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Section 1

Introduction

1.1

1.2
1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Appendix G contains the representations received from stakeholder organisations, along
with our consideration of these representations and changes to the draft plan in response,
or if no changes have been made we set out the reasons for this.

Appendix G comprises two parts — G1 and G2.

Appendix G1 includes the majority of representations received from stakeholder
organisations

Appendix G2 includes representations from stakeholder organisations that were longer
and/or included detailed technical content. The following organisational representations are
included in Appendix G2 — Chalk Streams First, Greater London Authority, Group Against
Reservoir Development, Oxfordshire County Council, Vale of White Horse District Council

The following table includes all the representations received from stakeholder organisations.
The table sets out: response ID, organisation name, stakeholder response, Thames Water’s
consideration of the response, changes made to the draft plan and, if no changes, the
reasons why not. We have extracted the specific points from every representation and
provided a response. Any introductory and overview text is not included.

If you have any questions on the responses, please email info@thames-wrmp.co.uk
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Section 2

Table of issues raised and our consideration

Response
ID

2555

Organisation
name

Stroud Valleys
Canal
Company

Stakeholder response

SVCC are firmly of the opinion that the multitude of benefits associated
with the STT canal transfer option, when expressed in monetary value
terms, have been grossly underestimated and that this option yields the
“best value plan” (BVP) of greatest merit. It also carries with it the
shortest lead time and least risk to delivery timescales for a major new
source of water for Thames Water and the southeast region. -

The Supplementary Reports written by consultants provide the best
cost information but they are stand alone and only relate to a partial set
of SRO’s. However, again there appears to be no tabulation to show a
direct comparison of the costs for all the SRO’s from Gate 1 and Gate 2
to support the claim that the preferred selection forms the BVP.

Although the Severn — Thames Transfer (STT) Canal option was
considered at Stage 1, it did not go forward to the detailed evaluations
undertaken for certain SRO’s at Stage 2 and reported in the draft
WRMP 24. At present, the entire STT option is “on the backburner” with
the pipeline transfer option preferred to the Canal.

During the previous assessments, the canal option appeared to fail to
satisfy a number of qualitative tests. Some of the failures were the result
of subjective views rather than objective evidence. A large number of
rejections related to beneficial effects such as environmental
improvement, biodiversity gain and health and wellbeing factors. This
appears totally counterintuitive. But the most serious error was the
extremely low monetary value ascribed to the beneficial effect of the

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response to the consultation, your points are
noted. We have been investigating the options for the Severn Thames
Transfer (STT) for many years with regulators, other interested water
companies, stakeholders and the public. During this time we have
shared the findings at community events and published various
reports. In November 2022 we published updated feasibility and
concept design reports for the RAPID Gate 2 process. As part of this
submission our assessment of the conveyance options from the River
Severn to the River Thames concluded that the water transfer would
be best delivered by a direct pipeline.

For our draft WRMP the STT was selected from 2050, after
Teddington Direct River Abstraction and the Abingdon reservoir
(SESRO), as a regional WRSE/WRW solution. Our decision to
promote construction of SESRO ahead of STT was based on the
assessment that plans in which the STT was used in place of SESRO
were more expensive, resulted in more carbon emissions, and did not
deliver the same environmental or resilience benefits; particularly
under severe future scenarios. For the revised draft WRMP we have
selected Teddington Direct River Abstraction in 2033 and SESRO 150
Mm3 in 2040 to provide security for the regions supplies. The STT is
no longer required from 2050 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050.

We have selected the Oxford Canal (Dukes Cut) raw water transfer
scheme in 2040 for the revised draft WRMP. We look forward to
working with CRT on the development and investigation of the option.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

The STT is no longer
in the plan. Please
refer to the Statement
of Response
Appendix J for our full
response to the
comments we
received about the
Severn Thames
Transfer.

We have included the
Oxford Canal option
in 2040 for our
revised draft WRMP
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Response
ID

Organisation
name

Stakeholder response

canal restoration from tourism, recreation, and health and wellbeing
aspects. In the assessments carried out to date, an NPC of just over
£80 million has been used for the canal option. However, based on
analysis of very recent data reported by the Inland Waterways
Association (IWA) and by the Canal and River Trust (C&RT) it is
concluded that the “tourism benefits” alone have been underestimated
by an order of magnitude (see attached Appendix 1). The latest
evaluation produces a value with an NPC of £800 million, but even -this
value is dwarfed by the -“health and wellbeing benefits” that are a factor
of three higher -at £2.2 billion -(see Appendix 2 attached) making the
total around £3 billion.

The NPC for the SRO of fully restoring the Cotswold canals both for
navigation and water

transfer is quoted by Mott MacDonald as £1628 million [Report Ref.
STTG2S3302 (C) September 2022]. This incorporates a benefit offset
of £81 million. Using a more accurate value of £3 billion means that the
canal option yields a positive net benefit of £1372 million after the
construction and operating cost have been taken into account. No other
SRO comes anywhere near to this! The preferred SESRO option (150
Mm3) is estimated to cost around £1400 million in NPC terms. It is not
clear whether or not this figure includes an offset from the monetised
benefits that will be produced by the public’s use of the SESRO facility
for pleasure and the associated health benefits. It appears that these
benefits may have been calculated at around £300 million in NPC
terms. However, even if the £300 million benefit has not already been
applied to the £1400 million cost, the resulting total is only reduced to
around £1100 million net.

From a purely financial viewpoint, the SRO based on the use of the STT
using a fully restored - - -Cotswold Canals, offers by far the best BVP. It
yields an overall set of benefits of the order of £3billion in NPC terms.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

For detail on the selection of options in the preferred plan please refer
to Thames Water rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value
Plan. We will continue to develop the STT as an adaptive option to
mitigate the risks that SESRO could not be developed, or if
government water efficiency policies do not reduce demand (or PCC)
to the levels anticipated.

Please refer to the Statement of Response Appendix J for our full
response to the comments we received about the Severn Thames
Transfer.
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Response
ID

Organisation
name

Stakeholder response

This outweighs by far the capital and operating cost investment of just
over £1.6 billion in NPC terms. No other SRO comes anywhere this
outcome.

Regardless of the financial aspect, restoration of the entire 36 miles of
the Cotswold Canals, whether or not for water transfer, carries with it
the opportunity for Thames Water to show that it is acting positively in
its care of the environment. A piece of much needed positive publicity in
the current climate. The restoration of a limited section of the Cotswold
Canals through the urban environment of Stroud has already resulted in
the appearance of water voles (considered a rare species) and otters
plus other aquatic based wildlife.

Adverse public reaction to any SRO carries with it the risk of delay to
the project timetable and a consequent increase in costs. To date, the
SESRO option has met strong opposition from GARD and has been
rejected for approval after a public inquiry. This opposition persists. On
the other hand, the alternative SRO based on restoring and using the
Cotswold Canals for the transfer of large quantities of water from the
plentiful west to the impoverished east -has met with a great deal of
public support. It is believed that out of approximately 1100 responses
to the previous consultation, well over 300 supported the STT Canal
transfer option.

At present the SESRO option is preferred despite it having the longest
lead time and potentially the most difficult regulatory and planning
hurdles which would be exacerbated by strong public opposition. On
the other hand, the STTCanal option has a much shorter lead time and
would meet with much public approval and support. The preferred
timing of these two options, SESRO early, STT much later, carries with it
considerable but avoidable risk to the crucial early delivery of secure
water supplies in the short term. Based on the benefits associated with

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not
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Changes made to

L . . the plan/
AEEESES | QeI Stakeholder response TW consideration of the stakeholder response © pan
ID name If no changes, why
not

the STT Canal option, but not enjoyed by the currently preferred,
pipeline alternative, a radical alteration to the composition and timing of
the preferred SRO’s in the -BVP appears justified and necessary.

SVCC understands that Thames Water perceives there to be a risk with
the STT Canal transfer option in that it relies heavily on the canal owner
and operator being able to ensure full transfer availability when it is
needed. However, similar to the shareholding risk, this could be
mitigated by binding contractual arrangements. Such arrangements
already exist for water transfer by canal in other parts of England and
Wales. Indeed, Thames Water is relying on the use of the Oxford Canal
as a preferred option in its draft WRMP 24. In addition, it is understood
that WRSE'’s earliest preferred option relies on the use of the Grand
Union canal which is managed by the Canal and Rivers Trust.

The monetisation of benefits associated with each option is poorly
documented. In particular, the monetary benefit associated with the
STTCanal option has been massively underestimated. This has grossly
distorted the relative value of the SESRO and STTCanal options for a
new major water supply. The STTCanal option out values all others and
produces an overall net present gain.

It would be very advantageous both financially and in publicity terms to
restore the Cotswold Canals to the earliest timescale even if only for
navigation. This could provide a biodiversity net gain well in excess of
that required from the STTpipeline option. It would also contribute to
offsetting the net gains required from other major options such as
SESRO.

In terms of risk management, the preferred SESRO option carries with
it the greatest risk of failure to deliver to time and to cost. In terms of
supply security, Thames Water could be a minority shareholder, reliant
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Response = Organisation
D name

2555 Stroud Valleys

Canal
Company

Stakeholder response

on commercial agreements when supplies are needed at times of
extreme demand.

The STTCanal option has the shortest lead time, shortest construction
timetable and attracts large public support. It provides by far the least
risk option of delivery to time and to cost. Transfer availability at times of
extreme demand can be covered by commercial arrangements such as
those that already exist elsewhere in England and Wales. Reliance on
canal transfer using the Oxford Canal is part of the draft WRMP 24,
WRSE have canal transfer using the Grand Union Canal as a preferred
option.

| think that using the Cotswold canals as a transfer means would give
the best value to the community.

As | understand from your document, you intend to build the Abingdon
reservoir in 2025, then build a waste water recycling plant, followed by
building a Severn to Thames transfer in the 2040. The canal project
could be completed much faster than constructing the reservoir. Your
WRMP plan is supposed to include full environmental and social
benefits, take carbon into account and not to only have the least overall
cost. The maximum environmental and social benefits are derived by
using the Severn to Thames transfer using the Cotswold canals. There
are no environmental benefits to be derived from schemes like using
wastewater desalination plants or buried pipelines. | would also question
why you've only valued the Cotswold canals at £80 million over 80
years. Many national studies estimated that it should be more like £800
million -enough to make using the canal the best value.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response to the consultation, your points are
noted. We have been investigating the options for the Severn Thames
Transfer (STT) for many years with regulators, other interested water
companies, stakeholders and the public. During this time we have
shared the findings at community events and published various
reports. In November 2022 we published updated feasibility and
concept design reports for the RAPID Gate 2 process. As part of this
submission our assessment of the conveyance options from the River
Severn to the River Thames concluded that the water transfer would
be best delivered by a direct pipeline.

For our draft WRMP the STT was selected from 2050, after
Teddington Direct River Abstraction and the Abingdon reservoir
(SESRO), as a regional WRSE/WRW solution. Our decision to
promote construction of SESRO ahead of STT was based on the
assessment that plans in which the STT was used in place of SESRO
were more expensive, resulted in more carbon emissions, and did not
deliver the same environmental or resilience benefits; particularly
under severe future scenarios. For the revised draft WRMP we have
selected Teddington Direct River Abstraction in 2033 and SESRO 150
Mm3 in 2040 to provide security for the regions supplies. The STT is

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

The STT is no longer
in the plan. Please
refer to the Statement
of Response
Appendix J for our full
response to the
comments we
received about the
Severn Thames
Transfer.
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D name

2555 Stroud Valleys

Canal
Company

Stakeholder response

The objective of all this work is to define the Best Value Plan (BVP) for
securing a resilient water supply over next 50 years for Thames Water’s
customers. In almost everybody’s language, the word “value” carries
with it a monetary measure. In the Summary section only two pieces of
financial information are given. An investment of £13 billion over the
next 25 years. A projected increase in the average annual household bill
from £14 in 2030, rising to £100 in 2050. A footnote says that this
predicted bill impact is for investment in water resources only.
Investment in other services such as wastewater may also affect your
bills.

The only other source of financial (cost) information in the main
consultation documents appears to be almost hidden in the Data Tables
that are referenced at the end of the Technical Appendices. These
tables are shown on an Excel spreadsheet. The cost data appears
without any explanatory text in the second sheet labelled Tables 5a5¢
Cost Profiles. It comprises over 4000 lines of data, much of which
relates to a range of variants for each SRO. There are no cost
comparison tables for the competing SRO’s, so no evidence that the
preferred options result in the BVP.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

no longer required from 2050 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. For detail on the selection
of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. We will
continue to develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks
that SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated.
Please refer to the Statement of Response Appendix J for our full
response to the comments we received about the Severn Thames
Transfer.

The BVP process, which was developed and is applied at regional
level, identifies objectives, criteria and a range of metrics that are used
to help identify an overall best value plan. These metrics are a mix of
quantitative and qualitative measures. Not all impacts are monetised
or are monetisable.

The methods used in developing the regional plan (and thus company
WRMPs) were consulted on and are used to ensure consistent
comparison.

