                                   Reply to Thames Water.  10.11.04

               THE FARINGDON ALTERNATIVE ENERGY GROUP.

               SUPPORTED BY THE FARINGDON AREA PROJECT,

                             FARINGDON TOWN COUNCIL,

          THE VALE OF THE WHITE HORSE DISTRICT COUNCIL,

                         OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL

                               THE COUNTRYSIDE AGENCY, 

                                            SEEDA AND DEFRA

Thames Water has been given a proposal by the Faringdon Alternative Energy Group.  This makes a statement that there are better ways to manage the sewage in the Vale of the White Horse District Council. The FAE Group suggests alleviating Abingdon and Wantage Citizens from the foul smells of raw sewage, and their sewage sites of extra vehicle movements because old and out of date de-watering presses are used.  It proposes taking Faringdon sewage directly to Swindon to the digester there, where it will be made into good compost. It proposes that Witney should have the lime-dosing plant ( but preferably a digester) so that the sewage can be taken direct to the Cotswolds lands without any dropping of sludge onto the site soils or the concrete pads.  It would be a 'direct to agricultural land operation.'

John Gilbert of Thames Water, has responded to this proposal on 20.10.04 saying that he is replying because he has 'detailed understanding of the local issues'.

                                           The FAEG  reply ( in italics)

We believe that Mr. Gilbert's understanding is better than his colleague, Mark Matthews, who describes the Faringdon Sewage Treatment works as ' being well located in relation to Highways network.'

Let us hope that all at Thames Water are aware of the strength of feeling against the Thames Water plans for Faringdon, Lechlade and the local communities. Have they taken note of the Petition signed by 2601 concerned residents and the 85 personal letters written by local residents.     Also the letters from The National Trust, the Plunkett Foundation, The Countryside Agency, Sustain, The Soil Association,

 and the Motions passed by the VWHDC and Oxfordshire County Council.?

Maybe Mr. Gilbert is not aware that the Faringdon Sewage Treatment works are in an 'at risk of flooding area' on the latest Environmental Agency Map. Has he looked at the map and understood that the A417 entrance to the Faringdon site floods badly and is sometimes impassable during the winter?

With his detailed understanding of local issues, has Mr. Gilbert consulted with Gloucestershire Highways Department   re the Lechlade Route? 

After reading the Proposal to Thames Water,  Mr. Gilbert says that;

 TW's conclusion is as recorded  'our proposals remain the best overall solution for sludge treatment in the Faringdon area'

The Vale of the White Horse District Council passed the following motion at its meeting on 29th September 20004. 

‘In view of the improvements that the Council has made to Faringdon, this Council proposes that all sludge sewage lorries should be banned from entering Faringdon town boundaries in order to protect the fabric of the Conservation area and to stop our narrow roads from being jammed with large heavy lorries. Thames Water will also be requested to provide an aerobic digester to deal with Faringdon sewage sludge to eliminate the need for a treatment plant in Faringdon at all’

Oxfordshire County Council, on November 2nd 2004 passed a Motion,

' urging Thames Water to defer the commencement of the upgrading of the treatment plant at Faringdon until further investigations have been made into the environmental impact of expansion will have on the Town and surrounding area and the economic feasibility of enlarging local treatment plants to take local sewage.  The environmental study must take particular note of the odour emanating from the plant and the effects this will have on a town where SEEDA and the County have invested heavily. The study must also examine the high level of traffic movements in a residential area, and an area where traffic calming measures are being sought. The traffic routes proposed are in a closely populated area passing a primary school out onto a rural road. The study must also reflect the damage that would occur from pollution which, in turn, will affect disastrously the livelihood of organic farmers in the close proximity of this plant'
                                                      FAEG reply.  

This TW proposal does not take into consideration the additional hazards to health of the local area residents and additional dangers caused by heavy lorry vehicle movements.

This whole additional tier of operations is not necessary for the overall smooth running of the Thames Water Sewage operation.

