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The application was presented to the Isleworth and Brentford Area
Committee on 17 July 2008 for comment, following a presentation by the
agents for Thames Water. It was subsequently requested by members that it
be taken back to that Committee when more information had become
available, and was presented again for comment on 23" October 2008. It
was also presented to the Central Hounslow Area Committee for comment
on 23" October 2008. In addition, members of the SDC Committee were
invited to a presentation of the proposal by the applicants following the 26"
November SDC.

1.0 SUMMARY

1.1  This application, by Thames Water Utilities (TW), is a full application for
works to improve the capacity of the plant to deal with and treat the existing
level of flow through the sewage treatment works. The applicants advise
that it is not proposed to increase the actual level of flow through the plant.

1.2  The application is accompanied by an extensive Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA). The main planning issues to be assessed are
neighbouring amenity (particularly in respect of air pollution/odours and
whether there is any undue impact on visual amenity), the effect on local
ecology/nature conservation, and the loss of designated Local Open Space.
The Local Planning Authority has a period of 16 weeks to decide any
planning application accompanied by an EIA.

1.3 The development takes account of an anticipated 10% future growth in
demand is considered acceptable in principle.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 The Mogden Sewage Treatment Works covers an area of 55 hectares close
to the boundary of Hounslow with the Borough of Richmond. The treatment
works are bounded by residential properties to the north, east and west, and
by light industrial and retail (a large Tesco) to the south. Twickenham
Rugby Football Stadium lies further to the south. There are also industrial
estates adjoining both the north east and north west boundaries of the site.
A heavily planted embankment around the perimeter of the works assists in
separating adjoining residential properties from the site.

2.2 Inthe east of the site, the embankment rises approximately 6 metres above
ground level in this part of Mogden STW (which is approximately 11 metres
Above Ordnance Datum ‘AOD). In the west half of the complex, subject of
the submitted planning application, the area of vacant operational land is
approximately 16 metres AOD, rising to 22 metres AOD at the top of the
western embankment and then down to approximately 10 metres AOD at
the most western existing aeration lanes. The western embankment
currently extends 580 metres from the north west corner of the site to the
south west corner and varies in depth/width between 70 and 220 metres.
The southern embankment is approximately 300 metres long by
approximately 90 metres wide/deep.

2.3 The site is accessed by a private road leading from a roundabout to the
south, between Whitton Dene Road and Mogden Lane.
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The works are currently split into two parts, the East Side Works and the
West Side Works.

The East Side Works comprise in the main:

e Fine screens;

e Grit removal by constant velocity channels;

e Primary sedimentation tanks; aeration tanks (diffused air) and final
settlement tanks.

e 8 Storm tanks.

The West Side Works comprise:

e Fine screens,

e Grit removal in two detritors (cross flow settlement tanks with centre
drive scrapers at the bottom), and a screw pumping station which lifts
flow to two sets of primary tanks,

e Two sets of aeration tanks (diffused air) and final settlement tanks.

The plant equipment on both the east and west side is generally low level
tanks and other apparatus, though this is punctuated on the east side by an
existing odour control unit stack (14.75 metres high), and, on the west side,
by a similar height odour control unit stack, and much higher
telecommunications tower.

The detailed layout of the West Side Works comprises:

e Screens and pre aeration tanks in the north, and then (moving south):
e Odour control unit;

e Pumping station No.6;

e 4 rectangular and 4 circular primary sedimentation tanks;
e The aeration tanks;

e The final effluent pumping station;

e 30 final settlement tanks;

e 2 primary sludge holding tanks;

e Pumping station No.14;

e Pasteurisation units;

e Sludge thickening units;

e Odour control unit

e Pumping station No.8;

e 4 returned activated sludge pre thickening tanks; and

e At the very southern end of the complex, 20 sludge digestion tanks.



2.9 The existing bunding is located to the west and south west of the plant.

2.10 The applicants advise that the sludge treatment located on the West Side
Works at the southern end, provides for a thickening of raw sludge using
drum thickeners and thickening of surplus activated sludge using picket
fence thickeners for pre-thickening then centrifuges. The sludge is blended
and fed to 8 pasteurisation units before feeding to anaerobic digesters.
Digested sludge is then pumped via a pipeline to Iver Sludge Disposal
Works located close to junction 4a of the M4, where it is dewatered and
transferred to land as fertiliser.

2.11 There is a red brick administration building in the centre of the Mogden site
and adjacent offices to the north in the form of portacabins. A large brick
building to the north of the Mogden site, on the East Side is the main
pumping station.

2.12 The application site (19.45 hectares) mainly comprises an area of vacant
scrub land within the overall boundary of the 55 hectare works, between
(and including) the embankment, and residential properties to the west.

2.13 The Duke of Northumberland River crosses the site from north to south.
Adjoining this to the west, also running north to south, is a footpath open to
the general public (the only part of the site that is). It is fenced off from the
works, and, in the main, extensively screened by vegetation.

2.14 The site is not in a Conservation Area, but part is designated in the UDP as
Local Open Space, a Site of Local Nature Conservation Importance and a
Green Corridor. Additionally, the Duke of Northumberland River is part of a
Green Chain.

3.0 HISTORY

3.1 There is no recent planning history for the embankment and the vacant
operational land in the west of the Works, which comprises the majority of the
application site.

3.2 Recent planning history for the whole works is:-

¢ In June 2002 new office buildings were approved in the north of the
site (ref. 00768/H/P20). This was a renewal of a temporary consent
for temporary office buildings given on 4™ May 1999.

e In October 2002 sludge treatment and handling plant and buildings
were approved under (ref. 00768/H/P21). This included removal of a
number of trees, a sludge transfer pumping station set into the
embankment, a sludge thickening building, a pasteurisation motor
control centre and a boiler house and associated plant.

e On 22" July 2005, a Certificate of Lawfulness (LDC) for proposed
odour control measures was granted under (ref. 00768/H/LAW2). The
odour control measures comprised the enclosure of parts of the
existing waste water treatment plant and the installation of a new
odour control plant. The Certificate application was submitted
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3.4

3.5

3.6

following the serving of an Odour Abatement Notice and all works
included in the Certificate application that are required to be
completed under the terms of that notice have now been completed.
However, the Certificate application was far more extensive, but not
needed to comply with the Notice. This included covering of other
tanks and apparatus which has not yet been done, including the West
Side rectangular primary settlement tanks, which are to be covered as
part of the current application. This is discussed in more detail below
under ‘Odour Abatement Notice and Certificate Application’.

e The applicant also advises that other works have been completed
under Thames Water’s permitted development rights, including the
installation of 3 metre high dosing tanks in 2004.

The Council’s Pollution Control officers advise that, further to many years of
odour complaints, Thames Water was issued with an Odour Abatement
Notice in 2001.

Odour Abatement Notice and Certificate Application

Following the serving of the notice, Thames Water appealed, and
subsequent to that, the courts agreed a notice with time-banded conditions.
Thames Water had to comply with the conditions of the notice, including
significant capital works, by the 25 August 2008.

These works comprised an extensive ‘cover and treat' programme, including
covering the inlet works, the two ‘first-fill' storm tanks, and secondary
settlement tanks, and the construction of odour control units in both the east
and west parts of the works.

The letter attached to the application for the related Certificate stated:-

"Thames Water intends to implement the proposed works as part of its
Asset Management Plan (AMP) process. Thames Water’s regulator (Ofwat
- Office of Water Services) has agreed to the investment required to
implement a significant part of the proposed odour control measures for the
AMP4 period 2005-2010. Thames Water is in discussions with Ofwat to
seek agreement that the following measures can be implemented over the
AMP4 period 2005-2010.