We are happy to engage with stakeholders where they consider our
values (monetised or otherwise) can be improved. We have been in
regular contact with groups promoting the Severn-Thames transfer via
a canal interconnector. This Strategic Regional Option is progressing
through the Gated investment process being overseen by the
regulatory alliance (RAPID).

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

The Programme
Appraisal for the
revised draft plan has
been re-done and
Sections 10
(Programme
Appraisal and
Scenario Testing) and
11 (The Overall Best
Value Plan) have
been re-written
following comments
received and updates
to the input data.
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Response = Organisation
D name
2555 Stroud Valleys

Canal
Company
2555 Stroud Valleys

Canal
Company

Stakeholder response

In deriving the BVP, the financial impact of the benefits associated with
each of the schemes must be quantified in monetary terms. The main
benefits can be categorized in relation to recreation, tourism,
volunteering and land value: carbon sequestration; natural hazard
regulation; biodiversity and agriculture. In past work, the regulators
have requested a lot more attention be given to quantifying these
benefit in monetary terms (see STT001 Query, et seq ). It is accepted
that this is not an easy task. However, the attempts made to date and
used in the BVP assessment appear to fall far short of presenting fair
and proper values.

The Environment Act 2021 requires most development schemes in
England to deliver a biodiversity net gain of at least 10% and for this to
be maintained for at least 30 years. It also advises local authorities and
developers to consider local waterways, whether navigable or
restoration projects, as offsite locations for biodiversity credits where a
developer cannot achieve the target on their own site. Mott MacDonald
estimate that the cost of purely restoring the Cotswold Canals for
navigation has an NPC value of £130 m. The associated total benefit to
be gained is estimated at an NPC of £3 bn (see Appendix 2). It only
requires the biodiversity component of the total benefit to contribute
less than 0.01% in order to secure the 10% net biodiversity gain for the
alternative STTpipeline option. So, even if the Canal is not used for
water transfer, its restoration for navigation would massively offset the
required 10% net gain required for the currently preferred STTpipeline
option. It would also act to offset the gains required from other SRO’s.
The main consultation documentation comprises a 31 page Summary;
a Technical Report -of 653 pages and 1490 pages of Technical
Appendices. A total of over 2000 pages. A large amount of the text
deals with theory and methodology, much of which is repetitious. In
addition, the main documentation is supported by a thousand or more
pages of Supplementary Reports. These have been produced by
consultants and provide detailed engineering and financial information,

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

The Interconnector Options Appraisal carried out as part of the
development and appraisal work for the Severn to Thames Transfer
SRO concluded that, subject to further stakeholder engagement,
feedback and back-checking, a canal for navigation would be best
delivered separately to a water transfer. The impact of constructing
the canal e.g. its embankments for the canal pounds, would impact on
biodiversity and therefore the opportunity to provide wider biodiversity
net gain beyond its own scheme would be limited.

As you set out, we have produced a suite of documentation including
an easy to read summary through to detailed technical appendices to
ensure information is accessible to all interested individuals and
organisations and they can choose the level of information that they
would like to read. Throughout the consultation period we also offered
an email address if consultees had queries, held stakeholder meetings
and in conjunction with WRSE held an online question and answer

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

No change has been
made to the plan as a
result of this
response, for the
reasons set out in our
consideration.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
plan as a result of
your representation.
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Response =~ Organisation
ID name

2555 Stroud Valleys

Canal
Company

Stakeholder response

but only for some of the Strategic Resource Options (SRO’s) selected. -
The overall impression “never mind the quality, just feel the width”
springs to mind.

The main consultation documents are far too voluminous; contain much
information on theory and on methodology but fail to present vital
financial information to support the claim that the preferred options
constitute the BVP.

It would appear that the total £13 billion investment is made up from
the various costs of individual schemes. This total is the Net Present
Cost (NPC) of annual expenditure over the next 80 years, presumably
using the Treasury Green Book guidance with a 3.5% p.a. discount
rate. This type of analysis is used for investment appraisal purposes. It
cannot be used directly for financial policy and planning purposes and it
does not provide a proper indication of billing levels into the future. This
is driven by factors such as P&L account, balance sheet, cashflow,
dividend payments, etc. To present the £13 billion investment in terms
of future increases in bill prices is extremely disingenuous.

At present the “water industry” in the UK is suffering a great deal of
adverse publicity. Securing the support and trust of the public,
particularly those most affected by the implementation of any SRO is of
paramount importance. However, currently the public do not hold the
industry in high regard and probably have little trust that improvements
will be achieved in the short term. The recent announcement by
Thames Water that it plans, in the immediate future, to invest £1 billion
in sewage and waste water treatment, is an ameliorating response. It is
not known whether or not this investment was included in the £13 billion
quoted in the Summary document.

The financial (cost) information given in Tables 5a5¢ Cost Profiles
indicates that in the SESRO option Thames Water will have a 41%

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

session, as such we consider we provided sufficient information and
support to help consultees participate in the consultation.

It is correct that the investment highlighted in the WRMP is made up
from the costs (capital investment, fixed operational costs, and
variable operational costs) of new, individual schemes. We do not
agree, however, that the presentation of the plan’s overall costs is
disingenuous. The cost of the plan to customers was accurately
stated, and in the plan summary and Section 11 of the plan, we
presented indicative bill impacts. These bill impacts are calculated by
considering the investment which is needed (and when), and using
financial modelling to determine the bill increases which would apply
under the current regulatory regime.

The £1.6bn figure was not included into the £13bn figure. The £13bn
cost is associated with investment required in water resources
schemes only. Our Drainage and Wastewater Management Plan sets
out our long-term investment plan for the wastewater side of the
business.

The 41% figure is correctly identified as the anticipated share of water

which was, in the draft plan, anticipated to be made available for
Thames Water’s customers’ use. In the revised draft plan, this figure

has been revisited as a result of the revised programme appraisal that

has been undertaken and is now 55%. It is not true that either figure
would represent the Thames Water “shareholding” in the reservoir. It
is most likely that the reservoir would be owned and operated by an

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
plan as a result of
your representation.

10
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Organisation

ID name Stakeholder response

shareholding. This implies that Thames Water could be the minority
shareholder in this option. At times of extreme demand, securing
access for Thames Water’s customers to a vital supply of reservoir
water will have to be subject to commercial arrangements with the other
shareholder(s). Thames Water will not be entirely the master of its own
destiny. This is a risk.

In the Summary document, the apparent use of NPC values to provide
a guide to future charges on customer’s bills is extremely disingenuous.
The BVP assumes success in achieving an immediate reduction in
consumption by fixing leaks and the use of metering. This policy has
been in practice now for the past few years with only partial success.
This has been achieved in “harvesting the low hanging fruit”; it will get
progressively harder in the future. This poses a risk to the overall
resilience of the BVP and points up the desirability of having at the
earliest opportunity, a new water supply option of substantial size. Only
two options, SESRO or STT can satisfy this requirement for Thames
Water.

2555 Stroud Valleys
Canal

Company

Reliance on early, large scale improvements in leakage management
and the beneficial effect of metering appear to be overestimated based
on past experience. The risk of failure to achieve these targets can be
mitigated by an immediate commitment to the STTCanal option.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

independent organisation, appointed through the Specified
Infrastructure Project Regulations (SIPR), a delivery model similar to
the Thames Tideway Tunnel project. It is true that commercial
arrangements will need to be made between SESRO partners and the
SIPR appointee, but we do not agree that this represents a risk to our
plan. Both SESRO and the STT would involve contractual
arrangements between multiple parties, and our consideration is that
the SESRO scheme would be significantly less complex from a
commercial standpoint.

Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management
plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to
inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised
within our Statement of Response document.

Our demand
management and
leakage reduction
proposals have been
extended in our
Water source and storage options revised draft plan.
We have assessed a number of new water sources and storage

solutions for our current WRMP. We have put forward what we

consider to be the best plan based on a best value balance of cost,

environment and resilience. We have used adaptive planning to make

sure that the plan we have selected is sufficient for a wide range of

futures.

We will continue to monitor the situation and will react to changes in

our forecasts to ensure supply.

Leakage targeting, and it's relationship to household demand
Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the
water we treat / put into our distribution network is lost through leaks
from our own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

We know it's not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and
we're investing significantly to tackle this. The weather conditions
during 2022/23 have challenged us operationally and we’re not where
we'd like to be on leakage. The hot and dry summer last year created

11
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Changes made to
L . . the plan/
AEEESES | QeI Stakeholder response TW consideration of the stakeholder response © pan
ID name If no changes, why

not

an unprecedented ‘soil moisture deficit’. As the ground dried out, our
pipes and our customers’ pipes moved and cracked, leading to an
increase in leakage. Large increases in demand, as much as 50%, led
to increases in unmeasured consumption impacting leakage further as
we pumped more water through our pipes. We've estimated that this
event increased our leakage position by at least 10%.

In the month of December, we experienced the coldest days since the
‘Beast from the East’ in 2018. Daily minimum temperatures fell widely
to between minus five degrees Celsius and minus ten degrees across
the United Kingdom on several nights. The freezing temperatures
caused the water in our pipes to freeze and expand. Temperatures
then rose significantly, between 17 and 18 December, with increases
of over 17 degrees Celsius within 24 hours. This rapid increase in
temperature meant that our pipes thawed quickly, which caused them
to move and crack, heavily impacting our leakage performance with a
37% increase in operational reported leakage and an increase of more
than 1,000 visible burst mains. However, in terms of risk to customer
supply we recovered quickly, avoiding major losses of service to
customers, because of increased resource we had in place from the
summer drought.

To get us back on track we're making changes to the way we work
but the significant impact of these weather events on leakage means
we will miss our 2022/23 leakage target. We have formally reported on
our 2022/23 year-end performance in July. As annual leakage targets
are based on a 3-year rolling average, the impact of this year will be
felt, not just this year but for the next 2 years’ performance. Despite
this we remain committed to doing everything we can to achieve our
regulatory target to reduce leakage by 20.5% by 2024/25. We're
currently fixing more than 1,000 leaks per week across our network
meaning that, on average we're fixing a leak every 10 minutes, 24
hours a day.

Our goal of reducing leakage by 50% by 2050 (from 2017/18 levels) is

12
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D name

2557 Ardington and

Lockinge
Parish Council

Stakeholder response

Need: the proposed reservoir is not needed (the population and water
shortage are exaggerated).

Better Solutions: water transfers, recycling and desalination these are
drought resilient and cost effective. In particular, Severn Thames
Transfer is the key: start it now!

Further more, filling the reservoir with heavily polluted water from the
Thames will result in a "GREAT STINK", as experienced in London
during the Victorian era.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

already ambitious and operationally challenging. We have examined
scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and later), but the
need is such that demand management and resource development
have to proceed in parallel.

Thank you for your response to the consultation, your points are
noted. We have been investigating the options for the Severn Thames
Transfer (STT) for many years with regulators, other interested water
companies, stakeholders and the public. During this time we have
shared the findings at community events and published various
reports. In November 2022 we published updated feasibility and
concept design reports for the RAPID Gate 2 process. As part of this
submission our assessment of the conveyance options from the River
Severn to the River Thames concluded that the water transfer would
be best delivered by a direct pipeline.

For our draft WRMP the STT was selected from 2050, after
Teddington Direct River Abstraction and the Abingdon reservoir
(SESRO), as a regional WRSE/WRW solution. Our decision to
promote construction of SESRO ahead of STT was based on the
assessment that plans in which the STT was used in place of SESRO
were more expensive, resulted in more carbon emissions, and did not
deliver the same environmental or resilience benefits; particularly
under severe future scenarios. For the revised draft WRMP we have
selected Teddington Direct River Abstraction in 2033 and SESRO 150
Mm3 in 2040 to provide security for the regions supplies. The STT is
no longer required from 2050 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. For detail on the selection
of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. We will
continue to develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks
that SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency

The STT is no longer
in the plan. Please
refer to the Statement
of Response
Appendix J for our full
response to the
comments we
received about the
Severn Thames
Transfer.
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policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated.
Please refer to the Statement of Response Appendix J for our full
response to the comments we received about the Severn Thames
Transfer.
2557 Ardington and = Transparency: the details of the plan are not clear and nor are the We have tried to stucture the WRMP to meet the needs of a range of The Programme
Lockinge costs. Without transparency it is impossible to compare options (e.g. audiences. From a non-technical summary, through the Main Report, = Appraisal for the
Parish Council = Severn Thames Transfer/reservoir). Appendices (including Tables) and supporting information, there is a revised draft plan has
lot of information available. been re-done and
Sections 10
Comparative assessment is possible at option and programme level. (Programme
Appraisal and
Scenario Testing) and
11 (The Overall Best
Value Plan) have
been re-written
following comments
received and updates
to the input data.
2557 Ardington and | Risk: flooding has not been assessed, nor has the risk of catastrophic The proposals for SESRO are an early stage in the process. The We have not made
Lockinge inundation/dam breach. design process will look at many risk factors including flooding in more = changes to our
Parish Council detail as the scheme progresses. Depending on the response to the WRMP following this
WRMP, if SESRO progresses to the next development stage, we will response. Detailed
fully consult with regulators, councils and the Oxford Flood Alliance. flood impact studies
Thames Water takes all aspects of reservoir safety very seriously. The | associated with the
design will comply with all of the relevant legislation. SESRO proposal will

be carried out through
the EIA process.
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2557 Ardington and | Environment: it will cause massive environmental destruction and Thank you for your response. The environmental impacts of the No change has been
Lockinge damage both during and after construction in respect of carbon proposed SESRO options have been assessed by Thames Water and = made to the plan as a
Parish Council | footprint and loss of diversity. presented in both the Strategic Environmental Assessment that result of this
accompanies the draft and revised draft WRMP24 and also within our | response, for the
Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6), available online. This reasons set out in our
strategic level appraisal of impacts has been taken into account when | consideration.
deriving the best value plan. Furthermore, any future promotion of
one of the SESRO options would need to be subject to a formal
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and suitable mitigation
identified and agreed with regulators before any consent was
approved.
Detailed information on the landscape impacts, environmental impacts
including biodiversity and carbon impacts, flood risk issues and
watercourse impacts (including complete appraisal of the compliance
of the scheme under the Water Framework Directive) have been
completed as part of our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (available to
view online), and agreed with the Environment Agency.
2557 Ardington and | Financial and Commercial facts: The Thames valley customers pay. In line with government guidance we have been working in We have provided
Lockinge Thames Water’s shareholders benefit. The water is not for Thames collaboration with the six water companies across the South East, information in
Parish Council | Valley/Oxfordshire at all but is to be sold to Southern Water after through Water Resources South East, exploring how we can make the | response to your
sending some to London. best use of our existing water resources and new ways to increase comments, there are
water supply including desalination plants, water recycling systems, no changes to the
new reservoirs, and transfers of water to ensure we can provide a plan as a result of
secure and sustainable water supply for customers over the next 50 your representation.

years. We need to plan ahead now to ensure we can adapt to our
changing climate and protect the environment.

