(i) Waste Accepted 

for An-aerobic Digestion’. Previous references to 16 10 02 in Table C3-1b(i) related to 

import of liquors and final effluent to the digestion process as Thames Water understand 

these may also be coded EWC 16 10 02. 
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2)  Abatement of assets pre-anaerobic digestion  
 
You have advised in your response to question 8 of Schedule 5 notice dated 06/06/2023,  “Any 
abatement technology implemented in line with BAT 14d and BAT34 will be gas engines or odour 
control units depending upon the outcomes of a risk-based approach, which includes PAS110 
digestate stability and targeted monitoring of releases from open top tanks.” This does not 
address odour abatement pre anaerobic digestion which should be in line with BAT 14d and BAT 
53.  Under BREF guidance BAT conclusion 14d you must store, treat and handling waste and 
material that may generate diffuse emissions in enclosed buildings and/or enclosed equipment 
and collect and direct emissions to an appropriate abatement system. Appropriate abatement 
systems are outlined in BAT conclusion 53 for tanks pre-AD.   
 

a) For your tanks pre-anaerobic digestion (identified as picket fence thickeners, SAS 
tank, reception tank and sludge blending tank) specify the abatement technology that 
will be implemented in line with BAT 14d and BAT 53 to treat air emissions.   
  

b) Provide a written statement which explains why the abatement plant will be effective 
at treating point source waste gas and odour emissions. 
 

    

 

Answer 2a  

Thames Water commits to following BAT 14 and depending on the risk posed by the waste in 

terms of diffuse emissions to air, will use the appropriate BAT 14 techniques which includes 

BAT14d. Any proposed solutions, such as coverings and collection systems, will be subject to 

a risk- based approach. 

 

Any abatement technology implemented would be in line with BAT 14d and BAT53 and 

would be appropriately sized odour control units, depending upon the outcomes of a risk-

based approach, which includes monitoring and modelling of releases from pre-anaerobic 

digestion open top tanks.  

 

(see also Note 1) 

 

Answer 2b 

Any abatement technology used by Thames Water will be in line with BAT14d and BAT53.   

Odour control units may be based on either activated carbon and / or a biofilter based 

process, depending on the nature of the odour to be abated and the type of tank. There could 

be a primary stage, prior to the carbon or biofilter, of a chemical scrubber to remove any 

excess ammonia, again this requirement is linked to the tank contents and volume of air to be 

handled.   
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3)  Appropriate abatement and commitment to BAT  
 
We have identified within your response that you have stated that “We (Thames) are developing 
solution types that will be effective at treating point source waste gas or odour, that can be 
optioned and have site specific details applied to them if the risk-based approach and monitoring 
demonstrate that it is needed.” We would again state that under BREF guidance for the waste 
treatment sector BAT conclusion 14 you must ensure that diffuse emissions are contained. This 
includes techniques such as storing, treating and handling waste and material that may generate 
diffuse emissions in enclosed buildings and/or equipment, and collecting and directing the 
emissions to an appropriate abatement system.    
 
If digestate is still biologically active, and you are producing combustible biogas you must take 
steps to collect the biogas. Biogas should not be vented to the environment. If the source does 
not produce an explosive environment (i.e. less biologically active) you will need to propose plans 
to enclose, collect and direct the waste gas emissions to an appropriate abatement system.    
 
You have also stated that “Any proposed solutions, such as coverings and collection systems, 
will be subject to a risk- based approach including the ‘EA Cost benefit methodology’” to 
which we would confirm that unless the applicability criteria states otherwise, the BAT is usually 
considered to be affordable across the industry sector as a whole for both newly built plant and a 
“typical” existing plant.  A cost benefit analysis in relation to the implementation of covers and 
abatement would not be appropriate in relation to the Application as it is only relevant in cases 
which may qualify for a derogation (or deviation) from BAT AELs. In any event, cost alone is not a 
valid reason for seeking a derogation (or deviation) from BAT AELs and so is of even less 
relevance to other aspects of BAT. Any diversion from BAT treatment measures, such as the air 
abatement systems described in BAT conclusion 14d (and 34) must be supported by evidence 
that the same level of protection to prevent or minimise diffuse emissions can be achieved. Any 
deviation from BAT with evidence must be submitted as part of a permit application for 
assessment.  As no proposals with evidence have been provided, a commitment to the standard 
BAT requirements should be demonstrated.    
 
