Further Representations re: Amended Planning Applications P24/S2642/FUL, P24/S2652/S73, P24/S2651/DIS following Environment Agency and Thames Water comments

TFAG has reviewed the Environment Agency's (EA) and other consultees responses to these Planning Applications. We are very surprised that the EA has withdrawn its objections at this point in time despite identifying several issues that would need to be resolved.

It is also important  to note that Thames Water are not prepared to approve the strategy and design put forwards by the applicant for dealing with surface water disposal from across this entire site, and also in part from the Highway.

Our reason for saying we are surprised, is that the entire purpose of objecting to these applications in the first instance, was to protect the aquifer lying beneath the site, and to ensure that there are adequate measures taken to secure and enforce that objective. A  further concern is to protect this location from surface water flooding problems should the FUL application be approved, by ensuring that there is a robust and workable plan for managing  on site surface water collection and disposal.

The requirement to provide robust mechanisms to provide those safeguards has been a specific requirement for a very long time now, and yet, the applicant has not produced a full and comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment, nor has it provided a comprehensive source protection strategy and methodology (to include an emergency measures contingency plan to take action should contamination occur). 
The surface water discharge application also fails to address a number of key questions and design faults, and as noted by Thames Water is premature. We concur with that opinion, and do not believe that this Application should have been registered at all, as expressed in our initial representations

In those circumstances TFAG strongly believes that it is wholly unacceptable for planning permission to be granted in respect of the 3 interlinked applications currently awaiting determination by SODC.

We do not agree with the EA that this fundamental and very long outstanding matter can and should be dealt with by way of conditions added to  any planning consent as the entire purpose for designating the land as a Source Protection Zone Grade 1 is to protect the aquifer. Until that protection has been proven and a robust source protection strategy agreed by all parties, is in place, the reason for the SPZ designation has not been met nor therefore can the issue be addressed by condition.

We concur with the EA’s requirement for any plan to account for grout volumes on a constant running basis and for there to be a comprehensive and regular sampling regime of both the materials being used,  materials escaping and reaching the groundwater/water table both before, during and after completion of the works and for the ongoing monitoring of groundwater quality/ conditions.  These points must be covered in any agreed source protection strategy before any planning consent be granted.

Secondly, as the EA has suggested that these works may require a Permit from the EA, we would also suggest that no Planning consent should be approved prior to the necessary permit being granted (or confirmed to be unnecessary should that be the case).
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