A number of the new water resources proposed are collaborative,
shared resources and would therefore provide water to several water
companies. These new water resources schemes, and the investment
required, is likely to follow the success of Thames Tideway Tunnel,
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which is being constructed by a new, competitively tendered
Infrastructure Provider, from which our shareholders do not profit.
Our shareholders are putting money into the business, not taking it
out. Our shareholders will subscribe an initial £500 million of new
equity this financial year (2022/23), and we're working with them on
plans to provide a further £750 million of equity funding, which will be
subject to certain conditions. Our shareholders have not taken a
dividend for six years, since 2017.
2557 Ardington and = Competence: why should we believe that Thames Water knows how to = Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management Our demand
Lockinge build such a structure and maintain it, granted their record with plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to management and
Parish Council = leaks/sewage? inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised leakage reduction
within our Statement of Response document. proposals have been

extended in our
South East Strategic Reservoir Option (SESRO/Abingdon Reservoir) revised draft plan.
The SESRO scheme, about which you have concerns, is one part of a
wider programme of resource development and demand management
options. As a water storage solution, it is an important asset in the
resilience against potential water shortages arising from forecast
population increases and drought.
The reservoir has the potential to offer a wide range of opportunities
including creating a place that people would want to visit for their
health and wellbeing, new accessible leisure and recreational facilities
from walking, cycling, fishing, birdwatching and a wide range of water
sports for all as well as providing opportunities to host sporting events
with access to new facilities for local people. If the reservoir is taken
forwards, we would work with stakeholders and the local community to
deliver the best project for the local area and wider Oxfordshire.
It is understandable that those located close to proposed major
infrastructure projects will have concerns and we want to work with
them to understand and take measures to mitigate them.
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Leakage targeting, and its relationship to water supply options
Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the
water we put into our distribution network is lost through leaks from
our own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

We know it’s not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and
we're investing significantly to tackle this. The weather conditions
during 2022/23 have challenged us operationally and we’re not where
we'd like to be on leakage. The hot and dry summer last year created
an unprecedented ‘soil moisture deficit’. As the ground dried out, our
pipes and our customers’ pipes moved and cracked, leading to an
increase in leakage. Large increases in demand, as much as 50%, led
to increases in unmeasured consumption impacting leakage further as
we pumped more water through our pipes. We've estimated that this
event increased our leakage position by at least 10%.

In the month of December, we experienced the coldest days since the
‘Beast from the East’ in 2018. Daily minimum temperatures fell widely
to between minus five degrees Celsius and minus ten degrees across
the United Kingdom on several nights. The freezing temperatures
caused the water in our pipes to freeze and expand. Temperatures
then rose significantly, between 17 and 18 December, with increases
of over 17 degrees Celsius within 24 hours. This rapid increase in
temperature meant that our pipes thawed quickly, which caused them
to move and crack, heavily impacting our leakage performance with a
37% increase in operational reported leakage and an increase of more
than 1,000 visible burst mains. However, in terms of risk to customer
supply we recovered quickly, avoiding major losses of service to
customers, because of increased resource we had in place from the
summer drought.

To get us back on track we're making changes to the way we work
but the significant impact of these weather events on leakage means
we will miss our 2022/23 leakage target. We have formally reported on
our 2022/23 year-end performance in July. As annual leakage targets
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are based on a 3-year rolling average, the impact of this year will be
felt, not just this year but for the next 2 years’ performance. Despite
this we remain committed to doing everything we can to achieve our
regulatory target to reduce leakage by 20.5% by 2024/25. We're
currently fixing more than 1,000 leaks per week across our network
meaning that, on average we're fixing a leak every 10 minutes, 24
hours a day.

Our goal of reducing leakage by 50% by 2050 (from 2017/18 levels) is
already ambitious and operationally challenging. We have examined
scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and later), but the
need is such that demand management and resource development
have to proceed in parallel.

In no small part this requirement is driven by the diminishing returns of
leakage reductions, caused by the proportion of our leakage that will
not be identified via traditional leakage control or pipe replacement
methods, often very small leaks.

Thames wastewater practices
Our plans for reducing and removing sewage outflow to rivers (as well
as other wastewater-related topics) are available in the Drainage and
Wastewater Management Plan (DWMP), the sister-plan to the WRMP
for the waste-side of the business.
Supporting information for the DWMP can be found here:
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/about-us/regulation/drainage-and-
wastewater-management
2557 Ardington and Forecasts for the amount of water required in the future, including for | We have provided
Lockinge | wish to object strongly to the Thames Water Plan for the following factors such as population growth) are derived in strict accordance information in
Parish Council | reasons: with the Environment Agency's Water Resource Planning Guideline. response to your
comments, there are
The environmental impacts of the proposed SESRO options have no changes as a
been assessed by Thames Water and presented in both the Strategic | result of your
Need: the proposed reservoir is not needed (the population and water Environmental Assessment that accompanies the draft WRMP and representation.
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shortage are exaggerated).

Environment: it will cause massive environmental destruction and
damage both during and after construction in respect of carbon
footprint and loss of diversity.

Better Solutions: water transfers, recycling and desalination these are
drought resilient and cost effective. In particular, Severn Thames
Transfer is the key: start it now!

Competence: why should we believe that Thames Water knows how to
build such a structure and maintain it, granted their record with
leaks/sewage?

Risk: flooding has not been assessed, nor has the risk of catastrophic
inundation/dam breach.

Transparency: the details of the plan are not clear and nor are the
costs. Without transparency it is impossible to compare options (e.g.
Severn Thames Transfer/reservoir).

Financial and Commercial facts: The Thames valley customers pay.
Thames Water’s shareholders benefit. The water is not for Thames
Valley/Oxfordshire at all but is to be sold to Southern Water after
sending some to London.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

also within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6). This strategic
level appraisal of impacts has been taken into account when deriving
the best value plan. Furthermore, any future promotion of one of the
SESRO options would need to be subject to a formal Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) and suitable mitigation identified and agreed
with regulators before any consent was approved.

The SESRO options will result in areas of existing floodplain being
removed. In line with prevailing legislation and best practice, this
would be mitigated through the development of level-for-level
floodplain compensation, as part of the reservoir proposals. This
would be designed to ensure that the flood risk to areas upstream and
downstream was not worsened by the SESRO proposals. All such
work would need to be reviewed and agreed by the Environment
Agency before consent for the scheme is allowed. Our initial findings
at RAPID Gate 2 are that the scheme could result in a slight
betterment to the flood flows passing downstream to Abingdon and
negligible impacts on groundwater flooding. This will be subject to
further modelling, appraisal and scrutiny as the design progresses.

Detailed information on the landscape impacts, environmental impacts
including biodiversity and heritage impacts, flood risk issues and
watercourse impacts (including complete appraisal of the compliance
of the scheme under the Water Framework Directive) have been
completed as part of our Gate 2 submission to RAPID, and agreed
with the Environment Agency.

In our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (Table 4.3), we have explained the
various measures that we will take to ensure the reservoir is designed,
constructed and operated safely. Thames Water has an exemplary
record of safety at its existing 59 reservoirs which fall within the remit
of the Reservoirs Act 1975. Thames Water also has several
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comparable reservoirs to the SESRO. King George VI, Queen
Elizabeth Il, Queen Mary, Queen Mother and Wraysbury all have dam
heights of 12-20m and crest lengths of 4.3-6.3km.

At between 15m and 25m high, the earth embankments for the
proposed SESRO scheme are well within the parameters of other
similar schemes in the UK. The British Research Establishment (BRE)
Register of UK Dams lists 370 embankments with a height of at least
15m and 105 over 25m. Most embankment dams in the UK are built
as impounding reservoirs (i.e., impounding a watercourse, and
therefore abutting either valley side). The non-impounding nature of
the SESRO does mean that its total crest length is unusually long.
However, the length of the dam has no bearing on the maximum
stresses within it, which equate to the height, as this defines the scale
of the loading induced by the self-weight and the loads applied by the
water. A longer dam is typically more likely to encounter variety in the
ground conditions which are to support the dam, but the ground
conditions at the SESRO site have been found to be highly consistent
around the perimeter.

Globally, there is a World Register of Dams maintained by the
International Commission on Large Dams, which highlights that there
are many dams around the world of comparable or greater scale to
the SESRO. Within the 2020 register there are, internationally:

- Over 1,950 earth embankment dams impounding a reservoir volume
of at least 150Mm3

- 121 earth embankment dams with a crest length of at least 10km

In an international context the proposals for SESRO constitute a large
reservoir but there are many which are larger. Far from being
untested, the use of earth embankments of such scale to impound
reservoirs is very well established.
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The inclusion of SESRO in the plan is reflective of the fact that this
drives the overall best-value plan for the South-East. It provides a new
source of water for the South-East by providing the storage for excess
winter flows in the River Thames, to enable them to be converted into
potable supplies during lower flow periods. In effect this is a new
source of water during lower flow summer periods that would
otherwise not be available for use.

The draft WRMP24 plan required the Severn to Thames Transfer
(STT) to be ready by 2050, after Teddington Direct River Abstraction
and SESRO. For the revised draft WRMP24 plan we have selected
the SESRO 150 Mm3 option from 2040 as the best value solution to
the adaptive planning problem that we face. For detail on the
selection of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. Our work has
shown that a new reservoir is a better option than a transfer from the
River Severn, as it is:

. Less expensive overall, with lower running costs;

. Is more resilient - in a drought, it’s hard to predict exactly when
we'll need extra water supplies. The lead time to get water from the
west of the country would be between three and four weeks, whereas
it would be readily available from the reservoir and it is more resilient
to our changing climate;

. Forecasts suggest we’ll see more droughts occurring at the
same time across the whole country, so when the South East is in
drought, the water for the transfer may actually be needed by
customers in the Midlands and North West

. The reservoir also has the potential to provide a wide range of
economic, social and environmental opportunities — boosting
biodiversity, natural capital and recreational benefits beyond those
that can be offered by the water transfer. This is why many customers
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2557 Ardington and

Lockinge
Parish Council
2557 Ardington and

Lockinge
Parish Council

Stakeholder response

Obijecting to the above plan specifically in relation to the proposed
Reservoir.

| now wish to mention another important objection, namely that so long
as Thames Water continues to allow sewage or contaminated water to
be discharged into the River Thames, it cannot be safe to use Thames
water to feed the Reservoir.

We, Ardington and Lockinge Parish Council, wish to object strongly to
the Thames Water Plan for the following reasons:

* Need: the proposed reservoir is not needed (the population and water
shortage are exaggerated).

» Environment: it will cause massive environmental destruction and
damage both during and after construction in respect of carbon
footprint and loss of diversity.

* Better Solutions: water transfers, recycling and desalination these are
drought resilient and cost effective. In particular, Severn Thames
Transfer is the key: start it now!

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

tell us they’d prefer a new reservoir over other schemes.

The Severn to Thames Transfer (STT) is no longer required from 2050
in the revised draft WRMP24 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. We will however continue to
develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks that
SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated. In
relation to the Severn Thames Transfer, we have collated and
summarised responses in the Statement of Response Technical
Appendices Appendix J.