East. Cover 2 first fill storm tanks, cover East Side First Stage Circular
Primary Settlement Tanks, cover East Side Second Stage Rectangular
Primary Settlement Tanks, cover East Inlet Works, erect and install Odour
Control Unit to treat odorous air from the plant covered under the East
Stream.

West. Cover West Inlet Works (excluding the pre-aeration channels). Erect
and install a bio-scrubber to treat odorous air from the covered inlet area.

Future additional funding will be required for the other measures proposed
in this submission to be implemented.”
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Thames advises that the works identified above, for which funding was to be
provided, were subsequently agreed by Ofwat and attached to the odour
abatement notice. These are the works that were, therefore, completed.

The application for the Certificate in 2005 sought to confirm that the wider
(more extensive) works, which were included in the application (which
included the covering of both the circular and rectangular west side primary
settlement tanks, and all the east side storm tanks) were also Permitted
Development, as the works required to address the abatement notice were
not finalised at that point in time. Thames Water further advises that it
considers that the ongoing monitoring of the site demonstrates that the
odour improvement works (subsequently carried out) have addressed the
odour abatement notice issue. Therefore, it is not Thames Water’s intention
to cover the additional areas of plant (other than the West Side Primary
Settlement Tanks, identified in the planning application) as funding will not
be forthcoming for these works.

On the question of compliance with the odour abatement notice the
comments of the Head of Pollution Control are reported below, and under
‘Air Quality’ in ‘PLANNING ISSUES'.

The Head of Pollution Control comments as follows:- "By way of
amplification, the Council (and Thames Water) is of the opinion that the
capital engineering works, as approved by OFWAT, are complete. The
Council is of the opinion that these ‘cover and treat' works have contributed
to a reduction in odour from these plant and reduced the frequency of
incidents of odour generally.” “However, the site continues to cause
complaints of odour.”

"We are of the opinion that odour is likely to continue at some level and
cause complaint in the future. It appears that there are a fewer number of
incidents which cause odour but that when they occur, they can lead to
significant numbers of complaints. It is also probable that there is now a
raised level of public expectation regarding the works. In other words, an
increased expectation that the works should not cause odour nuisance as
there is a strong case that the population around Mogden is sensitised to
odour.”

Regarding the abatement notice (and the conditions attached by Judge Day
at Brentford Magistrates Court on 8" June 2005), Pollution Control advises
that it believes that there is broad compliance with section 1 of the schedule
to the Notice, marked 'operational activities': and, where there are
continuing obligations on Thames to undertake weekly tests (in the case of
odour abatement plant), or carry out annual odour performance tests on
plant, these are also being complied with. Also, it is considered (as reported
above) that the engineering works set out in section 2 ‘engineering
programme’ are complete and Thames Water has complied with the
programme agreed by OFWAT. With regard to Section 3 of the Notice
‘general requirements’, which sets out an on-going requirement on Thames
Water to use best practicable means to avoid or restrict odorous emissions
at all times, Pollution Control advises that OdourNet UK Ltd has been



commissioned by Thames, to evaluate the effectiveness of the capital

works.

3.12 The applicants advise that Odournet’s initial summary of the 2008 odour
survey concludes that odour has reduced at Mogden by up to 82% from
2005 (66.2% directly attributable to the specified odour control measures).
This meets the target of 66% reduction of odour set at the time of the
serving of the Odour Abatement Notice.

A table showing the scope of the LDC works and the ‘cover and treat’
programme (which has been completed) is included below:-

LDC works to cover
and treat — with
OFWAT approval to
carry out

Works undertaken?

Works included in LDC
but not undertaken as
not within scope of
works agreed by
OFWAT -

6 storm tanks

west side rectangular
primary settlement tanks
(To be covered as part
of this planning
application)

west side circular
primary settlement

tanks.
East side pumping Yes
station
Penstock chamber Yes
Screen house Yes
Screenings transfer Yes
pumping station
Screenings treatment Yes
area
Grit channels Yes
Flume channels Yes
Grit transfer pumping Yes
station
Grit classifier Yes




Storm weir Yes

Storm tanks Yes (2 out of 8)
East side first stage No — tanks
circular primary decommissioned

settlement tanks

East side second stage | Yes
rectangular primary
settlement tanks

Flow distribution Yes
chamber

East side and west side | Yes
odour control units

High level inlet chamber | Yes

Lucifer's gate inlet Yes

Sample chamber Yes

Screen area and open | Yes

channels

Cross flow grit Yes
separators

Screw pumps Yes

Pre-aeration channels Yes

West side inlet area bio- | Yes
scrubber

3.13 Pollution Control consider that the completion of the capital works under the
notice has resulted in a benefit. However, there remain some areas that
cause continuing concern in terms of odour. These include the remaining
six uncovered storm tanks on the east side of the works, the uncovered
west side rectangular primary settlement tanks (to be covered as part of
current application) and some of the sludge handling and digestion
processes. The Council continues to receive complaints about smells. Some
of these appear to be linked to use of the uncovered storm water tanks, the
use of the uncovered west side primary settlement tanks and some aspects
of the on-site sludge handling in the south-west corner of the site.
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The Council has appointed a consultant to review the pollution control
aspects of this application. The air pollution considerations are set out in
the section of this report entitled ‘Air Quality’ in ‘PLANNING ISSUES'.

DETAILS
Overview
This application is made by Thames Water Utilities Ltd.

Mogden Sewage Treatment Works is, in exceptional circumstances, unable
to cope with the volume of effluent that may enter the site. As a result, storm
sewage discharges enter the Tidal Thames from time to time.

Under the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive 1991, there is a
requirement on Government to ensure that sewage discharges do not have
an unacceptable impact on river quality in towns and cities. The proposed
development seeks to improve the quality of water within the Tidal River
Thames, by reducing the volume of storm sewage discharges.

The applicant’s regulators, Ofwat and the Environment Agency (EA), require
Mogden to increase the maximum full treatment capacity at the works to
1064 million litres per day. This would reduce the frequency with which the
existing storm water storage tanks are used and the discharges of storm
sewage into the River Thames. This includes a contingency of 10% to allow
for future population growth to the year 2021

The applicant advises that improvement works are required to achieve this.
It would involve a new waste water treatment stream, using activated sludge
technology, and improvements to the existing sludge treatment process.

An overview of the proposed works is shown on drawings 5X8F-A1-04501-
IN and 5X8F-A1-04502-IN. These drawings are appended to the end of this
report. These would be to the west or south west of the existing plant
referred to in paragraph 2.8. In summary, they are:-

1. Construction of new plant and enclosures to create a new wastewater
treatment stream to increase capacity to fully treat 1064Ml/d of the
existing waste water flow (1064 million litres per day), instead of the
present 690 million litres.

2. The provision of new plant and enclosures to enhance the works’ sludge
treatment capacity;

3. Excavation and re-profiling/repositioning (including landscaping) of the
western embankment;

4. Re-profiling (including landscaping) of the south-western embankment;
and

5. Relocation of the existing raw sludge holding tanks and their associated
raw sludge pumping station.

(See also paragraphs 4.10 — 4.14)
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Purpose

Thames Water informs that the proposed development is part of a
programme of improvement works to London’s major sewage treatment
works (the Tidal Thames Quality Improvements) which will lead to desired
improvements in the water quality of the Thames. These improvements,
and a proposed ‘Super Sewer’ are described in response to IBAC comment
in the ‘CONSULTATION’ section of this report.

In respect of Mogden, Thames Water advise that the improvements would
enable it to increase the amount of sewage that can be fully treated within
the existing level of flow. As a consequence it would be able to reduce the
number of times it uses storm tanks during heavy or persistent rainfall. As a
result, potential for overflows of sewage into the tidal Thames would also be
reduced. This would also help boost the oxygen levels in the tidal Thames
— improving the water quality and the habitats for fish and other aquatic life.