Thames Water has directed us to the Consultation paper found on the DEFRA web site of the most recent version of 'Proposals to amend the Statutory Controls for the Agricultural use of Sludge'  October 2002, which they say is to come into force on 1st April 2005.

 Despite requesting of TW several times, we have not seen the Directive. In the Consultation paper there is no mention that lime should be used.  Neither have we found any evidence that this has been ratified by Parliament.

Consultation Paper: Paragraph 20  (e)  states; - 'The revised code would provide more detailed advice on best practise when producing, storing and recycling sludge in agriculture. In particular, to minimise statutory nuisance from odour, dust, noise and transport movements ( including establishing a complaints procedure and dust management plan) avoid water pollution,  ( including applying nitrogen and phosphorus)

Would Thames Water consider that odour, noise and transport movements will increase as a result of their proposals?  ... and therefore the new code is not being adhered to?

'Because  there is a minimum  economic size of sludge treatment plant and because the costs and environmental impact of transporting sludge increases  with the distances traveled, '

A question we would like to ask:-  Would Mr. Gilbert please clarify precisely 'the Minimum economic size of a sludge treatment plant. And how does this compare to RWE's sludge treatment plants in its home country – Germany?

Our discussions with employees, consultants and contractors, who have worked at the Witney site indicate that there would be no significant problems in siteing the lime dosing plant next to the existing centrifuge.

Has Thames Water taken into consideration the proposed expansion of Wantage and Witney, if, as shown, by maps and measurements, there may be NO extra capacity for extra sludge to be brought to Faringdon.

What is the Faringdon development going to cost? T.W. has  published at least two materially different numbers. Please clarify. 

'The costs increase with distances traveled'

 We agree.   So, if this treatment was carried out at Witney, as opposed to Faringdon, we calculate that the total daily milage for lorries would be 62 approximately. However, if Faringdon is used for lime-dosing, the total daily milage would increase to 137 miles.  That's 75 unwanted miles per day. 19500 unnecessary miles per year, extra fuel used and extra Co2 emissions..  

So agreeing with Mr. Gilbert, the costs increase if the Faringdon site is used.

Thames Water also have to allow for an additional cost of extra  large loading shovels to load the lorries on site on days it is planned to take this sludge to the farmland. Loading shovels will probably be hired, and not left unused on site during the ‘quiet days’.  So these shovels will have to be loaded onto a low-loader, and come, unload, and go throughout the month.  More unnecessary transport.

At present the sludge from Wantage has tended to go direct to the Downlands south and east of Wantage, but now Thames Water's plan is to move the sludge twice, and at least twice the distance than at present.  

'our strategy has evolved to have thirty sludge treatment centers, distributed across TW area.'

The strategy should be known by all interested persons. Has Thames Water told County Councils and citizens living near these thirty sites of these proposals? We remember that Thames Water didn't tell us – we found out from  a Thames Water employee.  And does T.W. appreciate that we are still asking questions because T.W. still has not furnished us with the details about these plans. Would TW agree that we have not yet been consulted .

The identification of sludge treatment centres considers a wide range of factors, among which are technical feasibility, initial cost, running cost and environmental impact.

We have measured the site plan accurately. It shows a 900m diameter fresh water pipe which supplies Swindon within the site. Also a 11,000 overhead voltage electricity line. The lime-dosing plant must be situated within these limits.   Taking the available space, there is almost too little turning area for lorries, and certainly not enough area for several lorries at any one time.  This means that lorries may need to queue up on the A417 at a most difficult bend.  Lorries, on entering and leaving the site will need to drive to the opposite side of the road to proceed, the vision splays not being good.

We need to understand that if the sludge is stored for a month before removal ( as stated by TW that this is the best way,)  how is this sludge to be spread evenly in the storage area to obtain the required capacity, bearing in mind the size of the site. If the sludge heap is not leveled, the heap will have to be much higher, therefore there will be further smell from wind pollution.