The water quality risk assessment and analysis completed for the
SESRO options, as reported in our Gate 2 submission to RAPID,
which confirms the feasibility of the proposals from a water quality risk
perspective, takes account of the actual recorded water quality within
the River Thames. This is therefore reflective of historical wastewater
spills and associated risks. This risk assessment has been reviewed
and found acceptable by the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI).
Water is essential for all our lives. Over 20 million people live in the
South East, with around 10 million in Thames Water’s area, who all
need a safe and dependable water supply. The consequences of not
having a secure water supply for our economy, society and the
environment is huge. We support an economy that in London alone is
responsible for 24% of the UK’s economic output, while also caring for
sensitive and precious habitats including almost a quarter of the
world’s rare chalk streams. Our changing climate, the need to protect
the environment alongside accommodating future growth are all
putting pressure on our water resources. Without action, we could
face a substantial shortfall of around one billion litres of water a day in
the next 50 years.

We don’t know exactly what the future will bring, so our plan is

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

The parameters
considered align with
the guidelines of
subjects we need to
consider. The choice
of options in our plan
are due to the
guidelines and the
optimisation of the
WRSE regional model.
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« Competence: why should we believe that Thames Water knows how to
build such a structure and maintain it, granted their record with
leaks/sewage?

* Risk: flooding has not been assessed, nor has the risk of catastrophic
inundation/dam breach.

* Transparency: the details of the plan are not clear and nor are the
costs. Without transparency it is impossible to compare options (e.g.
Severn Thames Transfer/reservaoir).

+ Financial and Commercial facts: The Thames valley customers pay.
Thames Water’s shareholders benefit. The water is not for Thames
Valley/Oxfordshire at all but is to be sold to Southern Water after
sending some to London.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

adaptive. We'll monitor the future and adjust our plan accordingly but
investing now will mean we can: cope with the changing climate and
more severe droughts; leave around 20% more water in the
environment around us and support growth in our communities and
our businesses.

+ Climate Change: Our climate is changing and our weather is more
unpredictable than ever. We're facing hotter, drier summers, which
means there’ll be less rain when we need it most, and extreme
weather events will likely happen more often. We've taken the most
recent climate change projections produced by the Met Office (UKCP
2018) and assessed how they could impact our water sources in
normal years as well as in a drought. This tells us how much more
water we'll need to replace the supplies we may lose and identifies
which water sources are most at risk

* Protecting the Environment: A significant driver in our dAWRMP24 is
to improve the environment we are so heavily reliant on. Over the past
25 years, we've reduced the amount of water we take from the
environment by 134 MI/d and taken steps to protect some of our most
sensitive rivers but we need to do more to protect the environment. In
this draft plan we have proposed reducing abstraction from our
vulnerable chalk streams and other watercourses in order to improve
flows and the habitats for fish and other wildlife. We plan to reduce
abstraction to sustainable levels by 2050, our draft plan proposes
taking over 500 MI/d less water from sensitive rivers and waterways,
targeting reductions in vulnerable catchments first.

» Growing Population: London and the Thames Valley is already one
of the most densely populated parts of the country, and the number of
people living and working here is forecast to grow significantly. We've
used the latest forecasts from local authorities to develop future
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growth forecasts in our area. This is in line with guidance from our
regulators which states that the plan should reflect local growth
ambitions and plan to meet the additional needs of new businesses
and households. We've also looked at other forecasts such as the
ONS. By 2050, we forecast there will be around two million more
people living in our area, and by 2075, we forecast the population will
rise by a further one million people to a total customer base of over 13
million.

The environmental impacts of the proposed SESRO options have
been assessed by Thames Water and presented in both the Strategic
Environmental Assessment that accompanies the revised draft WRMP
and also within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6), both can
be found on our website This strategic level appraisal of impacts has
been taken into account when deriving the best value plan.
Furthermore, any future promotion of one of the SESRO options would
need to be subject to a formal Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) and suitable mitigation identified and agreed with regulators
before any consent was approved.

The SESRO options will result in areas of existing floodplain being
removed. In line with prevailing legislation and best practice, this
would be mitigated through the development of level-for-level
floodplain compensation, as part of the reservoir proposals. This
would be designed to ensure that the flood risk to areas upstream and
downstream was not worsened by the SESRO proposals. All such
work would need to be reviewed and agreed by the Environment
Agency before consent for the scheme is allowed. Our initial findings
at RAPID Gate 2 are that the scheme could result in a slight
betterment to the flood flows passing downstream to Abingdon and
negligible impacts on groundwater flooding. This will be subject to
further modelling, appraisal and scrutiny as the design progresses.
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Detailed information on the landscape impacts, environmental impacts
including biodiversity and heritage impacts, flood risk issues and
watercourse impacts (including complete appraisal of the compliance
of the scheme under the Water Framework Directive) have been
completed as part of our Gate 2 submission to RAPID, and agreed
with the Environment Agency.

In our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (Table 4.3), we have explained the
various measures that we will take to ensure the reservoir is designed,
constructed and operated safely. Thames Water has an exemplary
record of safety at its existing 59 reservoirs which fall within the remit
of the Reservoirs Act 1975. Thames Water also has several
comparable reservoirs to the SESRO. King George VI, Queen
Elizabeth Il, Queen Mary, Queen Mother and Wraysbury all have dam
heights of 12-20m and crest lengths of 4.3-6.3km.

At between 15m and 25m high, the earth embankments for the
proposed SESRO scheme are well within the parameters of other
similar schemes in the UK. The British Research Establishment (BRE)
Register of UK Dams lists 370 embankments with a height of at least
15m and 105 over 25m. Most embankment dams in the UK are built
as impounding reservoirs (i.e., impounding a watercourse, and
therefore abutting either valley side). The non-impounding nature of
the SESRO does mean that its total crest length is unusually long.
However, the length of the dam has no bearing on the maximum
stresses within it, which equate to the height, as this defines the scale
of the loading induced by the self-weight and the loads applied by the
water. A longer dam is typically more likely to encounter variety in the
ground conditions which are to support the dam, but the ground
conditions at the SESRO site have been found to be highly consistent
around the perimeter.
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Globally, there is a World Register of Dams maintained by the
International Commission on Large Dams, which highlights that there
are many dams around the world of comparable or greater scale to
the SESRO. Within the 2020 register there are, internationally:

- Over 1,950 earth embankment dams impounding a reservoir volume
of at least 150Mm3

- 121 earth embankment dams with a crest length of at least 10km

In an international context the proposals for SESRO constitute a large
reservoir but there are many which are larger. Far from being
untested, the use of earth embankments of such scale to impound
reservoirs is very well established.

The inclusion of SESRO in the plan is reflective of the fact that this
drives the overall best-value plan for the South-East. It provides a new
source of water for the South-East by providing the storage for excess
winter flows in the River Thames, to enable them to be converted into
potable supplies during lower flow periods. In effect this is a new
source of water during lower flow summer periods that would
otherwise not be available for use. The draft WRSE Regional Plan
requires the Teddington Direct River Abstraction by 2033 and SESRO
by 2040. Our work has shown that a combination of options are
needed, but a new reservoir is a better option against a transfer of
water from the River Severn, as it is:

* less expensive overall, with lower running costs;

« is more resilient - in a drought, it's hard to predict exactly when we’ll
need extra water supplies. The lead time to get water from the west of
the country would be between three and four weeks, whereas it would
be readily available from the reservoir and it is more resilient to our
changing climate;

« forecasts suggest we’'ll see more droughts occurring at the same
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time across the whole country, so when the South East is in drought,
the water for the transfer may actually be needed by customers in the
Midlands and North West

* The reservoir also has the potential to provide a wide range of
economic, social and environmental opportunities — boosting
biodiversity, natural capital and recreational benefits beyond those
that can be offered by the water transfer. This is why many customers
tell us they’d prefer a new reservoir over other schemes.

Under the requirements of the Reservoirs Act, there is an obligation on
the owner and operator of a reservoir to produce an On-Site Plan prior
to the reservoir being filled for the first time, which would detail breach
failure and inundation extents for use by first responders and civil
contingency planners. This plan is a critical part of the certification of
the reservoir by the Construction Engineer, who would be appointed
under the Reservoirs Act. This type of inundation information would
not normally be produced ahead of DCO consent. There are no direct
requirements of either the Water Resources National Policy Statement
or in the 2008 Planning Act for inundation mapping to be provided for
a reservoir.

Cost information on all our WRMP options is included in the data
tables published in the Document Library in the WRMP35 consultation
site (https://thames-wrmp.co.uk/document-library/).

We are developing SESRO in collaboration with Affinity Water to
people across the South East, including customers of Southern Water.
Should the reservoir go ahead we will draw on the learning from the
success of Thames Tideway Tunnel, which is being constructed by a
new, competitively tendered Infrastructure Provider, from which our
shareholders do not profit. Our shareholders are in it for the long -
term, they are putting money into the business not taking it out. In
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D name
2558 East Hanney

Parish Council
2558 East Hanney

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

> |t is clear that figures quoted in the draft plan grossly overestimate
future population figures for the region, using

national growth estimates rather than more realistic figures for the area
of concern. This makes the assessment

of the issues of supply and demand complete nonsense. Better
alternatives are more readily available than a

grotesque bunded reservoir towering above the flat agricultural
landscape that this will destroy forever.

The Plan also needs to have a different focus which is based on
customer concerns and needs, so that the plan targets and

provides resource and commitment to address those concerns, this
clearly is not how the plan is presented, ambitions are

poor for those areas which matter to customers such as fixing the leaks,
and value for money is not being delivered.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

June 2022, we announced our revised business plan for 2020 to
2025, increasing our expenditure to £11.5 billion compared to the
£9.6 billion in our final determination, supported by new equity
underwritten by our shareholders, to prioritise investment in improving
service for customers and to protect the environment.

All growth forecasts used by Thames Water have been produced by
ONS or a local authority and we have no reason to consider they have
been unduly exaggerated. ONS growth forecast are used for planning
purposes across a range of sectors. In the case of local authority
plans these are reviewed by Government planning inspectors prior to
their approval. The use of these forecasts are required by the Water
Resource Planning Guidelines. Given this we consider their use within
our plan appropriate and we have a duty to enable the growth within
local authority plans by ensuring a secure supply of water for
proposed growth to be available.

Identifying a best value plan includes subjectivity, based on
quantitative and qualitative analysis of a range of metrics for cost,
environment and resilience criteria.

We accept that people can look at the same data and have a different
view, which is why we set out our process and decision making in
section 10 and 11 of the WRMP Main Report.

Meeting the needs of customers (and the environment) for water
supply is central to the WRMP process. The objectives for water
resources planning were consulted on and agreed upfront, including
ongoing reductions in leakage and usage. Customer concerns are
wide ranging and are heard throughout the process via consultation.
We believe we have heard a good cross-section of views. We also
have to make proposals in the full knowledge that will never satisfy
everybody in our supply area or the wider SE of England.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

The Programme
Appraisal for the
revised draft plan has
been re-done and
Sections 10
(Programme
Appraisal and
Scenario Testing) and
11 (The Overall Best
Value Plan) have
been re-written
following comments
received and updates
to the input data.
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D name
2558 East Hanney

Parish Council
2558 East Hanney

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

The draft plan does not explain why a scheme that will result in major
carbon emissions is being prioritized over
schemes that would have far less impact.

We detail below what the issues for residents are. Currently the plan
would seem to be driven on a financial basis which

generates income for Thameswater and assures long term financial
returns for the shareholder from the principle

investments proposed which are funded by customers through
increases in the cost of the bills. We would like to see a

different approach focused on service provision and achievement of
value for money for the customer base. As currently

drafted the focus of the plan is centered on the provision of the mega
reservoir at a material capital cost paid for by

residents, for which there is no requirement, is not supported by the
customer base, and is harmful to the environment.

This needs to be removed from the plan

This is not a service based plan, or one which addresses customer
needs, and does not provide Vfm, to the customer base
who will have to pay an increase in their bills to fund a scheme which

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Where people are directly impacted, we will work with them to mitigate
and minimise the impacts and maximise potential benefits in the long-
term.

For each option that we consider, we estimate the carbon emissions
that would result from construction and operation of that option. When
building our plan, we aim to produce an overall Best Value plan,
considering the costs, emissions and environmental impacts of each
scheme. Our planning has shown that adopting other options would
be likely to increase the overall carbon emissions associated with
providing a reliable water supply over the long term, when considering
both the emissions needed to build different options and the emissions
that would arise from their use.

Thank you for your feedback, responding to the points raised:

Our WRMP, as part of a regional solution for the South East of
England, is not defined on a financial basis and is not the least cost
solution, but one that reflects best value across a range of financial,
environmental, social and resilience metrics. The reservoir is one part
of a wider programme of demand management and resource
development meeting the need for water across the South East of
England.

The WRMP focuses on water resources, we prepare a sister plan
covering drainage and wastewater management called the DWMP,
and the funding for all future investment is presented in our Business
plan, which is submitted to Ofwat every five years. Specifically in
regard to the discharge of untreated sewage, this is unacceptable,
Between 2025 and 2030 we will be investing at least £750 million to
reduce discharges of untreated sewage to sewers, and over £1 billion

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have not made
changes following this
response, as our
consideration is that
our plan (both
dWRMP and
rdWRMP) clearly
explains our
programme appraisal
reasoning.