We also note that you have not included all open tanks in the tanks that you have identified for 
abatement.   
 
In light of your response to question 8 of Schedule 5 Notice dated 6/6/2023 we have significant 
concerns over your commitment and ability to meet BAT and require that below clarification.    
 
 
Confirm that for all open tanks you will undertake the following:  
 

a) If digestate is still biologically active, and you are producing combustible biogas you 
will take steps to collect the biogas and direct this to your gas collection system in line 
with BAT 14.   
 

b) For open tanks that do not produce an explosive environment (i.e. less biologically 
active) you will enclose, collect and direct the waste gas emissions to an appropriate 
abatement system in line with BAT 14, 34 or 54  

   

Answer 3a) 

Thames Water commits to following BAT 14 and depending on the risk posed by the waste in 

terms of diffuse emissions to air, will use the appropriate BAT 14 techniques which includes 

BAT 14d. Any proposed solutions, such as coverings and collection systems, will be subject to 

a risk- based approach. 
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Answer 3b) 

Thames Water commits to following BAT 14 and depending on the risk posed by the waste in 

terms of diffuse emissions to air, will use the appropriate BAT 14 techniques which includes 

BAT 14d. Any proposed solutions, such as coverings and collection systems, will be subject to 

a risk- based approach. 

 

Any abatement technology implemented would be in line with BAT 14, BAT 34 and BAT53 

and would be appropriately sized odour control units, depending upon the outcomes of a risk-

based approach, which includes monitoring and modelling of any releases. 

 

Thames Water asks that the Environment Agency explain the applicability Section 6.5 of BAT 

Reference Document for Waste Treatment and in particular BAT 53 with respect to this 

application given that BAT 53 relates ‘… to the treatment of water based Liquid waste….’. 

 
 

4)  Leak Detection and repair plan (LDAR)  
 
You have identified in tale 2.1 that flame ionisation detection will be carried out every 12 months 
but provided no justification for this frequency. We would expect that LDAR monitoring takes 
place once every 6 months (Note, this frequency may be reduced in agreement with your area 
officer should results dictate).   
 
Update your LDAR plan to undertake flame ionisation detection every 6 months.  
 

Answer 4) 

 

Please see updated document “TW_STC_EPR_08a_MPL_APPH” attached to this response. 

 
 

5)  Standards  
 
You have stated in your response to Q10 of Schedule 5 Notice dated 6/6/23 that “The solution 
will be in accordance with Thames Water’s Asset standards and water industry standard 
specifications which requires the provision with sufficient capacity and the use of high-integrity 
relief valves.” Please note that any alternative standard used by an applicant must be justified as 
equivalent to British or other recognised international standards. Any standards specified within 
the Waste Treatment BREF BAT conclusions should be adhered to unless alternatives can be 
proven to be equally as appropriate. We cannot rely on internal water industry standards if 
proposals are not supported by strong evidence. We assess to Best Available Techniques (BAT) 
and relevant legislative requirements and guidance.    
 
Confirm that the solution to be implemented for the containment and collection of diffuse 
emissions will meet the requirements of BAT and recognised standards.   
 

Answer 5) 

The solution to be implemented for the containment and collection of diffuse emissions will 

meet the requirements of BAT and recognised standards.   