With regard to the need for the proposed development the applicant further
advises:-

“Mogden STW currently comprises four activated sludge treatment streams
with a current full treatment capacity of 690 mega litres per day (Ml/d).
During periods of heavy rainfall, flow into Mogden STW can exceed the
existing full treatment capacity of the works, and during ... exceptionally
heavy or prolonged rainfall, the storm tanks can reach full capacity and, in
these circumstances, partially treated storm sewage is discharged from the
STW direct to the River Thames. Accordingly it is necessary to increase the
treatment capacity of the STW to 1064 Ml/d (defined by the Environment
Agency). The Environment Agency has also set a new Suspended Solids
Effluent Consent that the STW is required to meet.

To provide this new treatment capacity, Thames Water has first optimised
the treatment capacity of the existing Works process. However, it is also
necessary to introduce a new treatment stream to Mogden STW to enable
the Works to fully treat a flow of 1064 Ml/d and meet the new Suspended
Solids Effluent Consent as set by the Environment Agency. Thames Water
is required to implement these improvement works so that they are
operational by March 2012. It has been estimated that construction will be
required to commence on site in early 2009.”

Physical Works
In more detail the new works would comprise:-

e new inlet works (screens, grit removal units and grit skips);

e two odour control units (a wastewater stream OCU to the north with a 20
metre high stack, and a sludge stream OCU more centrally situated to
the south with a thinner stack of 15.9 metres high);

e 5 primary settlement tanks to be covered by an aluminium panelled
portal frame;

e an intermediate pumping station;
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4.13

4.14

e an activated sludge plant;

e 10 new final settlement tanks;

e a Blower House (containing air blowers) and Control Room;

e 8 new pasteurisation units;

e 2 slightly relocated raw sludge holding tanks (covered);

e an extension to the sludge thickening building,

e 6 motor control centre kiosks,

e a sludge screening building;

e arelocated raw sludge pumping station;

e an electrical sub-station;

e sludge digestion gas pipework;

e a Returned Activated Sludge pumping station;

e a washwater pumping station;

e a primary substation;

e agas compressor house;

e distribution chambers feeding the final settlement tanks; and

e a crude sewage pumping station.

The submission also stated that, where required, the proposed improvement
works incorporate odour control measures to ensure that the development
would not have the potential to increase odour emissions to the surrounding
area above the level to be achieved when the East and West Side odour

improvements (required by the Abatement Notice ‘cover and treat’
programme) are fully installed and operational (as has since occurred).

The odour control operation includes enclosure of the existing West Side
Primary Settlement Tanks.

It is also stated that the improvement works have been designed to enhance
existing Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant and ensure that more than
20% of the anticipated energy use can be generated from on-site renewable
energy sources (bio gas). Up to 40% is anticipated by the applicant.

The re-profiling to enable the proposed works would require excavation of
approximately 220,000 cubic metres of spoil from the eastern face of the
western embankment. Of this, approximately 182,000 cubic metres would
be used to backfill around proposed new plant, to create a new landscaped
embankment within the area of vacant operational land adjacent to the
western perimeter of the site, and to raise the level of the south western
embankment to the south of existing digestion tanks. The embankment to
the west would be brought closer to the boundary with neighbouring
residential properties to the west and south west. Re-profiling the
embankment and raising its height in part (primarily between 3 and 6
metres) would help protect neighbours’ outlook.
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4.18

5.0

5.1

Environmental Impact Assessment.

The applicant has submitted an EIA with the application as the works fall
within the definition of Schedule 2-13 (a) of the Act.

At the start of the environmental assessment process, a scoping study was

carried out to identify relevant environmental issues, establish the extent of

baseline information available and determine the appropriate approach. An
environmental scoping letter was submitted to Hounslow in December 2005,
describing the results of the scoping study, seeking comments.

The Council responded in February 2006 that:

The EIA should include odour, air quality and dust, archaeology and
heritage, ecology, noise and vibration, ground resources (including
contaminated land and hydrology), transport, visual impact and
townscape, waste and water resources.

Energy and sustainability should be considered as discrete topics and
their cumulative and interactive effects assessed.

Regard was also to be had to statutory consultees’ responses — the
Countryside Agency, English Nature (now Natural England), Transport
for London (TfL) and the Environment Agency (EA).

Each topic should have regard and reference to the UDP, The London
Plan, the Mayor’s Strategies, and the Government’s PPSs and PPGs.

Odour analysis should identify the sources of odour and analyse
potential for, or predictions against the criteria for, a statutory nuisance.

Noise disturbance and vibration assessments were to have regard to
relevant British Standards.

Particular regard was to be paid to assessing the land’s value as Local
Open Space.

The Council accepted that Socio-economics, Sunlight and Daylight, and
Microclimate could be scoped out of the EIA.

The submitted EIA contains the topical information as requested. The EIA
documents comprise the Environmental Statement (ES) Volume 1 — Main
Text, Volume 2 — Appendices, Volume 3 — Transport Assessment, Volume 4
— Flood Risk Assessment, and Volume 5 — Non-Technical Summary, and an
Energy Assessment and Sustainability Statement. The EIA has been
assessed as part of the consideration of the planning application.

CONSULTATIONS

The application was advertised by site notice as a major/significant
development on 18™ June 2008 and on 7" July 2008, and in the press on
26" June 2008. It was also advertised as a departure from the development
plan, by site notice on 9" July 2008, and in the press on 17" July 2008.



5.2

5.3

In addition, the owners/occupiers of 950 neighbouring properties in
Hounslow were notified. Letters were also sent to two adjoining properties
in Richmond. As a result of the publicity and consultation, 39 responses
have been received, as follows:-

Individual responses:

1 The proposed development will only make existing odour problems
worse. Current problems have been held in the Courts to constitute a
statutory nuisance, and follow previous expansion of sewage treatment
capacity.

e In 2004 the judge gave TW until August 2008 to address the
existing odour problems;

e These problems remain despite the long running Odour
Improvement Project, which will not, in any event, properly remedy
the situation because it only proposes to cover two of the eight
storm tanks.

e There is also separate Group Litigation against TW in relation to
operation at Mogden, due to be heard in February 2009

e Until TW address the current problems, no expansion should be
permitted. It has only ever agreed to get rid of 50% of the pollution
problem, never 100%. Promises are not kept. Expansion will
spread the problem over a wider area. The Council should get an
independent assessment of the odour implications.

Response:- The ability to address air pollution/odour is of
fundamental concern and a full assessment of the technical details
of odour mitigation has had to be made to ensure that neighbouring
amenity is not unduly prejudiced. This is addressed in the main
body of the report under PLANNING ISSUES — Air Quality.

2 There has been an unacceptable increase in mosquitoes arising from
sewage treatment operations. These cause distress to neighbours, who
cannot sit in their gardens or have windows open in the summer.

Response:- This is disputed by the applicant, but is, in any event, an
environmental health matter that may be more appropriately addressed
under legislation other than planning. However, the advice of the
Council’'s Pest Control Officer is included below, in response to
comments by Mogden Residents Action Group (MRAG). A safeguarding
planning condition (31) is also recommended to address any subsequent
concerns.

The applicants advise that the new development would have no potential
area for standing water, which is the breeding ground for mosquitoes,
and the existing mosquito control methods on site would be extended to
the new development. Physical control (removing breeding grounds)
includes unblocking drains and any areas where standing water might be



found. This is followed by biological control where mosquito larvae are
sprayed with bacteria that contain a larvicide, which kills the larvae.
Although not so sustainable, there is also mechanical control (the use of
ultra-violet insect traps) and chemical control (pesticides) for killing adult
mosquitoes. The applicants also advise that they use national experts,
bioscan, to look for breeding sites, and a pest control company,
Greenhunter, to undertake biological and chemical control.