What is the  optimum quantity of sludge that can be kept on the Faringdon site? We believe that there is no allowance for increase in quantity of sludge, but it is accepted that Wantage, Abingdon and Witney towns are expanding.  Which means MORE sludge.

Does T.W. appreciate the concern of the Oxfordshire County Council and the Motion to request a delay while an

 ACCURATE INDEPENDENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

is made to the Market Town, its community, business, tourism, highways and organic farms?

Our investment in our sludge processing centers is designed to allow them to meet both current and projected demands and to have sufficient reserve capacity in each area to be able to cope with peak demands and plant outages, whether planned or unplanned.

We find this statement vague. Please give us more details.  What are the projected demands on the Faringdon site. We know that Witney is to grow – you've told us so. We know that Wantage is to have a big increase in houses. (VWHDC plan 2004)  We were told that the Faringdon site would not have the ability to expand to more than 15,000 ton per year.  How can these statements be correlated?

Thus although a particular site in isolation may appear to have some spare capacity, this is almost certainly already allocated to the strategic reserve.

Are you saying that Witney may have spare capacity and that you might use it with sludge from another site, and then bring extra sludge to Faringdon as well as Abingdon and Wantage's sludge?

So where is the additional reserve site/area going to be because you say the capacity at Faringdon is already taken up by your proposals.

                          THAMES WATER’S  APPRAISAL OF THE AEG'S PROPOSAL

The key elements of the proposal, apart from the liming plant itself, is that sludges from Abingdon, Wantage and Faringdon could be transported in liquid form, rather than in a de-watered sludge cake.   In liquid form, sludge typically has a dry solids content of 4%, so one ton of dry solids occupies about 25m3.    

We were surprised to read your figure of 4%, when an industry Sludge Treatment manual indicates a significantly higher figure.  Please clarify. Neither is this calculation quite so simple or correct.

The use of a continuous flow thickener at Wantage and Abingdon may well be a cost effective way of reducing transport costs of tankering.  In the Sludge Treatment manual, it states that 'this type of thickener has the advantage of being relatively inexpensive and quick to construct. Another benefit of the continuous flow design is that smell nuisance is reduced because of the constant throughput of new sludge.' 

 This method will help by keeping more water at Wantage and Abingdon works, reducing the quantity to be processed at Oxford or Swindon or Witney.   Vacuum tankers which presently take up to 5000 - 6000 gallons of sludge, can be loaded without any other need for loading shovel, and operator.  Another saving of cost.

 After de-watering, the dry solids content increases to 20% or higher, so for the same one ton of dry solids, the volume is reduced to about 5 m3.  When the sludge is transported by vehicle this means that five times as  many vehicle movements would be needed if the sludge is in liquid rather than de-watered form, with implications of Co2 emissions.

We are glad T.W. acknowledges the discharge of Co2 emissions.  If the Sludge Treatment  manual ( Used by T.W. staff,)  is correct, T.W.’s calculations  are now wrong. 

Faringdon, Abingdon and Wantage and also many of the small village works remove a lot of water from the sewage at the point of intake by sedimentation and decanting the water off the top of the tanks.  It is put through rotary aeration beds and disposed on site. We dispute this very low figure of 4% of ALL sludge which would be transported in tankers.  Transporting in tankers is not only a cost consideration: sealed tankers are an environmentally-friendlier way of moving sludge, and this must be taken into serious consideration. It cannot be dismissed.

What are the long-term plans for Wantage and Abingdon?

We have spoken to Water Company experts from as far apart as Southern England and Scotland. They all tell us that the lime treatment plants do emit ammonia which can hang in the air up to three miles away. Lime seems to be efficient in killing pathogens, but it tends to bulk up the quantity of sludge to be moved. ( This fact counters Mr Gilbert's understanding that without de-watering presses, an extra five lorry movements must be done).   We must also remember that it is un-treated sewage that will pass our children's nursery and infants schools.