 
 

6)  Secondary Containment  
 
On review of your response to question 11e, 11f, 11g of Schedule 5 notice dated 6/6/23 we do 
not consider the following questions to be answered. Provide a response to the below questions.   
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You have provided ‘Figure 3.3 – Primary Digesters and SAS asset area contained model’ to 
demonstrate how your proposed solution will contain volumes in the event of a spill. On review of 
this it is not clear how the proposed solution would contain spills from the ‘Primary Digester 
tanks 5-8 with only a flow guiding wall in place. You must clearly demonstrate how your 
proposed containment solution will mitigate the risk from all tanks.   
 

a) Update and resubmit ‘Maple Lodge STC – Containment Options Report’ to include spill 
modelling that demonstrates that your proposed containment solution will mitigate 
the risk for all relevant tanks (including the digester tanks 5-8).  
 

b) Should your proposed containment solution not mitigate the risk from all relevant 
tanks, update and provide your revised solution to address this.   

 
You have advised in Section 4.2.1 that jetting distance has been calculated to be up to 9m and 
this distance is not met due to space constraints. Section 6.3.1 of CIRA C736 sets out the 
requirements for the consideration of jetting and identified alternatives where bund walls are 
constricted.    
 

c) Update and resubmit ‘Maple Lodge STC – Containment Options Report’ to include 
solutions for jetting in line with CIRIA C736.    

 
Figure 3-4 – Northern Primary Digesters and SAS asset area contained model does not include 
the secondary digester area.    
 

d) Update and re-submit ‘Maple Lodge STC – Containment Options Report’ to include the 
contained model results for the secondary digester area.   

 
In response to question 11h regarding the proposed bund walls of 2m you have advised that you 
will assess risks in relation to heavier than air gases. We would again state that CIRIA C736 
(section 6.3.1) addresses the height of bund walls and requires that generally bund walls should 
not exceed 1.5m in height (more details in 6.3.1 of CIRIA C736 outlining the reasons why). CIRIA 
C736 further states that there may be circumstances where it will be necessary to exceed 1.5m, 
but risk assessments should be completed with the HSE and, if appropriate fire and rescue 
services consulted. Any finalised design(s) and specifications must be produced by appropriate 
competent individuals (qualified civil or structural engineer), in accordance with the risk 
assessment methodology detailed within CIRIA C736 (2014) guidance. As part of this we would 
expect the associated risks of implementing 2m heigh wall to be addressed.   
 

e) Confirm that your final designs and specifications will be produced by appropriate 
competent individuals (qualified civil or structural engineer), in accordance with the 
risk assessment methodology detailed within CIRIA C736 (2014) guidance, and that 
this will include a full risk assessment of implementing walls over 1.5m in height. 

 
 
 

Answer 6a)  

Please find attached updated report which include an additional graphic to show the flow 

velocities arising. These will aid the detail design activity to ensure the flow guide walls are of 

sufficient height.  

 

Answer 6b) 

Not applicable - the solution footprint addresses all relevant tanks. 
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Answer 6c) 

Please see updated report which includes provision for addressing the potential jetting issue 

in line with CIRIA 736 

 

Answer 6d) 

A graphic to illustrate the containment modelling result for the Secondary Digesters Area has 

been generated and is incorporated into the report.   Figure 3-4 is unaltered as that relates to 

the Northern Primary Digesters and SAS asset area and not the Secondary Digesters Areas. 

 

Answer 6e)  

Final designs and specifications will be produced by appropriate competent 

individuals/chartered engineers, with associated risk assessments and review of the solution. 

 

Note: The current containment wall height for the Secondary Digesters Area is controlled by 

the  space constraints in that area of the site and the requirement to store 25% of the 

contained tanks volume. 

 
    
 

7)  Document – Response to Q5 Maple STC request for information – January 2023 
(version2)   

 
We have reviewed ‘Response to Q5 Maple STC request for information – January 2023 (version2)’ 
which you have submitted but confirm that this was not requested as part of the Schedule 5 
Notice. Following our review, we would like to raise the following concerns as we believe that this 
document has changed your position in relation to emission returned to the WwTW.    
 
You have stated that “Thickening and dewatering liquors, which comprise the major component 
of the returns, will be subject to monitoring for: Ammonia; BOD; solids; flow and pH and data on 
bio-eliminability (e.g. BOD)”.  Under BAT 3 you must provide “information about the 
characteristics of the waste water streams, such as: average concentration and load values of 
relevant substances and their variability (e.g. COD/TOC, nitrogen species, phosphorus, metals, 
priority substances / micropollutants)”. The substances/parameters set out in BAT 7 provide the 
minimum requirement for sampling, and you must fully characterise your emission. Guidance 
Surface water pollution risk assessment for your environmental permit - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
explains that you must “identify the pollutants released from your plant”.    
 