The embankment would be moved closer to Harvester Close, and would
be taller than a house only 10 metres from residents’ gardens, blocking
light and outlook. There would be a loss of trees and general
outlook/views from their back gardens. In addition, placing tanks and
other machinery closer to the western boundary, especially with the re-
landscaping, would cause the odour control unit to be visible from
outside the boundary.

Response:- Section drawings (in particular 5X8F-A1-04508-IN, 5X8F-
A1-04510-IN, 5X8F-A1-04511-IN and 5X8F-A104512-IN) submitted with
that application as originally submitted, show that, although the
embankment would be closer to houses to the west, this would have a
minimal impact on light and outlook. The submitted sections show
clearly the relationship between neighbouring existing houses and the
position and inclination of the proposed and existing embankments.
Properties in Hill Road, Harvester Grove, and Harvester Close would be
most affected, but even here the effect would only be slight. The most
marked effects would be to some properties in Hill Road and Harvester
Close. In Hill Road the beginning of the embankment would come within
35 metres of the rear wall of the houses (presently 130 metres) but only
rise to its maximum 6 metre height, at a point 51 metres from the
houses. In Harvester Close the beginning of the embankment would
also be 35 metres from the rear wall of the nearest house (presently 107
metres), and reach its full 6 metre height 61 metres from the houses.
This is not onerous. Further south the position of the embankment
would not change much, and would be 35 metres from the nearest walls
of the houses (as now) to where the embankment is proposed to start
increasing in height by 6 metres.

The applicant has also submitted additional section drawings showing
the relationship of properties around the proposed works to the Waste
Water Stream Odour Control Unit in the north of the site - drawings
5X8F-A1-04560-1N and related ‘proposed sections’ drawings sheets 1-4
received 19" November 2008. A minimum of plant would be visible from
the neighbouring homes to the west, the top of the Wastewater Odour
Control Unit being the most prominent, and this would only be seen
alongside a higher mobile phone mast. Montages have been requested
for the SDC meeting to consider this application.

The loss of woodland is unsustainable. Wildlife and bio-diversity/local
ecology will be adversely affected, with a loss of habitat for local wildlife
including the greater and lesser-spotted woodpecker. Some wildlife will
be forced to migrate into people’s gardens. The last time the bank was
re-profiled wildlife moved closer to the residential properties.



Response: - the applicants have satisfactorily addressed the bio
diversity issues. Where habitat is to be directly affected, it is proposed
that this would be compensated for by the establishment of new habitats.
See under heading Nature Conservation and Open Space.

There will be more noise from plant and from transportation within the
site night and day, especially from lorries and trucks which will come
nearer to neighbouring occupiers. Will new plant/buildings be suitably
insulated against noise? Noise is already a problem, sometimes
overnight, when people need their windows open.

Response: - Safeguarding planning conditions (12 & 13) would ensure
that new plant does not pose undue noise/vibration nuisance. Similarly
the activities within the site would need to be regulated in the interests of
neighbouring amenity. See also ‘response’ under 6.

There will be a particular loss of amenity while work is going on, noise
and general disturbance and air/dust pollution from building operations,
land recontouring and construction traffic. This will go on for 3-4 years.
This must not happen at night while people are trying to sleep. The
increase of traffic and other heavy machinery using local roads is made
worse by the fact that these roads are badly maintained. More traffic will
also mean more danger.

Response: -

The applicants have prepared a Construction Method Statement dealing
with construction activities, including noise. They have advised that the
plant used would be the best available and be properly maintained for
the duration of the project. Alternatives for the noisier activities would be
sought (e.g. quieter piling methods will be selected when completing the
inlet works). Static plant would be located as far as possible from
sensitive receptors, being further screened where required. To help
screen the whole site it is advisable to create a bund along the west side
of the vacant operational area between the housing and the works, to
offer visual and acoustic protection throughout construction. The
contractor’s compound close to residents in the north west corner of the
site would be enclosed by suitable hoarding, and the parking area would
be asphalted to reduce noise. Construction traffic would use the existing
site access on Mogden Lane.

Safeguarding planning conditions can be used and informatives given to
mitigate nuisance. A Construction Management Plan would need to be
submitted and agreed. It is recommended that this be secured by
planning condition. Other planning conditions are also recommended to
mitigate nuisance during construction. There are also statutory nuisance
controls outside of Planning. The Pollution Control Officer has
commented that:

Night working can be controlled by a planning condition. For example,
to restrict construction hours to between 08.00 - 17.00 Monday-Friday



and between the hours of 09.00 and 13.00 on Saturdays only. This
gives the residents quiet periods during night time periods, Saturday
afternoons and all day on Sundays and Bank Holidays

This is an unusual case in that Thames would need to keep the site
fully operational throughout construction. There may be occasions, due
to operational requirements, when construction work (including vehicle
movements) may fall outside working hours. This is most likely to occur if
the working hours are too restrictive.

Compliance with BS 5228:1997: Noise and Vibration Control on
Construction and Open Sites, should be a condition. Thames Water (its
contractors and sub-contractors), should be familiar with the
requirements of this code of practice for basic procedures for noise and
vibration control be prepared to comply with it. It provides protection for
neighbours and people working on the site against noise and vibration.

Because of the size, complexity and timeframe of the development,
Thames Water should work to a noise (and vibration) management plan.
This could also be a condition or of any planning approval. The noise
management plan should be agreed by Hounslow Council.

The comments of the Pollution Control Officer are acknowledged and
safeguarding planning conditions are recommended to address the
concerns. The Head of Traffic and Parking has advised that the
Construction Management Plan should include a restriction of deliveries
to the site during peak periods.

The development may lead to flooding. Construction of the settlement
tanks may dam an underground stream close to the front of 30-35
Harvesters Close or otherwise cause water levels to rise.

Response:- A Flood Risk Assessment is part of the applicant’s
submission. The applicant’s agent has advised that they have no
information on any such stream. In addition, the Environment Agency
has not raised any objection to the proposal, subject to appropriate
safeguarding planning conditions.

The use of the field behind Harvesters Close for dumping excavated soill
is unacceptable. This will destroy wildlife, including meadow brown
butterflies, mistle thrushes and tawny owls, and also possibly badgers.
This land is presently a ‘buffer zone’ against the sewage plant and a
wildlife ‘stepping stone’.

Response:- It is considered that there would be adequate buffering
between existing residential properties and any new sewerage plant and
that mitigation measures on ecology/biodiversity are acceptable.

There will be a loss of security by bringing the development closer to
homes. A plateau of trees close to the boundary is also a security risk.

Response: - The site boundary remains in the same position. Although
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plant would be moved closer to residential properties, this should pose
no additional security problem. Trees to be retained and new tree
planting are important visual screening features. Trees do not give rise
to any undue concerns about security in normal circumstances.

10 A smaller buffer zone between residents and sewage plant, including
tanks of sewage, will lead to more nuisance.

Response: - A reduction in the buffer zone between neighbouring
residents and the new plant would be mitigated by the re-contoured
embankment and other measures to prevent additional nuisance.

11 There must be safeguards to clean up any carcinogens in dust and other
pollution and continuous dust control after the building operations,
especially before planting becomes established and seals the soil.

Response: - Approximately 21,000 cubic metres of embankment fill
would be classified as hazardous waste if it were to be disposed off-site
to landfill, because of concentrations of lead, chromium and petroleum
compounds. A Soil Management Plan has been submitted detailing the
location and sensitivity of local receptors. Appropriate treatment for
dealing with ‘hot spots’ is included. With planning conditions on dust
control and safeguarding land quality (in particular a number of
conditions recommended by the Environment Agency), to protect the
environment during construction, and to provide regular monitoring of
plant thereafter, it is considered that there should be no unacceptable
pollution arising.