Section 5 presents
updated information
on our environmental
destination and
section 8 presents the
scenarios for the
leakage reduction
programmes.
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would be created for the benefit of value to
Thameswater, and not be of benefit to local bill payers.

Although £37 per year is quoted, the chart goes to £100 per year.
There is therefore flexibility built into the plan by

Thameswater which puts customers at risk of paying more as the plan
evolves, and apparently no cap! Further, investment

in facilities such as waste water is additional. There needs to be a
detailed proposal of what the costs for customers will

be.

The plan should have a different focus, being that of delivering service
and addressing customer concerns, these include:

6

* Providing capacity within the sewage and waste water processing
systems to alleviate the need to discharge into

rivers and water courses. We unfortunately frequently experience a
need for areas of the village to be pumped

because of insufficient local capacity.

« To immediately stop the practice of discharge of raw sewage into rare
chalk streams. We have within the village

the Letcombe Brook which is abused by Thameswater in this regard,
with effluent frequently prevalent within this

highly sensitive natural environment.

* To protect the environment and clean up the rivers.

+ To cease the practice of extraction from rare chalk streams. The
timeframe for this should be brought forward

considerably, 2030 is not unreasonable!

+ To have a real focus on mending leaks, we note a target of 50%, this
is very weak, and should be higher, as that

also helps resolve supply. It should not be a target, but a commitment.
At the moment the plan is not ambitious,

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

to improve treatment processes at our sewage treatment works. .

We engage with customers in the development of the strategic plans
(WRMP and DWMP) and on the Business plan to ensure we
understand and develop plans to reflect our customers preferences
and priorities, this is a requirement of our economic regulator, Ofwat.

In terms of environmental protection, this is a key driver to our WRMP
and through our proposed environmental destination programme we
are seeking to return flow to chalk streams and other rivers across the
region. The timeframe for reducing unsustainable abstraction is
contingent on completing the investigations and developing new water
sources to compensate for the reduced abstraction as we need to be
able to continue to provide a secure water supply. The EA has asked
us to review the timeframes for delivering the environmental
destination and we have done that as set out in Section 5 of our
revised draft WRMP.

Leakage reduction is a priority for us and significant reductions are
built into the draft WRMP. The commitment to halve the amount of
water lost through leaks by 2050, is an ambitious target, and
alongside measures to reduce demand this will make up over half of
the water shortfall forecast by 2050. We have considered
programmes of work to achieve more leakage reduction, and faster,
and the cost and deliverability of this, and have presented this
information in Section 10 of our revised draft plan.
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SIS || OIgEIEEUe Stakeholder response
D name
and a focus on this would benefit all.
* To see proper planning and investment to protect from flood events
arising from climatic change.
2558 East Hanney = We wish to see the plan withdrawn, and specifically request the removal

Parish Council | of the proposed mega reservoir (remove from

the plan the Thames Water South East Strategic Reservoir Option
(SESROQ)). The proposed reservoir is environmentally

harmful, of a size and design which is untested, and is proposed at a
height which would tower over the surrounding

landscape adversely affecting surrounding communities, landscape and
the character of the area. It would create

significant risk to the local area, including increasing flood risk to local
villages, whilst also devastating an area which is

currently rich in wild life and historical character. Further, there is no
supported requirement evidenced within the plan

for its need, and there is no requirement for it to service the customers
of Thames water. It is proposed at significant cost

to Thameswater customers, but without benefit, and therefore does not
meet value for money requirements. This specific

element of the plan is flawed and needs to be removed, there being
other alternative sources of future supply which can

be provided more effectively, efficiently, and on an adaptive basis, such
as through use of water transfer.

It would seem that the reservoir is only proposed so that Thameswater
can use it as a basis from which to sell water out

of the area to affiliated water companies, thus generating a longterm
income stream which will benefitshareholders, and

not the customers who will have paid for it. In the case of East Hanney
and neighourbouring areas affected by the

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Forecasts for the amount of water required in the future, including for
factors such as population growth) are deroived in strict accordance
with the Environment Agency's Water Resource Planning Guideline.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

The environmental impacts of the proposed SESRO options have
been assessed by Thames Water and presented in both the Strategic
Environmental Assessment that accompanies the draft WRMP and
also within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6). This strategic
level appraisal of impacts has been taken into account when deriving
the best value plan. Furthermore, any future promotion of one of the
SESRO options would need to be subject to a formal Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) and suitable mitigation identified and agreed
with regulators before any consent was approved.

The SESRO options will result in areas of existing floodplain being
removed. In line with prevailing legislation and best practice, this
would be mitigated through the development of level-for-level
floodplain compensation, as part of the reservoir proposals. This
would be designed to ensure that the flood risk to areas upstream and
downstream was not worsened by the SESRO proposals. All such
work would need to be reviewed and agreed by the Environment
Agency before consent for the scheme is allowed. Our initial findings
at RAPID Gate 2 are that the scheme could result in a slight
betterment to the flood flows passing downstream to Abingdon and
negligible impacts on groundwater flooding. This will be subject to
further modelling, appraisal and scrutiny as the design progresses.
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ID name Stakeholder response

reservoir, there is also a deep and immeasurable cost of loss of
environment, impact on community, and disturbance to
way of life.

We reassert that there is no local need or supply demand for which a
reservoir can be substantiated, especially one of

such size and physical proportions, dwarfing the area and creating
significant blight and risk.

There is no proven need for the reservoir and the projected data given
by Thameswater is not supported and is

demonstrate ably flawed, making the plan unsound. Recent government
data predicts a much lower population in the

southeast and therefore no requirement or need for such a reservoir.
Within the Thamesvalley, we note there is sufficient

future supply, particularly if the plan were to be balanced with other
more efficient and cost effective water supply options

such as Water Transfer, or if Thameswater were to actually fix the leaks!
There is no requirement for a reservoir, and it

needs to be removed from the Plan.

Use of the Transfer water option and or salination plants would also
generate supply and provide a more cost effective,

environmentally beneficial, and more immediate basis for ensuring need
throughout the region, which could support

other areas as part of a wider regional plan if needed. It also represents
a more adaptive approach which ensures the

flexibility for the term of the plan.

We are particularly concerned about the specific issue in the plan of the
proposed mega reservoir which is referenced as

the ‘Abingdon’ reservoir, as it is actually proposed to be built in our
Parish of East Hanney and in the neighbouring Parish

of Steventon. If this were to be taken forward it would have a

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Detailed information on the landscape impacts, environmental impacts
including biodiversity and heritage impacts, flood risk issues and
watercourse impacts (including complete appraisal of the compliance
of the scheme under the Water Framework Directive) have been
completed as part of our Gate 2 submission to RAPID, and agreed
with the Environment Agency.

The inclusion of SESRO in the plan is reflective of the fact that this
drives the overall best-value plan for the South-East. It provides a new
source of water for the South-East by providing the storage for excess
winter flows in the River Thames, to enable them to be converted into
potable supplies during lower flow periods. In effect this is a new
source of water during lower flow summer periods that would
otherwise not be available for use.

The draft WRMP24 plan required the Severn to Thames Transfer
(STT) to be ready by 2050, after Teddington Direct River Abstraction
and SESRO. For the revised draft WRMP24 plan we have selected
the SESRO 150 Mm3 option from 2040 as the best value solution to
the adaptive planning problem that we face. For detail on the
selection of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. Our work has
shown that a new reservoir is a better option than a transfer from the
River Severn, as it is:

. Less expensive overall, with lower running costs;

. Is more resilient - in a drought, it's hard to predict exactly when
we'll need extra water supplies. The lead time to get water from the
west of the country would be between three and four weeks, whereas
it would be readily available from the reservoir and it is more resilient
to our changing climate;

. Forecasts suggest we'll see more droughts occurring at the
same time across the whole country, so when the South East is in
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devastating effect on our villages, the communities, and the
environment. The area is also very sensitive to flood and residents work
hard voluntarily to keep the water courses clear

in order to prevent flooding. The imposition of a reservoir would
increase flood risk as well as damage the local

environment. We note that Thameswater have not undertaken a
detailed technical analysis of flood risk to the villages

and are not able to provide assurances about the impact of their
proposal, which will be devastating. Nor have they

undertaken consultation with residents in this village, despite it being a
larger village. The Parish Council invited

Thameswater to hold on open residents consultation event in East
Hanney but they opted not to do so. As a consequence,

the plan is not informed, there is no understanding of local conditions,
no consideration of the views of the residents who

will be materially impacted, and the plan consequently uninformed. The
failure to consult means that the proposal is

unsound, having no consideration of local environmental or resident
concerns.

Much of the area of the proposed reservoir is recognised as being core
NRN (Nature Recovery network) within the Oxford

draft plan. Running through East Hanney is the Letcombe Brook a rare
chalk stream and priority habitat whose associated

watercourses are directly impacted by the proposal. Despite the plan
making statements about protecting the

environment, the proposed reservoir would have a devastating effect on
the local environment which is highly sensitive,

and rich with protected species prevalent. The reservoir is contrary to
environmental statements made by Thameswater

within the plan.

We strongly oppose the Thames Water South East Strategic Reservoir

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

drought, the water for the transfer may actually be needed by
customers in the Midlands and North West

. The reservoir also has the potential to provide a wide range of
economic, social and environmental opportunities — boosting
biodiversity, natural capital and recreational benefits beyond those
that can be offered by the water transfer. This is why many customers
tell us they’d prefer a new reservoir over other schemes.

The Severn to Thames Transfer (STT) is no longer required from 2050
in the revised draft WRMP24 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. We will however continue to
develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks that
SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated. In
relation to the Severn Thames Transfer, we have collated and
summarised responses in the Statement of Response Technical
Appendices Appendix J.
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2559 Steventon

Parish Council
2559 Steventon

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

Option (SESRO) latest proposal to build an enormous

unnecessary reservoir in the flood plain of the Vale of the White Horse,
devastating an area of flat open countryside southwest of Abingdon
between East Hanney and Steventon. A previous proposal for a smaller
scale reservoir was rejected at

a Public Enquiry which found the project to build a reservoir in this area
was unsound. This latest proposal is for an even

larger reservoir with little or no new scientifically validated evidence to
support a need for such a large water storage

facility nor its cost effectiveness. The proposal is unsound and therefore
is unacceptable.

It is impossible for any judgement on ‘best value’ to be made since
Thames Water

refuse to release any meaningful cost data for any of their projects and
give

hopelessly optimistic estimates of the supposed leisure benefits of the
reservoir.

Without visible cost data how can Thames Water claim that certain
schemes are
more costly than others?

Your all approach to future water demand is questionable and suffers
from a large

degree of uncertainty, Thames Water should use more informed future
population

growth, sustainability, leakage, environmental issues and leakage data
instead of

manipulating to achieve less cost, more profit scenarios. There is so

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Best value is assessed at regional level, based on a balance of cost,
environment and resilience metrics. These are calculated at a scheme
level and then combined when schemes are put into programmes to
meet the future challenges.

Relative costings of alternative programmes of options are provided in
Section 10 of the WRMP Main Report.

Relative costings of individual options are provided in the WRMP
Tables Appendix.

We acknowledge that there is a large amount of uncertainty present in
our forecasts of baseline supply-demand balance. The uncertainty in
our forecasts is because there are several uncertain factors that we
must plan for. We have explicitly dealt with this uncertainty in our plan
by adopting an adaptive planning approach, in order to determine an
adaptive best value plan.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

The Programme
Appraisal for the
revised draft plan has
been re-done and
Sections 10
(Programme
Appraisal and
Scenario Testing) and
11 (The Overall Best
Value Plan) have
been re-written
following comments
received and updates
to the input data.

We have not made
changes following this
repsonse, as our
consideration is that
methods applied in
our planning are
robust and meet the

34



Response

Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2024
Statement of Response - Appendix G1 — Response to representations from organisations
August 2023

Organisation

ID name Stakeholder response

much
uncertainty in your figures that they are essentially meaningless.

The whole Water Plan as it stands is based on desk studies and
modelling. Without
credible, verified input data, the outputs are shrouded in uncertainty.

At this stage with the high degree of uncertainty in the data and
nonvisible cost

comparisons how can Thames Water credibly justify their current Water
Plan

proposals.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not
requirements of the
water resources
planning guideline.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

In our adaptive plan we have considered both population growth
forecasts based on local authority plan-based population projections
(as is required to comply with the Water Resources Planning
Guideline), as well as growth forecasts based on ONS projections.
These forecasts are produced by expert consultants, Edge Analytics.

The licence reduction forecast set out in the preferred plan of our
WRMP is based on a scenario produced by the Environment Agency,
communicated through the National Framework for Water Resources.
It is important to acknowledge, however, that our adaptive plan also
includes scenarios of lower volumes of licence reduction.

We feel that our leakage reduction plan is ambitious but deliverable.
Our plan involves hitting the 50% leakage reduction 2050 target set
by government.

It is not true that our plan is one which maximises profits. The Regional
investment planning approach involves modelling in which the first
step is establishing the least cost (to customers, on a net present
value basis) plan which solves all deficits across the region. In this
modelling, payments to capital are considered explicitly within the
costs associated with each option, and so the model is more likely to
be weighted against options from which Thames Water may derive a
profit. In addition, the larger options are unlikely to be owned and
operated by Thames Water, with a more likely outcome being delivery
through a Special Purpose Vehicle through either the Direct
Procurement for Customers or Specified Infrastructure Projects
Regulations procurement models.