The liquors from the de-watered operation have to be treated at the site where the sludge is de-watered, or yet more vehicle movements are required. These liquors can represent a significant proportion of the total load to the sewage treatment works, with the consequence that additional treatment plant would have to be provided.

It is our understanding that after the de-watering operation there is 20% solids and 80% water. ( as stated by TW above).  This surely is an inefficient operation.  If centrifuges were used instead of plate presses  on all Thames Water de-watering sites -  which make a much dryer material,- transport costs and all the dangers ( including smell) they may cause, could be reduced considerably.   A water expert has advised us that by adding lime, the sludge tends to bulk up to a larger volume than existing.  Hence, we suggest that lime, if at all, should be added at Swindon or Oxford. This would reduce transport costs.

The alternative location proposed for the liming plant is Witney STW. This was one of the options considered during the development of the strategy, but the sewage treatment works is sited in the vicinity of existing housing......... 

As far as we are aware, the nearest  residential properties are on the other side of the A40 Witney by-pass.  The existing residential development is every bit as close to the Faringdon STW.

Does Witney have two schools and a nursery school within 1 km and within a pavement away from the lorries?

The STW at Witney predates the housing at Witney. If the land around the plant is to be further developed, then TW should look at building mitigating measures in place such as the ones being used for their site in Farnham. These measures include buildings and walls to contain smell and noise.

'...... and is in an area where further development is expected.'

So, more development, more sewage, more lorries to Faringdon. This is surely at odds with the Proximity Principle which states that waste should be generally disposed of as near to its place of production as possible.  The principle ensures that the problems are not exported to other regions and recognises that the transportation of wastes can have environmental impacts.

The area available to construct a new liming plant (at Witney) is also restricted. 

Employees, contractors and others confirm that there is room for a lime-dosing plant next to the centrifuge at Witney.

Are there plans to build  lime-dosing plants at Oxford and Swindon sewage works?   If not, is digested sludge exempt from the use of lime?. 

'We have consulted with Oxfordshire County Council Planning and Highways departments and they have not raised any significant concerns.'

Why has Oxfordshire County Council members  supported the Motion nem com, stated in full on Page 2  if they are not concerned?

There are considerable differences between what you say and what we understand.  Oxfordshire Council Council and Highways understand you have permitted development rights. But that does not mean that both Planning ( flood plain, closeness to the Beacon Market Town of Faringdon, the proximity of the fresh water pumping stations and trunk water mains of 36" and 30" on Faringdon's site, environmental issues) and Highways ( heavy lorry use past schools, etc., driving into the opposite road lane to enter and exit site, being in the flood plain and road damage) have not grave concerns. Our discussions with OCC indicate that they are far from happy with your proposals. It is doubtful if T.W.  would get permission if you had to behave as other citizens of this community have to by applying for permission.

Which ever way  you choose to bring and take sludge from Witney to Faringdon, you will have to pass over the historic River Thames bridge of Lechlade and  the two New Bridges between Kingston Bagpuize and Standlake.  Using the polluter pays principle, damage created to the bridges should be repaired by those causing the damage, and not the taxpayer. Are you aware that many people enjoy the river and river banks around these bridges, especially during the tourist season.?

If you did not bring all the sludge from Witney to Faringdon, and then take it back again to the Cotswolds, you would save yourselves 40 miles per lorry and Co2 emissions.  Are you aware that the Witney STW is 20 miles to Faringdon via Lechlade, and 17.5 miles via Standlake.?

Many of the residential dwellings in Faringdon, in Lechlade, and in the National Trust villages of Eaton Hastings, and Buscot with their leaded windows in stone buildings, are over 150 years old. The damage you may do to the structure of these buildings will be expensive to repair.

'We also have some flexibility over the import and export times and will ensure where possible that peak traffic times, including in particular the school run are avoided.'