12 The development is contrary to Human Rights.

Response: - ‘How' it is contrary is not specified.

Mogden Residents Action Group (MRAG):-

It advises that Thames Water was previously granted permission to expand
its capacity to treat waste water on the site from 450 ml/d to 810 ml/d, but
that the Environment Agency only consented to 690 ml/d being treated.

Following completion of the project, sewage odour increased to such a
degree that in 2001 Hounslow served an Abatement Notice on Thames
Water. ‘I' (name not given) appeared as a witness for the Council and Judge
Stephen Day ruled in September 2004 that he was satisfied that there
existed and continues to exist an odour which amounted to a nuisance. The
judge agreed 42 months for Thames to address the odour problem, which
expired in August 2008. Experts believe that there are in excess of 10,000
dwellings within the area affected by odour and/ or mosquitoes.

Running separately to the statutory nuisance case is a Group Litigation
which is listed for a 6 week trial on 6™ February 2009.

'I' believe (not clear whether this is also on behalf of MRAG) that until the
current odour improvement results have been analysed by the Council’s



independent odour expert, it is inappropriate for Thames to be considering
further expansion whilst under statutory court order and when it is due to
face charges of negligence in February 2009.

'I' believe that Thames has refused to employ latest technology in odour
abatement, so it is doubtful that site expansion will reduce odour. Thames
has not produced any evidence to show that odour would not increase if
expansion were to go ahead.

The application should not be considered until the Council has evaluated
the situation on completion of the odour improvement project and the Court
has ruled on the Group Litigation in 2009.

Response:-

Thames has responded that it is proposing to improve Mogden because its
regulators (EA) requires it to increase the maximum flow to full treatment
standard by 2012, to reduce untreated storm flow discharges into the River
Thames, and improved water quality. The EA has also issued a new
Suspended Solid Effluent Discharge consent. It advises that the EA’s
requirements will be met, and without increasing odour levels. The Civil
Claim does not prevent Thames Water from operating its sewage plant or
from seeking improvements. The proposals do include the latest odour
abatement technology, and the method has been tried and tested across
the water industry. The planning application includes an Environmental
Statement with an appended Odour Assessment. This Assessment clearly
demonstrates that the proposal will be odour neutral; not increasing the
level over the level achieved on completion of the odour improvement
works.

The Council’'s Head of Pollution Control has commented:- "Much of this has
already been covered in earlier correspondence.... The preamble regarding
MRAG's own case is noted, but it is not a LBH matter.”

See also the Council’s response on ‘Air Quality’, under ‘PLANNING
ISSUES'.

The objector also lists a number of other questions:

1. TW states that the Mogden STW serves over 1.8 million people. This is
the figure given in 1999. Has it not increased? What is the source for this
information?

Response: Thames Water has responded that the figure is an approximate
one. It reviews Government and local authority population data, and any
increases in the population of the catchment area have been factored into
the requirements of the consents issued by the EA.

2. TW states it is installing equipment to significantly reduce odour by
summer 2008. This includes covering some tanks. As it has only agreed to
cover 2 of the 8 storm tanks and it agrees that odour would only be reduced



by 50% why does it believe planning permission should be given before all
the odorous tanks are covered, or at least until it has proved that covering
only 2 tanks is sufficient.

Response: Thames Water has responded referring to its table on Odour
Emission Rates from Existing STW and the Future Baseline (Table 38) of
the ES, which sets out the ‘existing operations’ and future baseline odour
emission rates. It comments that now that the odour improvement works
have been completed the site is operating at ‘future baseline’ level. Table
38 demonstrates the reduction in odour emissions, from an estimated
326,3080uE/s to an estimated 136886 — a reduction of much more than
50%. The 2 storm tanks covered were the most odorous.

The Local Planning Authority notes that the applicants have complied with
the terms of the Odour Abatement Notice and the odour situation has
subsequently improved significantly since the notice was served. In
addition, it is of the view that the odour implications arising from the new
plant in the current planning application will be ‘odour neutral’. Plus there is
the additional benefit of the covering of the west side primary settlement
rectangular tanks, which will improve the odour situation.

3. TW states once that it will extract and clean the air from the 2 covered
stormwater tanks before releasing it back into the atmosphere. What about
the odour off the other 6 tanks?

Response: The applicants respond that the uncovered tanks will be used
much less. Also cleaning systems, to reduce the build-up of odorous
sludge, were added as part of the odour improvement programme. In
addition, operational teams closely monitor the tanks to ensure the pumps
are working and the tanks remain as fresh and odour-free as possible.

The Local Planning Authority notes and accepts that less use of these
tanks, and better cleaning systems, and proper monitoring, will mean that
there will be less odour from them.

4. TW states it is covering an area larger than 3.5 football pitches, but the
site is mainly uncovered and extends to 120 acres.

Response: The applicant responds that only part of the site is covered by
plant, extensive parts being covered by landscaping, roads, building,
parking etc.

The Local Planning Authority would stress that the point at issue is whether
the main sources of odour are covered. The Local Planning Authority is
satisfied that the main sources are being addressed.

5. TW states that neighbours will begin to notice the benefits of the odour
reduction work before the final completion date. When? The programme is
3 months from completion and few benefits have been noticed, arguably the
problem is worse than before. TW admits that the process of sewage
treatment can be an odorous one.



Response: The applicants respond that an odour assessment is being
carried out on site to confirm the reductions in odour that have been
achieved by the odour improvements works, and that the initial summary of
the 2008 odour survey concludes that odour has reduced at Mogden by up
to 82% from 2005 (66.2% directly attributable to the specified odour control
measures), and that the proposed development will ensure that odour
reduction levels will be maintained.

The Local Planning Authority would comment that it is not agreed that the
odour situation has not improved or is worse. As reported, there is
compliance with the Odour Abatement Notice. The full benefits of the
recent odour control programme are still being investigated by Odournet,
but the initial findings are noted, and welcomed. In addition, the odour
situation should be further improved as a result of the proposed
development because of the covering of the existing west side rectangular
primary settlement tanks (which are a current odour source).

6. Proposed new plant included in the application i.e. new west side inlet
works, new screens and grit removal channels, 4 additional primary
settlement tanks, one new aeration plant, 10 new final settlement tanks and
odour control of the inlet works and primary settlement tanks, have all been
identified by Odournet to be significant sources of odour. Why should the
number of potential sources of odour be increased before the final analysis
of the current project is complete?

Response: The applicants respond that the majority of this plant is to be
covered, in line with the odour improvement works that have recently been
completed on site. The final settlement tanks are not considered to be a
significant source of odour based on Odournet’s assessment (though these
will be covered).

The Local Planning Authority notes and accepts that the Odour Abatement
Notice has been complied with, and that the overall impact of the proposed
development will be ‘odour neutral’. It welcomes the improvements which

will arise with the covering of the west side rectangular primary settlement

tanks.

7. Is the EIA available to be distributed to the community?

Response: The Local Planning authority would comment that the EIA is
available to view as part of the planning application in the normal way — in
libraries, at the Council’s office. It is a substantial document with numerous
volumes. There is nothing to prevent interested parties requesting personal
hard copies or CD’s for their own use from the applicant.

8. TW says it needs to start work in Spring 2009 and wants to be
operational by spring 2012. Does it not accept that the current programme
results should be considered first?

Response: The applicant’s respond that their programme is in line with the



timeframe for upgrading which has been set by the EA.