Confirm in line with guidance Surface water pollution risk assessment for your environmental 
permit that you will make sure the laboratory tests for ALL pollutants which you expect to find 
in the discharge (not just those specified in BAT conclusion 7) and that you will use an 
appropriate ‘minimum reporting value’ (MRV) (usually 10% of the environmental quality 
standards (EQS)).  
 
 

Answer 7)  

Thames Water confirms that the following commitment stands and that the ‘Response to Q5 

Maple STC request for information – January 2023 (version2)’ was submitted in order to 

update the detail of required sampling locations: 

Return Liquor Monitoring 

Thames Water commits to undertaking (using a UKAS accredited laboratory where available):  
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a) chemical analysis of the waste water which tests for ALL pollutants which we expect to 

find in the discharge (not just Ammonia, BOD, Solids, flow, pH and data on bio-

eliminability) and that we will use an appropriate ‘minimum reporting value’ (MRV) 

(usually 10% of the environmental quality standards (EQS) where this is analytically 

achievable); and  

b) the sampling and chemical analysis being undertaken in line with guidance Surface 

water pollution risk assessment for your environmental permit – GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) for 

all pollutants we expect to find.  

 
  
Section 2 – Odour Management Plan  
 

8) Wind Rose  
 
You have not fully answered question 15 of Schedule 5 dated 6/6/2023 which requested that 
under H4 guidance wind direction should be taken into consideration. On assessment of your 
OMP section 2.3 you have taken into consideration wind direction, but the data is from 2015-
2019 (i.e. 4 years ago) it is not clear if this is still representative.    
 
Update and resubmit your OMP to include a representative wind rose and reference data that 
represents current conditions i.e. giving the most recent data. 
 
 

Answer 8) 

We have provided a statement below from the senior air quality consultant working on this 

project. The wind rose data that has been provided in our application is considered 

representative. 

 

The wind rose presented in the OMP illustrates the frequency and speed of wind from 

compass point directions for the combined years 2015 – 2019 for the Heathrow airport 

meteorological station (approximate location NGR E 506952 N 176574).  The meteorological 

station is located approximately-15.9km east-southeast of the Maple Lodge site and is 

considered the closest most representative meteorological monitoring station to the site.  The 

purpose of the wind rose is to illustrate the predominant wind direction is west-south 

westerly/south-westerly meaning receptors northeast of the site would have the highest 

probability of experiencing potential increases in odour emissions.  The wind rose has been 

produced using 5 years of combined meteorological data (2015 – 2019 inclusive) and it is 

unlikely that the predominant wind direction would change significantly if more recent 

meteorological data were used to produce the wind rose.  

 

David Howells, Senior Air Quality Consultant (Jacobs), Member of the Institute of Air Quality 

Management (IAQM) with over 9 years’ experience as an air quality consultant.  
 

9)  Odour management plan (OMP)  
 
Your OMP should clearly identify the assets being permitted and be clear which assets are 
included within any permit (note, we will not assess any aspects of the OMP that relate to assets 
and operations outside the requested permits assets and operations).   
 

http://www.gov/
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Table 4.4: Summary of routine odour mitigation tasks for assets under Sludge treatment 
Permit includes the OCU that you have advised does not serve any of the assets to be 
permitted.    
 
Remove reference to the OCU, and ensure these table only address the assets/operations 
requested to be permitted.   
 

Answer 9) 

 Table 4.4 in the attached revision 4.3 of the Hogsmill OMP has been updated accordingly.  
 