While uncertainty is present, this is a necessary part of our planning.
Our Best Value Plan is one which we feel is the best value plan,
acknowledging this uncertainty.
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2559 Steventon

Parish Council
2559 Steventon

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

We do support a reduction in the amount of water companies take from
fragile chalk

stream supplies, but do not agree with the scale of reductions which
yOu propose.

You should prioritise the most vulnerable environments and focus on
those

environments which are identified by experts such as Chalk Streams
First. This will

reduce the amount of water you have to replace.

It is claimed that the Thames Water plan uses an “adaptive plan”. This
may be

considered valid whilst in the “desk-study and option stage” but, when a
preferred

option is declared, detailed design and site evaluations undertaken an
construction

started it is no longer adaptive.

Why does Thames Water appear to put so little effort into research and
development

and innovation. We would expect to see a significant section in the draft
plan on

innovation and future improvements enabled through new technology.
Worldwide

there are some extremely good examples why have you not taken
advantage of

these?

Why does the use of desalination plants not feature?

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response. We plan to reduce abstraction to
sustainable levels by 2050, our draft plan proposes taking over 500
MI/d less water from sensitive rivers and waterways, targeting
reductions in vulnerable catchments first. The reductions are based on
the approach that should be taken in defining a regional environmental
destination, which is set out by The National Framework for Water
Resources and Water Resource Planning Guidelines. The guidelines
set out the requirement to plan for the ‘High’ Environmental
destination scenario, which is what has been included in both the
WRSE draft plan and our draft plan.

We recognise the requirement to improve our track record compared
to past performance in some areas. This is why we have announced
our turnaround plan, which will address issues related to waste
discharges. Our plans for waste are covered in our DWMP whereas
our WRMP focuses on water resources issues.

We don’t know exactly what the future will bring, so our plan is
adaptive. We’'ll monitor the future and adjust our plan accordingly but
investing now will means we can: cope with the changing climate;
leave around 20% more water in the environment around us and
support growth in our communities and our businesses.

Thames Water puts a considerable focus on innovation. We have an
established Innovation Department, as well as embedding innovation
within each department and team, enabling us to better meet the
evolving needs of our customers, society and the environment, by
developing and using ambitious, and sustainable technology. Within
our innovation portfolio, we are a major contributor to the Ofwat
Innovation Fund, where we are supporting over £35m worth of
projects by building and strengthening collaboration and partnerships
across our partner water companies, the supply chain, academia and
outside the water sector. Additionally we deliver globally recognised
scientific research which is funded wholly by the business.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

Since our draft plan,
we received feedback
that it is not
acceptable to plan for
Environmental
Destination reductions
to be made after
2050, and as such we
have moved our
Environment
Destination scenarios
so that all reductions
in our high scenario
are made by 2050.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
plan as a result of
your representation.
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1D name
2559 Steventon The WRSE regional plan showed the 2050 target of the other 5
Parish Council | companies
in the group ranging between 106 and 113 litres per person per day
(Ipppd) with an

average of 108 Ippd -within the national target of 110. So why is
Thames Water

aiming for a much higher 123 Ipppd? This is unacceptable. It appears
that you

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

In relation to desalination, we have looked at a wide range of solutions
to reduce the shortfall between the amount of water we have and the
amount we need, including reducing demand, creating new sources of
water and improving catchment areas. Working with Water Resources
South East (WRSE) we've been exploring new ways to increase water
supply, including desalination plants, water recycling systems, new
reservoirs, and national and regional transfers of water. We've
assessed every option for cost, water output, the time to deliver the
scheme, potential impact on the environment, carbon footprint, and
futureproofing.

Possible sites for desalination plants have been identified at Beckton
and Crossness in London. In ‘High’ environmental destination
scenarios, by 2050, there is a significant need for water in our
Swindon and Oxfordshire (SWOX), Kennet Valley and Slough,
Wycombe and Aylesbury (SWA) WRZs, as well as a need for an import
into Southern Water's Western Area from the Thames catchment. This
means that effluent reuse or desalination options in London alone will
not meet regional resource needs, and so the delivery of the STT or
SESRO will be required, with both potentially being needed. Under the
adaptive plan Beckton desalination plant (150 MI/d) is selected to be
delivered in 2050 under Pathway 1 and Crossness desalination plant
(50MI/d) is selected in 2061. Further information on the selected
options can be found in Section 11 of the Plan.

In the draft plan we set the Per Capita Consumption (PCC) target
based on the best available evidence. We have listened to the
feedback and revised our draft plan to aim for the target of 110 I/h/d in
2050 in line with the government's target. We have strengthened our
programme to roll out smart water meters, work with customers to
understand their water use and measures focused on high water
users, and explore more punitive measures such as water tariffs. The
delivery of this target is not fully within our control and its success will

Since our draft WRMP
further guidance has
been received from
the Environment
Agency, Ofwat and
Defra that sets a clear
policy pathway to 110
I/h/d by 2050, and
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2559 Steventon

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

choose your own targets when you feel fit and Government targets
when they are
convenient.

Thames Water must undertake a faster rollout programme for smart
metering, lobby

for quicker introduction of government regulations on domestic
appliance efficiency

and improve customer advice and education programmes. Much better
use could be

made of smart meter provided data to rapidly fix leaks at the household
level and

identify and educate, high users.

Your decision to accept the Government target of 50%reduction in
leakage by 2050

in unambitious. Your statement on leakage reduction performance since
2018 only

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

require collaboration with government, stakeholders and our
customers.

Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management
plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to
inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised
within our Statement of Response document.

Metering targeting

Thames Water is implementing a Government-approved compulsory
meter installation programme. Similar metering programmes are
happening in other water supply regions. We took an industry lead role
in opting for smart water meters to increase the leakage and usage
reduction benefit. Our installation of smart meters in homes and
businesses is already delivering a measurable reduction in usage and
water loss across household and business customers, but there is
more to do and our plan sets out the completion of the smart metering

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

122 I/h/d by 2037/38,
and new targets for
NHH too. We will aim
to achieve these new
household and non-
household targets in
our revised draft plan
through some
improvement in our
reductions and further
government led
reductions. We made
it clear in our draft
WRMP that further
customer reductions
were challenging from
the analysis carried
out to date.

Our demand
management and
leakage reduction
proposals have been
extended in our
revised draft plan.
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arose because of the results of leaking pipes in London where some
55% of leakage
occurs. A more ambitious target for 50% reduction would be by 2040.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

programme. Already, the vast majority of commercial customers on
our network are set up with meters with 18% currently smart metered,
increasing to 75% by 2030. Total commercial meter penetration is
approx. 90%. By 2034/35, over 80% of the households on our
network will be metered, and by 2039/40 this will increase to over
90%.

Due to the complexity of older and converted buildings in London and
Thames Valley, there will be a small component that will be deemed
unmeterable, however the water use on these sites will be monitored
through non-revenue bulk meters.

Government-led water use reduction policies

In addition to the actions we can take, the government is planning to
introduce measures to support long-term, sustainable water use
across the UK, including labelling all water-using products, bringing in
new standards for these products and updating building regulations
for new homes and retrofits.

Direct incentives are unlikely to be large enough to influence house
builders. We are working with several government-led steering groups
to scope future mandatory water labelling and strengthen the water
efficiency standard of new build properties and tighten water
regulations. These standards may see alignment with the proposed
mandatory water labelling scheme, and fitting of grey and rainwater
harvesting systems become business as usual. Expectations that the
government will take future action are included in our forecasts.

Education and campaigns to promote water efficiency

Both small-scale (smarter home/business visits) and large-scale
(advertising campaigns) educational campaigns are being considered
for the future.

These have been considered within our demand management
programme, with the former utilising smarter home and business visits
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Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

to educate customers on water efficiency and prevention of wastage.
For the latter, media campaigns are considered as part of our wider
household innovation.

"Intensive area based media campaigns are designed to raise
awareness about water resources and water efficiency solutions in
specific locations throughout our supply area.

In dWRMP24, we revisit these campaigns to provide more focus to link
water savings with environmental value and protection in the local
area and include the promotion of local activities to help save water.
Media campaigns in the shorter term will raise awareness of all Water
Efficiency activity and assist to increase the take up of our specific
water saving initiatives."

Metering to identify property leakage

As we progress with our metering programme, we'll be expanding our
utilisation of the data we collect to better identify leaks on domestic
and commercial properties. When smart meters installed on
household customers register 'continuous flow' over a set number of
days, we engage directly with the household customer informing them
of the potential leak and offer a range of leak fix options. To date, this
proactive engagement activity is resulting in the majority of customers
fixing their own leaks with a week of notification.

Currently, retailers can access commercial property smart meter data
through our Digital Data Service. Our commercial Digital Data
dashboard also has real time data showing any meter with continuous
flow, which can be used by retailers to contact the end user/business
quickly to help reduce the impact of leakage or wastage and reduce
water demand and high bills. We will continue to contact businesses
direct as well as through retailers to notify of any continuous flow
alerts from our smart meter data, enabling business to self fix.

Leakage targeting
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Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the
water put into our distribution network is lost through leaks from our
own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

We know it's not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and
we're investing significantly to tackle this. The weather conditions
during 2022/23 have challenged us operationally and we’re not where
we'd like to be on leakage. The hot and dry summer last year created
an unprecedented ‘soil moisture deficit’. As the ground dried out, our
pipes and our customers’ pipes moved and cracked, leading to an
increase in leakage. Large increases in demand, as much as 50%, led
to increases in unmeasured consumption impacting leakage further as
we pumped more water through our pipes. We've estimated that this
event increased our leakage position by at least 10%.

In the month of December, we experienced the coldest days since the
‘Beast from the East’ in 2018. Daily minimum temperatures fell widely
to between minus five degrees Celsius and minus ten degrees across
the United Kingdom on several nights. The freezing temperatures
caused the water in our pipes to freeze and expand. Temperatures
then rose significantly, between 17 and 18 December, with increases
of over 17 degrees Celsius within 24 hours. This rapid increase in
temperature meant that our pipes thawed quickly, which caused them
to move and crack, heavily impacting our leakage performance with a
37% increase in operational reported leakage and an increase of more
than 1,000 visible burst mains. However, in terms of risk to customer
supply we recovered quickly, avoiding major losses of service to
customers, because of increased resource we had in place from the
summer drought.

To get us back on track we’re making changes to the way we work
but the significant impact of these weather events on leakage means
we will miss our 2022/23 leakage target. We have formally reported on
our 2022/23 year-end performance in July. As annual leakage targets
are based on a 3-year rolling average, the impact of this year will be
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not

felt, not just this year but for the next 2 years’ performance. Despite
this we remain committed to doing everything we can to achieve our
regulatory target to reduce leakage by 20.5% by 2024/25. We're
currently fixing more than 1,000 leaks per week across our network
meaning that, on average we're fixing a leak every 10 minutes, 24
hours a day.

Our goal of reducing leakage by 50% by 2050 (from 2017/18 levels) is
already ambitious and operationally challenging. We have examined
scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and later), but the
need is such that demand management and resource development
have to proceed in parallel.

Additionally, while it is true that our plans with regards to London
demand management are more intensive than other areas, this is
driven by the comparatively large potential for leakage reduction. We
acknowledge that we need to take great care that other areas are not
falling behind in our efforts.

Better metering data for customers

All household customers that have had a smart meter installed
currently have access to their usage and leakage information through
Thames Water online. We are actively promoting online account
registration to increase the customers that can benefit from both
personalised water efficiency advice and paperless billing. We are
currently developing new customer engagement capabilities that use
smart meter consumption data to deliver proactive digital engagement
for changing behaviours and enabling customer self-fixing of
customer-side leakage and internal leaks.

On the commercial user side, we launched our new Digital Data
Dashboard and Service in 2022 - to allow Retailers and 3rd parties to
access commercial property smart meter data on a live dashboard.
The dashboard includes real time data showing any meter with
Continuous flow, which can be used by Retailers to contact the end
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2559 Steventon In the last consultation, Thames Water were adamant that the reservoir
Parish Council | had to be

150 million cubic meters and went to great lengths to explain why it
couldn’t be

smaller. Suddenly it is 100 million cubic meters, with no explanation.
How can the

company expect its proposals to have any credibility? The current
diagram in the
consultation document is for a 150Mm3 reservoir!

At Thames Water dropin meetings, the answer to any serious question
or concern is

always it is still at the desk top stage and more detailed assessment has
to be done.

Why, in particular for the reservoir proposal is this still at “desktop”
stage after some

25 years ago of it being first proposed?

Given that Thames Water continually tell us we are in the most water
stressed region

of England, it is still unclear how the reservoir would be filled, or refilled
in a drought

and particularly, how would it perform in the case of 2 dry winters?

As your water source options for the proposed reservoir and Severn
Transfer

Transfer are “desk top” studies shrouded in uncertainty we do not
consider that the

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

user/business quickly to help reduce the impact of leakage or wastage
and reduce water demand and high bills. We will continue to contact
businesses direct as well as through Retailers to notify of any
continuous flow alerts from our smart meter data, enabling businesses
to self fix.