The Local Planning Authority would say that although the odour problem
has not been eradicated, it is satisfied that the proposed new development
will not worsen the current situation that is itself now within reasonable
limits.

9. TW states it will include odour control equipment to the same standard as
the new equipment that is currently being installed. However, TW have
given the same assurances in the past and current odour equipment has
been found to be inadequate, which resulted in the abatement notice being
served.

Response: Thames advises that the proposed odour control equipment will
be to the same standard as the equipment installed for the odour
improvement works, which is the latest modern technology, and will be
monitored by LB Hounslow.

The Council’s Head of Pollution Control has advised:- “the question about
the efficacy of the odour control equipment... as phrased is unclear. While
LBH would accept that prior to the issue of the abatement notice and the
subsequent ‘cover and treat’ works, the site was causing serious odour
nuisance, subsequent to the construction of the specialised odour control
units used in connection with the covered areas of the works, LBH takes the
view that the situation has improved and the number of odour incidents (as
distinct from complaints) has reduced.”

A planning condition will require robust equipment to be provided, and the
regular maintenance and monitoring of the new equipment.

10. TW says that the improvement works are designed to accommodate
population growth.

Response: The applicants state that they will be treating more of the
existing flow (by increasing the full treatment capacity), but the overall flow
will not be increased (albeit that there is a growth contingency built into the
proposal (see paragraph 4.4).

11. How many days a year are the storm tanks currently being used and
how many days a year will they be used if the development goes ahead?

Response: The applicant’s advise that the use of the storm tanks depends
on weather patterns, but from reviewing past flows into the STW against the
proposed new full treatment capacity, it is anticipated that the proposed
development will significantly reduce the frequency of use of these tanks.

The Local Planning Authority also accepts that the use of these odorous
tanks will be far less in future than at present. See PLANNING ISSUES, Air
Quiality, Storm Tanks.

12. Besides improving the habitat for fish and other aquatic life, and



boosting river water quality, what will be the benefits to local residents in
Hounslow and Richmond?

Response: The applicant’s respond that this would result in less use of the
stormwater tanks (therefore, less odour), and more economic and
social/leisure use of the River Thames.

The Local Planning Authority accepts these points.

13. Where will the odour control unit be visible from outside the boundary
and will it be visible from the public footpath through the site?

Response: Thames advises that the wastewater odour control unit is
situated in the north of the site, and that only the top of the vent will be
visible, its height being dictated by odour modelling. It will be seen against
a commercial setting with commercial buildings to the north west of the
STW. There are already significant structural elements on show from the
public footpath. The additional structures will not have a significant impact
on views from the public footpath.

The Local Planning Authority notes that the odour control unit in the north
west of the site will be visible in part to the west, north west and south west
of the site. This is referred to further under ‘Visual Amenity and Outlook’ in
the ‘PLANNING ISSUES’ section of this report, and in para. 5.3 in the
response to point ‘3 of the individual responses’. It will also be visible in part
from the public footpath. The main view will be against a backdrop of
commercial buildings in an industrial estate to the north, where the stack will
be visible alongside an existing mobile phone mast. Although the footpath
is generally well screened by vegetation, there will be glimpses of the stack
in the vicinity of the odour control unit. The footpath runs through the very
heart of this utility site, so users of the footpath should expect to view some
operational plant. Indeed, the very location provides an interest for users. It
is not considered that any glimpses of this stack from the footpath will be
unacceptable in visual terms. It is also noted, and welcomed, that the
applicant has agreed to fund improvements to this footpath.

The southern, sludge-stream odour control unit is more centrally situated
within the southern part of the site, away from any site boundary, and it will
rest among existing sludge plant. Its stack will be much thinner than the
stack of the northern ODC and will be lower (15.9 metres, as against 20
metres). It will not be prominent from any site boundary, and because there
is extensive evergreen planting adjoining the public footpath, it will not be
prominent to the footpath either.

14. How does TW know that the improvements will not attract mosquitoes?
Independent surveys and statements from LB Hounslow Environmental
Services have provided evidence that the new tanks will provide additional
breeding environments which will be almost impossible to check or survey
because it will not be possible to get into every nook and cranny around the
tanks which will no doubt contain stagnant water, a perfect breeding ground.
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Response: The applicants advise that the current mosquito prevention
measures will be extended over the proposed development area, and that
the opportunities for standing water have been minimised. It also points out
that additional details on mosquito prevention have been set out in a briefing
note provided to members and offices at the Area Planning Committees

The Local Planning Authority notes that plant will be designed to minimise
any opportunities for mosquitoes to breed, and that conditions which provide
breeding grounds for mosquitoes e.g. stagnant water will be removed. The
comments of the Council’'s Pest Control Officer are reported at para. 5.20 of
this report under the heading ‘Odour and Mosquitoes’ in response to
comments by FORCE.

15. TW states that it follows a strict programme to treat mosquitoes all year
round, including weekly checks in the summer months and fortnightly in the
winter, and that this is audited by the Council’'s environmental heath officers,
and is based on independent expert advice. In addition, Hounslow cleans
gullies within 400 metres of the site in summer. As TW has admitted huge
additional funding is required on-site to control mosquitoes this year, does it
agree that the problem is far worse than it has been since 20057

Response: The applicant’s advise that its independent mosquito experts
confirm that mosquito levels have reduced, not increased, over the last
year. Compared to the same period last year complaints received by
Thames Water are lower.

The Local Planning Authority is recommending a planning condition to
ensure that the issue of mosquitoes is robustly addressed, and notes that
the applicant has agreed to provide additional funding to Hounslow Council
for it to assist in removing potential mosquito habitats by e.g. cleaning
gullies.

17. As it has been proven that mosquito complaints are being received from
residents far beyond the 400 metre gully cleansing boundary, does TW
agree that it should agree to fund cleansing beyond the 400 metre limit
before it submits a planning application which it cannot guarantee will not
increase breeding environments?

Response: Again, a safeguarding planning condition to deal with
mosquitoes is recommended by the Local Planning Authority, and the
additional funding for the cleaning of gullies.

lvybridge United Residents Association:- no response at time of writing.

Hounslow Homes (In respect of the Ivybridge Estate to the south-east of
the application site): - no response at time of writing.

Twickenham Rugby Club: - no response at time of writing.
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Greater London Authority (Mayor of London): - advises extensively on
the proposal. A copy of the letter and report is provided as an appendix to
this report. This letter and report was also appended to earlier ‘for comment’
reports to both the Isleworth and Brentford and the Central Area
Committees.

”...The Deputy Mayor considers that the application does not comply with
the London Plan...but that ....possible remedies set out in
(accompanying)...report could address these deficiencies...If your Council
subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the application, it must
consult the Mayor again ...... and allow him fourteen days to decide whether
to allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged, or direct the Council .....
to refuse the application, or issue a direction ....that he is to act as the local
planning authority for the purposes of determining the application and any
connected application....... ”

The report details relevant policies and guidance. It considers the proposal
under the headings of water and sewerage infrastructure, design and visual
impact of the development, biodiversity, air quality, dust and odour, energy,
the London Development Agency’s comments and Transport for London’s
comments. It concludes that, notwithstanding that the application generally
complies with the London Plan, it would be improved by the following
changes:

1. Ensuring that the environmental impacts of construction are mitigated by
measures from the Best Practice Guidance, implemented through a
Construction Environmental Management Plan.

2. Ensuring that implementation of the biodiversity mitigation strategy is
secured by conditions.

3. Confirmation that the CHP system would be ‘Good Quality’, as defined
under the Government’'s CHPQA system.

4. Confirmation that all the additional heat produced by the CHP would be
used on site and, if not, whether there are opportunities to supply heat to
sites nearby.