School run   -   most children and their parents walk to school along pavements only one metre from the wheels ( which carry sludge – and you state you will not be washing off the lorries before leaving the site) of the lorries.'   So if we say that TW will not be traveling between 8.30am and 9.30 am. Again for lunch times, between 12 noon and 2.00pm, and between home times 3.00pm to 4.30pm, will you be able to use the time efficiently for moving the sludge.?  Maybe you will need to move the exit sludge on more days than you calculate? 

Avoiding school times, TW would need to have one lorry EVERY 4 minutes driving past the schools on removal days.

You have made no mention of the impact that the noise of lorries will have by continually passing the school classrooms, which are 30 feet from the road, and 15 feet from the playground with your dirty lorries.  Have you considered the impact that lorries at four minutes per lorry will have on the children and their teacher's lives?  Do you think  parents will want to send their children to such a school?  

The design layout for the site is being progressed

Will you show the neighbouring farmers your plans before you progress further, please.?

Will you take into account that Step Farm and Church Path Farms , both Organic, also have a right to use the same entrance track to their fields and you must also share the entrance with farm vehicles carrying feed stuffs for their farm animals ( sometimes feeding daily) and their arable machinery at all times.

The batch removal of sludge from sites is the preferred method for disposal as this provides the contractor with the necessary flexibility to recycle the sludge considering climate, demand and other factors that may restrict the operation.

The system for removal of sludge at Witney which is done at the present time is by taking the skips , ( which hold processed centrifuged sludge) to farmland every day or when necessary.  If lime was added at this point,  no extra work would be necessary to the present system. This should be the preferred option as it is better for the environment, transport and the system works well.

ABINGDON

The Abingdon site is not mentioned.   There is a huge odour problem at Abingdon. The VWHDC say that during sludge processing they receive complaints from residents in the Marina development, and this should be an area to be enjoyed.  Our proposal is that T.W. should not use a de-watering belt process here. The sewage that arrives at the Abingdon STW comes from the Abingdon sewers by underground pipes.  We suggest this should be immediately transferred into sealed tankers and taken directly to Oxford.    Instead of bringing liquid ( but decanted) sewage from the villages around Abingdon in tankers  to Abingdon for processing, it should be taken direct to Oxford in these same tankers for digesting.  Many of the journeys T.W. presently do involve  more milage than if you drive directly to Oxford.

WANTAGE

Neither has T.W. chosen to talk about Wantage.  Grove is expanding by 2000 new houses.  The site will soon be handling a lot more sludge.    Rather than spend capital to replace the worn out de-watering plate press,  and consequently moving untreated sludge around the VWHDC area, tanker this material as suggested as at Abingdon, to the nearest large sewage works with a lime-dosing facility. ( ie Oxford or Swindon or Witney). Or install a digester.

Finally, FAEG asked Thames Water to turn off the bright lights of the Faringdon site 

(on 24 hr/day).  This uses a high volume of electricity. Thames Water have agreed to do this. 

                        Thank you.           Thames Water are saving energy.        

FAEG are most willing to work with T.W. to discuss, suggest and develop a sustainable system for Faringdon. We believe this will in turn become a sustainable system for Abingdon and Wantage too.

Mr. Gilbert says;-

'To conclude, we believe that our current solution to limed sludge cake at Faringdon will provide the least  impact to the environment.'

Reply from FAEG 

Your proposed system may be the least cost to Thames Water and their shareholders, but the operation of a lime treatment plant at Faringdon will be at the huge extra cost and detriment to the road systems, human environment, smell, health, destruction of the vitality of the Market Towns and businesses in Faringdon and Lechlade. 

Committee Members of Faringdon Alternative Energy Group.

                         Tim Fane                              Danny Bell

                        Northfield Farm                   Hatton Farm

                         Radcot Road                        Radcot Road

                          Faringdon                            Faringdon

                             Oxon                                    Oxon  

                           Hamish Wood                      Pat Saunders

                            Manor Farm                        Woodhouse

                         Lechlade Road                     Faringdon

                       Faringdon                            Oxon

                               Oxon                                 SN7 7NL
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