The inclusion of SESRO in the plan is reflective of the fact that this
drives the overall best-value plan for the South-East. It provides a new
source of water for the South-East by providing the storage for excess
winter flows in the River Thames, to enable them to be converted into
potable supplies during lower flow periods. In effect this is a new
source of water during lower flow summer periods that would
otherwise not be available for use.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

The draft WRMP24 plan required the Severn to Thames Transfer
(STT) to be ready by 2050, after Teddington Direct River Abstraction
and SESRO. For the revised draft WRMP24 plan we have selected
the SESRO 150 Mm3 option from 2040 as the best value solution to
the adaptive planning problem that we face. For detail on the
selection of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. Our work has
shown that a new reservoir is a better option than a transfer from the
River Severn, as it is:

. Less expensive overall, with lower running costs;

. Is more resilient - in a drought, it's hard to predict exactly when
we’ll need extra water supplies. The lead time to get water from the
west of the country would be between three and four weeks, whereas
it would be readily available from the reservoir and it is more resilient
to our changing climate;

. Forecasts suggest we'll see more droughts occurring at the
same time across the whole country, so when the South East is in
drought, the water for the transfer may actually be needed by
customers in the Midlands and North West
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Stakeholder response

D name
SERSO is the correct option. The phasing of the reservoir and STT
could equally be considered with the STT first followed by “smaller sized
reservoirs” at a later date, see the data in the background section.
2576 London We understand that the Environment Agency are being consulted with
Borough of regards to the biodiversity impacts of the proposed scheme and
Hounslow therefore we expect detail on the environmental assessment will follow.

Regardless, we require a guarantee of no adverse impact to water
quality, biodiversity across the River Thames catchment and its
tributaries, natural habitats and surrounding environs.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

. The reservoir also has the potential to provide a wide range of
economic, social and environmental opportunities — boosting
biodiversity, natural capital and recreational benefits beyond those
that can be offered by the water transfer. This is why many customers
tell us they’d prefer a new reservoir over other schemes.

The Severn to Thames Transfer (STT) is no longer required from 2050
in the revised draft WRMP24 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. We will however continue to
develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks that
SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated. In
relation to the Severn Thames Transfer, we have collated and
summarised responses in the Statement of Response Technical
Appendices Appendix J.

More detailed technical appraisal of the SESRO options can be found
within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID, reflective of the level of
scheme development, funding and analysis prescribed at this stage in
our regulatory process.

All of our strategic resource options (including the Teddington Direct
River Abstraction scheme) are being assessed through a multi-stage
(known as a "Gated") process to better understand the benefits and
impacts of the different schemes, with the work getting more detailed
as we progress through each of these stages. Our regulators,
including the Environment Agency, have been fully engaged
throughout this process.

No change has been
made to the plan as a
result of this
response, for the
reasons set out in our
consideration.

Following investigations undertaken for the "Gate 2" submission, and
following discussion and representations from the Environment
Agency on our dWRMP24, our consideration is that 75 Ml/d is the
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D name
2576 London Hounslow Council recognises that a solution to water shortage needs to
Borough of be found, however in any solution that is presented, we would expect
Hounslow the environment to be protected and its protection given equal

weighting alongside the other factors considered as part of the
proposals.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

largest promotable size for the Teddington DRA scheme for
consideration in WRMP24.

Environmental assessments undertaken to date lead us to consider
that there is no reason that a 75 MI/d scheme would not be feasible,
and as such a 75 Ml/d Teddington DRA scheme is included in our
preferred programme.

As a matter of course, environmental assessments will be undertaken
(with an increasing level of detail) through to the submission of our
"Gate 3" documentation, and the necessary environmental
assessments would be undertaken as part of planning processes. If it
is found that the Teddington DRA is not environmentally acceptable
then the scheme will not be developed, and we will adopt our
alternative option for delivering 1 in 200-year resilience, Beckton
Water Recycling.

In developing the draft WRMP24, and plan for the South East region,
an evidence based approach has been taken to assess the challenges
facing the region and how best to solve them, to ensure we have a
resilient and sustainable water supply for future generations.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
draft plan as a result
of your
representation.

A key driver to the WRMP24 is to protect and improve the
environment. We included measures to reduce abstraction from some
chalk streams and vulnerable watercourses in our draft WRMP24 in
line with regulatory guidance from the Environment Agency. We have
responded to feedback received to the public consultation in relation
to our environmental ambition and in our revised draft WRMP24 we
have committed to reduce our abstractions from sensitive rivers and
waterways by over 400 Ml/d by 2050 and continue studies, with the
Environment Agency, to make sure we understand how abstractions
are impacting specific rivers and streams so we can prioritise action
and take forward the right solutions.
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2576 London

Borough of
Hounslow
2576 London
Borough of
Hounslow

Stakeholder response

We have noted the timeline published in the consultation documents;
however, we are keen to work in partnership with Thames Water. |
would welcome a meeting with the team responsible for developing the
proposal to better understand the challenges, technical detail, changes
proposed at Mogden STW, and timeline for engagement if the initiative
progresses to planning stage. This will be particularly beneficial for
understanding the likely effects for Hounslow in more detail.

We note the proposed new river abstraction at Teddington supported by
water recycling scheme and would welcome further details on the
scheme and whether it will impact pollution levels and the water quality
of the River Thames.

Additionally, the proposal includes changes to Mogden Sewage
Treatment Works. The consultation material fails to provide any detail on
the required changes to the plant therefore it is difficult for us to provide
any meaningful comment.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

We have also undertaken environmental assessments as part of the
development of the WRMP, these are presented in Section 9 of our
revised draft WRMP24 and have undertaken initial environmental
assessments on the feasible schemes to ensure we understand and
can address any environmental risks.

We are keen to work openly with stakeholders as we progress work to
develop the WRMP24 and specific schemes. We have had initial
engagement with London Borough of Hounslow and will initiate further
discussions to ensure we work effectively together.

The work completed to date on the London water recycling schemes,
including the proposed new abstraction near Teddington Weir
supported by water recycling, has been designed to meet the
requirements set by RAPID (Ofwat, Environment Agency and Drinking
Water Inspectorate). The studies have focussed on preparing a
concept design for schemes and undertaking initial environmental
appraisal to understand potential environmental risk. This level of
information has allowed Thames Water to determine that the
Teddington DRA scheme is a viable and feasible scheme for providing
a new source of raw water and therefore appropriate to be included
within the Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP). Further to
feedback to the public consultation and new information and
regulatory guidance we worked with WRSE to review and revise the
draft SE plan, and in turn our draft WRMP24, and can confirm that the
Teddington DRA scheme is still included in the revised draft WRMP24
to be available from 2033. Further studies will be undertaken on the
scheme and as the scheme is progressed through the planning
process we will seek a Scoping Opinion from local authorities and
complete a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). We will

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
plan as a result of
your representation.
Teddington DRA is
selected by WRSE as
offering best value to
customers and
provides a viable new
source of water
during periods of
drought. Work to date
shows the scheme
poses a low risk to the
environment and as
such the scheme
should remain one of
our preferred
schemes in our Water
Resource
Management Plan
while further work is
undertaken.
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2582 Waverley

Borough
Council
2582 Waverley
Borough
Council

Stakeholder response

We are supportive of the approach being taken, particularly regarding
plans to aim for the highest level of environmental improvements,
increased resilience to drought and addressing the potential shortfall in
water as a result of climate change. However, we would add that
flexibility needs to be embedded as population growth across the region
will not be linear and may vary across parts of the region.

The Waverley Local Plan Part 1 requires that new dwellings shall meet
the requirement of 110 litres of water per person per day. We are
therefore supportive of the aim to reduce demand with the intention of
achieving 123 litres of water per person per day, on average. However,
we do think more detail is required on how this will be achieved,
particularly whereby activity is outside of the direct control of Thames
Water. -We suggest that work with nonwater based sectors needs to be
undertaken so the plan fully embeds future needs and includes
appropriatelyfunded solutions.

The Council are supportive of principle of the priorities that are
proposed to safeguard the region’s water supplies for the future.
However, we note from the consultation document that there are no
specific schemes geographically located in or around Waverley. We are
particularly concerned about this and raised such concerns in our
previous consultation response, as in recent years, there have been a
number of incidents where there has been no or low water supply in
different areas across Waverley.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

engage openly throughout this work and hold dedicated scheme
engagement and consultation prior to submitting a planning
application in several years time.

Thank you for your support. We agree growth will not be linear across
the region and that is why we have included a range of population
scenarios within our adaptive planning approach. This ensures that we
have a plan for both higher and lower growth scenarios across the
planning horizon.

Thank you for your comments. We are glad to hear that new dwellings
in the Waverley Borough Council area are required to meet the 110
I/h/d Per Capita Consumption (PCC) threshold.

We acknowledge that there are areas of our plan, particularly those
which you have highlighted associated with demand reduction outside
of our control, which are particularly uncertain. The Water Resources
Planning Guideline has been updated between the publication of our
draft and revised draft WRMPs, and has now set out the requirement
that we plan on the basis of achievement of the 110 I/h/d PCC target.
As such, we have had to rely further on demand reduction activity in
order to comply with guidance.

We acknowledge that there are no supply-side schemes which are
due to be developed in our Guildford WRZ (which overlaps with the
Waverley Council area), aside from a proposed import from South
East Water, meaning that the plan for Guildford is heavily reliant on
demand reduction.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

We have made
changes to our plan
as described in our
consideration
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2598 Colne
Catchment
Action Network
(ColneCAN)

Stakeholder response

| would like the following reasons for using the CCSTT scheme, for
transferring water from The River Severn to the River Thames, as
opposed to a proposed underground pipeline and other desalination
and waste water plant options, to be taken into consideration in the
WRMP.

Environment: The scheme adopted has to take into account the
benefits to the environment and increase biodiversity in the area it
affects.

In my opinion excavating a trench or tunnel for an underground pipeline
would only disturb the natural environment and not have any future
benefit to the environment or the biodiversity in its locale.

| would be interested to learn what environmental benefit is perceived
from a pipeline or waste water and desalination plants proposed by the
alternative option?

Conversely, restoring the Cotswolds Canals brings many species of
water fowl (moorhen, coots, mallard, swans, geese, herons and more),
otters and rodents such as water voles, fish, reptiles and amphibians. |
walk along, and work as a volunteer on these canals regularly, and have
seen increased numbers of buzzards and barn owls along them — these
are apex predators; a sign of an ecologically rich and balanced
environment. In addition the canals provide habitat for water flora such
as reeds at a time when reed beds are becoming scarcer, which
provide shelter for small fish fry, newts, frogs and toads, as well as for
dragon fly and other insect larva. | have seen an increase in the
abundance of insect life over these waterways and that maintenance of
the banks leads to increased spring flowers — snowdrops, crocuses,
wood anemones, celandine, bluebell, etc. plus other flora such as
marsh marigolds and irises.

Social Benefits: From my walks along and working as a volunteer to
restore the Cotswold Canals, | have seen many hundreds of people in

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response to the consultation, your points are
noted. We have been investigating the options for the Severn Thames
Transfer (STT) for many years with regulators, other interested water
companies, stakeholders and the public. During this time we have
shared the findings at community events and published various
reports. In November 2022 we published updated feasibility and
concept design reports for the RAPID Gate 2 process. As part of this
submission our assessment of the conveyance options from the River
Severn to the River Thames concluded that the water transfer would
be best delivered by a direct pipeline.

For our draft WRMP the STT was selected from 2050, after
Teddington Direct River Abstraction and the Abingdon reservoir
(SESRO), as a regional WRSE/WRW solution. Our decision to
promote construction of SESRO ahead of STT was based on the
assessment that plans in which the STT was used in place of SESRO
were more expensive, resulted in more carbon emissions, and did not
deliver the same environmental or resilience benefits; particularly
under severe future scenarios. For the revised draft WRMP we have
selected Teddington Direct River Abstraction in 2033 and SESRO 150
Mm3 in 2040 to provide security for the regions supplies. The STT is
no longer required from 2050 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. For detail on the selection
of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. We will
continue to develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks
that SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated.
Please refer to the Statement of Response Appendix J for our full
response to the comments we received about the Severn Thames
Transfer.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

The STT is no longer
in the plan. Please
refer to the Statement
of Response
Appendix J for our full
response to the
comments we
received about the
Severn Thames
Transfer.
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Stakeholder response

just hours, also walking/dog walking, fishing, boating, canoeing,
relaxing, picnicking etc. in the open air. Not only enjoying more clean air
away from busy city streets, but taking exercise, increasing their
absorption of Vitamin D form the sun, being able to take time to be calm
and peaceful; reducing the stresses of everyday life and interacting
positively with other people and with nature. This undoubtedly,
increases peoples’ mental and physical wellbeing — indirectly reducing
aggression and violence — so reducing public services needed in terms
of social services and policing, less iliness so less medical care needed
from our very stretched NHS.

Again, | would ask what social benefits are perceived from a pipeline or
waste water and desalination plants proposed by the alternative option!