5. Possible inclusion of a micro-hydro turbine.

6. A financial contribution towards social infrastructure and committing to an
employment and training strategy, under a Section 106 Agreement.

7. Addressing issues raised by Transport for London — i. The use of Section
106 agreements to secure a Delivery and Servicing Plan and a Construction
Management Plan; ii. Further information on employee numbers and cycle
parking; iii. Clarification of current parking levels, including justification of
any increase associated with the development to encourage sustainable
travel and limit vehicle trips; and iv. Details of any plans for additional cycle
parking spaces.



Environment Agency: - has advised as follows:-

"Much of London has a combined sewerage system, draining both
sewage and surface water runoff to the sewage treatment works (STW)
before treating and discharging to the tidal Thames. During wet weather,
... works can be overloaded, and partially treated storm sewage is
discharged to the tidal ... Thames. This ... [harms] ecology, Kills fish,
elevates the health risk ... and results in aesthetic pollution.

The Thames Tideway Strategic Study confirmed that increasing capacity
at this and other sewage works along the Thames Tideway, combined
with ... a storage tunnel to intercept combined sewer overflows, would
provide the best solution to this ... impact.

This application represents one of the five STWs along the tideway
which require improvements. This development should be considered an
essential part ... of water quality improvements for the River Thames.

We are fully supportive of the principle of this development as it will
result in significant improvements in the quality of the water within the ...
Thames, for both people and the environment. ... will greatly benefit
ecology and fisheries as well as ... reducing the health risk to river
users. This development will also provide additional capacity for sewage
treatment, helping to facilitate future development through the timely
provision of waste water infrastructure. The success of improvements to
water quality in the ... Thames will rely on the cooperative working of
ourselves, the planning authorities, the water and sewerage companies
and other partners.”

Therefore, the agency raised NO OBJECTION subject to conditions:
1: All planting to be of locally native plant species

2: External lighting to be directed away from the Duke of
Northumberland River and screened

3: A Contamination risk management scheme to be provided

4: A verification report demonstrating contamination remediation works
to be provided.

5: A monitoring, maintenance and contingency plan to be submitted to
the local planning authority and implemented.

6: Prevention of piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative
methods unless it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant
unacceptable risk to groundwater.

The Agency also advises that, in applying the conditions 3, 4, 5 and 6 it
should provide informatives to the developers to ensure that risks are
appropriately addressed prior to development commencing. These
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informatives are to:

1) Follow appropriate risk management framework procedures relating
to the land affected by contamination;

2) Follow Agency Guidance on Requirements for Land Contamination
Reports for the type of information needed in order to assess risks to
controlled waters from the site and other relevant matters;

and note that:

Recovery, treatment and disposal of contaminated soils and
groundwater is regulated by waste legislation and requires a Waste
Management Licence or Pollution Prevention and Control permit;

Treatment of contaminated soil by mobile plant requires a mobile
treatment licence and it may be re-used on-site as with Environment
Agency consent or by obtaining a Waste Management Licence;

Contaminated materials are adequately characterised both chemically
and physically, and that the permitting status of any proposed on site
operations are clear; and

The developer should consult the Agency on measures to prevent
pollution, particularly during construction.

Natural England:- Is satisfied that ecological issues have been dealt with
effectively. Requests use of planning conditions/ obligations to secure this.

English Heritage (Archaeology): - No further archaeological work is
necessary.

Countryside Agency: - no response at time of writing.

Transport for London: - responded as part of the GLA’s letter and report
(see above). It also responded separately as follows:

Public Transport Accessibility is very poor (ranging from 0-1b). However, no
objection to the impact of the development on the operation of the TLRN.

The Transport Assessment (TA) only briefly mentions walking and cycling,
and only includes a summary of local routes forming part of the London
Cycle Network. A cycle route runs through the site. Proposed level of new
cycle parking, if any, is not provided. Secure cycle parking and associated
facilities should be made available in accordance with TfL Standards.

There is no mention of car parking. TfL requires to know how many spaces
there are now, and if extra are proposed. If so, this needs to be justified.

In respect of ‘freight’, TfL advises the applicants to submit a Delivery and
Servicing Plan to highlight and address daily freight operations.
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952 one-way construction related (including HGV) movements represents
the worst-case scenario. TfL is encouraged that, where possible, local
suppliers and waste disposal sites have been identified in the draft
Construction Method Statement and in the TA. Local procurement is
recommended to reduce unnecessary freight mileage.

TfL also requests a Construction Management Plan, to minimise peak hour
deliveries. As construction works are proposed over 3 years, TfL would
expect some impact on congestion on main routes, especially those around
Twickenham Stadium. Non-match day impact is considered negligible, but
there should be some mitigation for the match/event day operations.

Given proximity to the Thames, the River Crane and the Duke of
Northumberland’s River, TfL would like the applicants to investigate the
possibility of using water freight for materials and waste. An on-site
concreting plant could reduce trips.

TfL welcomes the proposed re-use of spoil on-site. Trip reduction as a
result of on-site retention of excavated material is also encouraged.

British Waterways: - No objection:

Thames Water Property Services: - has advised as follows:-

It supports the application, and comments “This critical scheme .... Will
significantly reduce the number of times that Mogden STW discharges
storm sewage into the Tidal River Thames. This will result in significant
improvements in water quality in the Tidal River Thames for the benefit of
both biodiversity and local communities.

Under the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive... there is a requirement
on Government to ensure that sewage discharges do not have an
unacceptable impact on river water quality. Thames Water’s regulators,
including the Environment Agency, require the improvements at Mogden
STW to be undertaken in order to reduce the frequency with which storm
sewage discharges to the River Thames during periods of heavy rain.”

It lists the key environmental, social and economic benefits brought about
by improving the Tidal River Thames. These include ecological
improvements; community benefits: educational and social use of the river;
a reduction in use of storm tanks to hold the waste water generated by
heavy rain; increased economic use of the Thames (people would be more
inclined to use the river to travel along or as a place to work) and increased
recreational use of the river.

It supports the applicant’s use of the best technological available odour
control measures, a 40% on-site renewable energy generation through
capture of additional waste gas, and a planting and management regime to
mitigate loss of open space and provide soft landscaping/visual screening.

It advises that Thames Water has used established lines of communications
to consult local residents. This has included a newsletter sent to
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approximately 13,000 residents, and a Mogden residents’ liaison group
approximately 3 times a year. Public exhibitions took place in May and
June 2007 at Whitton and Isleworth libraries, attended by over 100 people.
Information packs were also sent to over 13,000 people in mid-2007, with
an update leaflet sent in Spring 2008, which included feedback received
during the 2007 consultation.

Port of London Authority: - advises as follows:
”....The PLA has no in principle objection [but]...:-

1). It is assumed that there will be no reduction in normal discharges (i.e. of
treated sewage) as a result of the proposed development. Discharges from
Mogden can contribute significantly to the ‘freshwater’ input to the Thames
... and if there is likely to be a reduction, it could adversely affect water

levels in the upper tidal Thames and accentuate the summer ‘low flow’
problems.

2). If there will be an increase in normal discharges, consideration will need
to be given to whether any modifications are required to the existing
infrastructure (e.g. outfalls, bed protection) to prevent scouring of the
foreshore and riverbed. This does not appear to be addressed in the
Environment Statement ...

Given the location of the development, ...[there should be] consideration
[given] to using the river to transport materials to and from the site...”

Chiswick Police Station: - no response at time of writing.

London Borough of Richmond: - initially commented that it welcomed
projected improvement to water quality in the Thames and proposed
reduction in use of storm water tanks, but, in the absence of an independent
odour control survey, considered insufficient information was available to
demonstrate that the development would limit odour emissions to an
acceptable level, and that if Hounslow were to grant permission, it should
apply conditions for routine monitoring and annual performance testing of all
new odour abatement plant, construction traffic routes and times, and a
travel plan for Mogden STW and construction staff.