10) Sniff Testing  
 
You have not updated your OMP to provide an answer to question 22 of Schedule 5 Notice dated 
06/06/23 as such this will need to be provided.    
Section 4.4 of your OMP provides your monitoring process. We cannot locate:   

• A sniff test procedure in line with H4 requirements.    
• An odour complaint form.    
• Methodology and forms to record sniff testing results.   
• A defined frequency of sniff testing.   
• How the sniff testing will be carried out using what method, or by who.    
• No mention of how you have considered the effectiveness of sniff testing has been 

provided.    
 
As such you have not met BAT 12 requirements.  
 
Submit a revised Odour Management Plan which:  
 

a) Includes how you will carry out sniff testing as a monitoring method, demonstrating 
that your methodology is compliant with H4 odour management guidance.  
   

b) Provides a written explanation of how you have considered the effectiveness of sniff 
testing in line with H4 guidance i.e., preventing adaptation/desensitisation to odour.    

 

Answer 10a&10b) 
Sniff testing has been incorporated into our Odour Improvement Plan, please see revised 
version attached.  This is to allow for the time necessary to arrange personnel, not sensitised 
to smells on site, to undertake the sniff testing.  
 
The procedure will be undertaken in response to complaints or if a risk of odour 
nuisance at sensitive receptors is expected and/or has been substantiated. 

− Sniff testing will be carried out at by someone not routinely based at site, who is less 
sensitised to odour produced on site. 

− Assessing potential odour sources within the Urban Waste Water Treatment 
(UWWT) and Sludge Treatment Centre (STC) processes and attempt to trace the 
odour to its source. 

− The procedure and recording form which will be used can be found in appendix 8 of 
the OMP. 

 
A screenshot from the Maple Lodge Odour Improvement Plan is provided below: 
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11) Waste Codes accepted to the head of works  

 
For EWC codes 19 09 02 and 19 13 08 (waste streams not currently accepted) you have not 
identified the main chemical constituents/pollutants of the emission, taken into account your 
existing baseline emission level, or assessed the fate and impact of the substances emitted to 
water and sewer following the Environment Agency’s risk assessment guidance in line with 
question 22f of Schedule 5 Notice dated 6/6/23. As such we have no evidence to demonstrate 
that emissions of these wastes will not pose a pollution risk.    
 
This information must be provided as part of an application determination. For waste currently 
accepted we have agreed to undertake a pragmatic approach and implement an Improvement 
Condition (IC) to assess the fate of impact of substances emitted to water, however it is our 
understanding that these wastes are not currently accepted.   
 
For EWC codes 19 09 02 and 19 13 08 either:  
 

a) Provide an assessment of the fate and impact of the substances (in combination with 
other imported wastes) emitted to water and sewer following the Environment Agency
’s risk assessment guidance, or    
 

b) Confirm that these codes and activity are removed from your application.  
 

Answer 11a)  

Correction. Thames Water apologise for an error made in response to Question 22e - namely 

that ‘19 09 02’ ‘sludges from water clarification’ are imported to Maple STW ‘Head of Works 

import point’ in a contingency.  

  

Table C3-1b(ii) Waste Accepted at the Head of Works Import Point should have read: 

Waste 

Code 

Description of Waste Code / Description currently 

Accepted 

16 10 02 aqueous liquid wastes other than 

those mentioned in 16 10 01 

Yes – portable toilet waste 

Yes – Liquors from TWUL STC’s 
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19 09 02  sludges from water clarification  Yes – sludge from water 

clarification (contingency 

arrangement). 

19 13 08 aqueous liquid wastes and aqueous 

concentrates from groundwater 

remediation 

No 

 

Maple Lodge has received 19 09 02 prior to the submission of the application, and therefore 

Thames Water request it is considered for an improvement condition. 

 

 

Answer 11b) Thames Water withdraws ‘19 13 08 - aqueous Liquid wastes and aqueous 

concentrates from groundwater remediation’ from this application. 

 

 
12) Waste activity for the head of works  

 
We cannot locate the National Grid Reference for sampling point T4 (for waste discharged from 
the head of the works). Subject to the questions above if the emission point is still required:   

 
Provide the national grid reference for the T4 sampling point.  

 
Answer 12)  

 

Point T4 is located at TQ 03761 92537  

 
END OF NOTE 