Hounslow Council subsequently gave Richmond its own conclusions on the
odour control issues following the report from its own consultant, ADAS.
Richmond said it had nothing further to add to the points raised by ADAS
(see section of this report on Air Quality).

River Thames Society (Upper Tideway Branch): - The Society strongly
supports the upgrade to Mogden, which would result in a significant
reduction in storm sewage discharges to the River. When these discharges
occur they smell and look “exceptionally disgusting”.

Anglers’ Conservation Association: - (Represents about 7000 anglers
and about 880 angling clubs in the UK). Concerned with protection,
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restoration and enhancement of waterways for the benefit of fisheries. It
says it is not shy of criticising Thames Water and other water utilities, but
firmly supports the proposal for three reasons:

1. The additional capacity will reduce the frequency and volume of storm
overflows into the Thames. These both damage the ecology of the estuary
and cause aesthetic pollution which diminishes the tideway’s amenity value;

2. The expansion is part of a strategic plan for the whole tidal Thames,
including building of a major interceptor sewer under the river, to improve
sewage treatment in the capital.

3. The works will be better equipped to deal with the projected increase in
waste water arising from increased population, urban development and
intense rainfall events associated with climate change.

Friends of the River Crane Environment (FORCE): - Welcomes the
initiative to treat more of the existing flow. This improves the environmental
guality of the Upper Tidal Thames, and may also have secondary benefits to
the environmental value of the River Crane, given the link between the
wildlife corridors of the Crane and Thames.

However, FORCE has ongoing significant concerns about loss of base flow
to the Crane catchment, and therefore considers safeguards should be put
in place to ensure that increased capacity at Mogden is not used to allow
increased inflow to the works (e.g. by transfer from other works or
overflows) without a separate application being put to public scrutiny.

FORCE considers its comments under separate headings as follows:-

'Nature Conservation Value of Site’ — The site includes badgers, linnet, reed
bunting, bullfinch, green sandpiper, redwing, firecrest, goldcrest and hobby,
brown long eared bat and pipistrelle which are all either unusual or not seen
elsewhere in the lower Crane valley so are of great interest locally.

The proposal will result in loss of a significant amount of green space. More
consideration should be given to its Green Corridor context in the design of
these habitat areas and to ensure that the detailed design, implementation
and funding should be a requirement of any permission.

Response: It is considered that this is satisfactorily addressed in the ES,
especially in the landscape strategy and ecology sections of the report.

'Public Amenity Value of Site’ — The public amenity value of the site,
especially the pathway running through it, is very much underplayed in the
ES. The footpath is the major link between the River Thames path and the
River Crane Walk. Walk London (part of GLA) has identified the Crane
Walk as one of 3 main targets for London Strategic Route status. The
footpath is centuries old, and needs to be recognised as of historical and
strategic significance as a walking route, and should be improved. There
should also be exploration of opportunities to increase public access to
remaining green parts of the site adjacent to the footpath. The applicant




could also fund support for walking and for historical leaflets on the historical
Duke of Northumberland River which runs alongside the footpath.

These actions would all help to mitigate any loss of value during the
construction work and the subsequent change in the appearance.

Response: It is not considered that improving the public amenity value of
this public utility site is a priority here, or is, indeed, appropriate. However,
the applicant has agreed to fund improvements to the footpath through a
legal agreement.

'Value of the Green Corridor’ - Green chains are of exceptional value to
wildlife and the local population in urban and suburban areas. The West
London Green Chain is one of the most important green corridors in Greater
London. lts link with the Thames is particularly critical. The Duke of
Northumberland River (DNR) leaves the Crane at Kneller Gardens in
Twickenham and there are therefore two potential links with the Thames in
the lower reaches of the catchment. Both are important, but the green
corridor around the Crane dwindles into back gardens with significantly less
public land and is a narrower, more vulnerable corridor. The main wildlife
corridor and public footpath for the Crane therefore goes along the DNR.

The proposal will greatly reduce the size of the Mogden green space and
therefore there is a greater onus on Thames Water to provide compensatory
improvements to the wildlife value of the remaining green space to try and
mitigate the loss. FORCE is currently working with Hounslow and

Richmond Councils to develop Crane Riverside Park as a new Metropolitan
Park for London. This will extend along the DNR towards Mogden site and
the walking route will be the main link between the park and the Thames.

Response: The approach to mitigating open space loss is addressed in the
application, in particular the ecology section of the ES and the landscape
strategy. Itis considered that the long term planting and management
regime would adequately mitigate the loss of green space, providing soft
landscaping and visual screening.

With regard to not relating the site to the rest of the Crane Corridor,
although this is true, due to the nature of the corridor (very linear and
confined) either side of Mogden, and the nature of the species concerned
(not primarily related to riverine habitats) there is a strong argument for
addressing the area as an island site in biodiversity terms. That there is a
loss of open space area is not strictly a biodiversity concern if the reinstated
area is of greater wildlife benefit (the submission addresses this) and thus
increases overall biodiversity within the Duke of Northumberland Corridor.

‘Critical Flow Conditions in the Lower Crane’ —There is a major flow problem
in the lower reaches of the Crane below the junction with the DNR. This
reach, which runs for several kilometres to the Thames at Isleworth, is
subject to both low- and zero-flow conditions after low rainfall. During these
periods the fluvial ecology of the river suffers very badly and is only
maintained at all by the presence of weirs at regular intervals along the river




which retain a stagnant water source... The catchment has a naturally low
base flow that exacerbates these problems in the lower Crane. Local
opinion is that this characteristic has intensified over the years and is due, in
part, to transfer of effluent and drainage water from the main river to
Mogden with closure of upstream works and interception of drainage
outflows. FORCE is therefore concerned that increased capacity at Mogden
provides the possibility of transferring additional flows from the upstream
catchment to the works, and would like assurances that total flow arriving at
the works will remain the same and also seeks confirmation whether water
abstracted from the Duke of Northumberland River will increase.

Response: The applicants inform that the amount that Mogden treats and
discharges to the Thames is regulated by the Environment Agency, and that
the proposed development is to meet the new consents set by the Agency
to improve the quality of the Thames by fully treating more of the existing
flow entering the works. They also advise that Mogden will continue to
utilise water from the Duke of Northumberland River in line with its existing
licence, but will be looking at ways to reduce dependence on water drawn
from the river through detailed design of plant e.g. by air cooling.

Thames Water further advises that the attention to biodiversity measures in
the submission, the fact that the applicants have biodiversity obligations,
and the influence of the EA, all indicate that further extraction would be
looked at very thoroughly before any increase took place. Both Thames
Water and the EA are involved in the Crane Valley Partnership, and it would
not be in their interests (especially the EA’s) to further reduce the flow
through the lower Crane.

It is difficult to speculate as to what may happen with overall extraction in
future as ground water levels, development and climate change are all
variables that impact on the Crane even without the effect of Mogden.

'Odour and Mosquitoes’ — FORCE states that it is reassured by the
statement in the reports that bad odours from the works will be much
reduced by the works already scheduled for this year, and that this new
baseline will be retained, or slightly improved upon, if and when the new
works come on stream. A concern would be how this is regulated and what
sanctions can be imposed if it is not achieved. With regard to Mosquitoes,
however, FORCE is concerned that this should also be addressed as part of
the project.

Response: The Council’'s Pest Control Officer advises that:

“... Mosquitoes ... breeding on the site are generally ... in water spillages,
sumps, and other areas of standing water rather than in waste processes
.... [Expansion] would increase the number of [breeding] sites ... and ... the
potential for nuisance. However, ... current me