Financial: A recent Inland Waterway Association (IWA) Waterways for
Today Report (a wellconsidered analysis of the financial value of the
restored canal to society and the local economy) shows that the value
of benefit of canals is much greater that the other options have
estimated; by a tenfold magnitude to that estimated by the alternative
schemes. So the benefit of the canal over 80 years would be £800
million, rather than £80m and, even if the cost of the CCSTT scheme is
greater than the pipeline scheme, the canal scheme would be the ‘Best
Value’ option in the long run.

The response to the emerging draft WRMP demonstrated very strong
support for the Cotswold Canals transfer scheme. | am concerned that
this strong support is not being considered as a deciding factor.

Lead Times and Priorities: | understand that Thames Water wants to
build the controversial SESRO (South East Strategic Reservoir Option),
Abingdon Reservoir, which has met with much protest and objections to
planning permission being granted over the last 40 years. The building
of this reservair is being greater priority than the Water Transfer
Scheme, and even if it gains planning permission, is not estimated to be

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not
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2610 River Thames

Society

Stakeholder response

completed until 2040 — a very long lead time.

The Cotswold Canals Trust advocates that the restoration of the whole
36 miles of the Thames — Severn link could be achieved within perhaps
12 years or so —a much shorter lead time. Given the recent shortage of
water supplies; with several months of drought during the summer of
2022, which is likely to get much worse very quickly with climate
change and ongoing uncertainties in demand reduction etc. it makes no
sense to build the long lead time SESRO reservoir first and then
implement the water transfer scheme — taking its completion to the
2050s.

The greatest and quickest benefit would be to adopt the CCSTT
scheme with its shorter lead.

| would repeat that there has been very strong support in previous
consultations for the Cotswold Canals transfer option and this is does
not seem to be influencing the plans. (TW dWRMP)

| would therefore be obliged if you would give these points serious
consideration for the WRMP transfer scheme, as they justify that the
Cotswold Canals transfer option as the scheme that is:

- - - - Best for the affected areas environment and biodiversity

- - - - Greatest social benefit in terms of the health and wellbeing of
people living, working or being in its vicinity

- - - - Best value in the long term

- - - - Quickest achievable option and should be given priority, given the
climate emergency

We also feel that these initiatives should also include industrial and farm
users. These activities also have significant impacts on Water demand
and we feel IMPROVED DEMAND MANAGEMENT SHOULD INCLUDE
ALL WATER USERS.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

The demand management programme within our preferred plan does
include reducing non-household with an ambition to reduce non-
household demand by more than 15% over the forecast period.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

Our preferred plan a
reduction in non-
household demand by
more than 15% over
the forecast period.
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2610 River Thames

Society

2610 River Thames
Society
2610 River Thames

Society

Stakeholder response

Limiting customers’ bills is important, but relative immediate financial
costs must not be allowed to dominate decision-making.

The RTS supports reducing extraction from vulnerable chalk streams
and the highest level of environmental improvements.

he existential impact of DRA on chalk streams has taken too long to be
recognised: we must avoid the same applying to the main river.

We are anxious that the Plan will not result in increased abstraction
which is not carefully controlled and environmentally sensitive. Over
abstraction in the Thames and its tributaries (particularly in times of
stress) is clearly greatly detrimental to the environment and is not
sustainable. The Plan needs to REFLECT CAREFULL MANAGEMENT
OF ABSTRACTIONS GENERALLY.

The RTS supports all action to reduce demand and stop leaks: this must
be top priority. 50% reduction in leaks by 2050 is an insufficient
challenge.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

DUPLICATE, remove

Thank you for your response, and your support of our high figure for
abstraction reductions. We plan to reduce abstraction to sustainable
levels by 2050, our draft plan proposes taking over 500 Mi/d less
water from sensitive rivers and waterways, targeting reductions in
vulnerable catchments first.

Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management
plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to
inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised
within our Statement of Response document.

Leakage targeting

Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the
water put into our distribution network is lost through leaks from our
own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

Since our draft plan,
we received feedback
that it is not
acceptable to plan for
Environmental
Destination reductions
to be made after
2050, and as such we
have moved our
Environment
Destination scenarios
so that all reductions
in our high scenario
are made by 2050.
Our demand
management and
leakage reduction
proposals have been
extended in our
revised draft plan.

We know it's not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and
we're investing significantly to tackle this. The weather conditions
during 2022/23 have challenged us operationally and we're not where
we'd like to be on leakage. The hot and dry summer last year created
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an unprecedented ‘soil moisture deficit’. As the ground dried out, our
pipes and our customers’ pipes moved and cracked, leading to an
increase in leakage. Large increases in demand, as much as 50%, led
to increases in unmeasured consumption impacting leakage further as
we pumped more water through our pipes. We've estimated that this
event increased our leakage position by at least 10%.

In the month of December, we experienced the coldest days since the
‘Beast from the East’ in 2018. Daily minimum temperatures fell widely
to between minus five degrees Celsius and minus ten degrees across
the United Kingdom on several nights. The freezing temperatures
caused the water in our pipes to freeze and expand. Temperatures
then rose significantly, between 17 and 18 December, with increases
of over 17 degrees Celsius within 24 hours. This rapid increase in
temperature meant that our pipes thawed quickly, which caused them
to move and crack, heavily impacting our leakage performance with a
37% increase in operational reported leakage and an increase of more
than 1,000 visible burst mains. However, in terms of risk to customer
supply we recovered quickly, avoiding major losses of service to
customers, because of increased resource we had in place from the
summer drought.

To get us back on track we're making changes to the way we work
but the significant impact of these weather events on leakage means
we will miss our 2022/23 leakage target. We have formally reported on
our 2022/23 year-end performance in July. As annual leakage targets
are based on a 3-year rolling average, the impact of this year will be
felt, not just this year but for the next 2 years’ performance. Despite
this we remain committed to doing everything we can to achieve our
regulatory target to reduce leakage by 20.5% by 2024/25. We're
currently fixing more than 1,000 leaks per week across our network
meaning that, on average we're fixing a leak every 10 minutes, 24
hours a day.

Our goal of reducing leakage by 50% by 2050 (from 2017/18 levels) is
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2610 River Thames | We are in favour of the SESRO (South East Strategic Reservoir Option),

but have no consensus views from our members on which size to
favour.

Society

Whether above Teddington or elsewhere, Direct River Extraction (DRA)
may appear cheap, but is associated with longterm disadvantages to
the environment and our enjoyment of it.

Water transfer. -

In general, we support collaboration between water companies with
water seen as a precious national resource, not just a commaodity to be
traded. -

We appreciate the many amenity advantages from reopening the
Cotswold Canals, which could also play a key role in water transfer. This
option for STT (Severn Thames transfer) has our full support. -

It could be important for the UK to have the strategic capacity to
transport raw water by ship. It is unclear if this option was assessed only
by considering those responding to a bid. A UKwide rather than a Water
resources SouthEast view might be more appropriate on this for the
medium term, and enable the UK to remain selfsufficient in water.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

already ambitious and operationally challenging. We have examined
scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and later), but the
need is such that demand management and resource development
have to proceed in parallel.

Additionally, while it is true that our plans with regards to London
demand management are more intensive than other areas, this is
driven by the comparatively large potential for leakage reduction. We
acknowledge that we need to take great care that other areas are not
falling behind in our efforts.

Thank you for your response and comments. We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

Water Transfer

For the Severn Thames Transfer (STT) we have considered
conveyance of water from the River Severn into the River Thames
catchment via a new pipeline from Deerhurst to Culham or options
that included restoration of sections of the Cotswold Canals. As part of
its SRO Gate 2 submission to RAPID in November 2022, the STT
project team developed an Interconnector Options Appraisal which
assessed the cost and benefits of a direct pipeline and options that
included the Cotswold Canals.

The conclusions from this assessment were that a water transfer from
the River Severn to the River Thames would be best delivered by a
direct pipeline. In summary, a canal transfer option is more costly, has
a greater carbon and environmental impact, and is more complex to
procure, construct and operate. The Interconnector Options Appraisal
concluded that the best way to fully and effectively deliver both a
water transfer and a navigable canal would be to separately deliver
them. This is irrespective of the size of the transfer required.
Tankering by both road and sea have been rejected as a generic
option types. Previous assessment found tankering by sea to be
excessively costly to supply our geographic area. We have received a
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euse of treated waste water

Mogdenrecycling that involves water out/in at Walton needs to be
subject to explicit consultation, rather than having it slipped under the
radar. The same applies to recycling at Beckton. The crux for both
these schemes will be the quality of the water after treatment and how
any otherwise adverse impacts on the river are able to be mitigated -

If Mogden waste were treated to the right standard, it could be sent via
the TLT (Thames Lee tunnel) direct to East London, so avoiding the
disruptive in/out as in the Teddington DRA. In our view, this would be
preferable than disturbing the river further at Teddington.

If Modgen waste is diverted from its usual outflow by Isleworth Ait, there
would be consequences for the local river which have not been
adequately explored to date. This area is important for various estuarine
species and water birds, as well as for human users. -

Some impacts have been considered for the Richmond autumn draw
down period, but data is needed at locations and other times that could
be crucial for people and wildlife.

Areas where more data are needed include the allyear impact on the
water in the Richmond pound, and especially in the height of summer
when incoming tide combines with low fluvial flow. -

For various measures like temperature, salinity and solutes, loss of
effluent shifts the position upstream or downstream in the river to where
it would then get close to the current situation, and it might be helpful to
see this shift given as a measure. Some estuarine species may not care
much about another mile on the tideway, were matching the current

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

specific proposal from Waterlevel for tankering water by sea from
Norway and concluded that while technically feasible it would be
excessively costly and have minimal Deployable output benefit for
London. This option has been included as a potential “more before 4”
measure in our Drought Plan. We will continue to engage with
Waterlevel to explore this option further.

Water Recyclin
There are a number of points raised and we have provided below a

thematic response to the key themes.

Any scheme progressing through the planning process will include
specific scheme consultation as part of the pre-planning application
process; in most cases there would be at least two separate
consultation rounds prior to a scheme planning application. Schemes
within the London Water recycling SRO have not started the planning
process yet and when they do then specific scheme consultation will
be undertaken.

Transferring recycled water from Mogden STW directly to the east
London reservoirs via the Thames Lee Tunnel (TLT) is technically
feasible however, there are a number of challenges to overcome
which makes this option less favourable and more environmental
damaging than the schemes currently within the Water Resource
Management Plan.

These are,

1) The recycled water would require full advanced treatment within or
close to the Mogden STW, as there would be a limited environmental
buffer before the water is treated and put into supply for our
customers as drinking water. The Teddington DRA scheme would
require significant new infrastructure which would require new land
outside of the TW land ownership of Mogden STW to provide full
treatment. This additional land required for development (somewhere
between Mogden and Teddington) would significantly increase cost
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conditions crucial to them. -

With maximum loss in navigable level estimated at 56cm, passenger
boat operators need to know how much longer they may need to wait
for safe passage through Syon Reach at low springs. Operators of tidal
drydocks need to know how much they could be affected, with high
water levels of most concern. The altered circumstances also need to
be considered for those using the tidal grids and slipways. -

It is unclear how the operation of Richmond lock and Weir could be
impacted. -

Local mitigations may be needed

Continued reuse for drinking of human waste water may be inevitable
going forward, but demands extensive monitoring and research in the
local context, not just relying on international data, since some of the
pathogens/toxins/enzymedisrupters/pharmaceuticals etc may have
greater representation in the UK than overseas. Deregulation must not
be allowed to reduce safeguards for UK water users. -

In relation to Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs), we are not
reassured by: “However, for CECs, if in future the UK water quality
regulations were to be heightened in line with recent USEPA (United
States Environment Protection Agency) guidance, compliance will be
very challenging for most of the UK new and existing water treatment
works” (gate2 summary p5.9). Contingency planning for higher
standards, say at least to that in USEPA guidance, is needed. This may
mean different and bigger sites being reserved for Thames Water to use
for further treatment of waste. It may not be right to rely on the current
land at Mogden which is already too restrained, planning instead that
any tertiary or other advanced treatment has the space it needs for the

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

and increase the environmental impacts of a scheme.

2) The existing TLT would not exclusively be used for recycled water,
as recycled water would only be required at times of drought. The TLT
is used to transfer raw river water from Hampton to East London. This
would result in periodically a change in the water blend reaching the
reservoirs or water treatment works which may create operational
difficulties.

3) Full advanced treatment is complex and an energy intensive
process that would have higher environmental and carbon impacts
when compared to the currently technologies associated with the
Teddington DRA scheme.

Our Gate 2 reports (https://www.thameswater.co.uk/about-
us/regulation/strategic-water-resource-solutions) for Teddington DRA
and Mogden water recycling scheme sets out the modelling and
assessment work undertaken for a reduced discharge at Isleworth Ait
during scheme operation. The results show no significant changes to
salinity, water levels or flows. There are also benefits to water quality
with improvements in dissolved oxygen levels and a reduction in
temperature, suspended solids, nutrients and chemicals. We have
concluded there is a low risk of significant environmental effects from
a reduction in discharge at Isleworth and actually an environmental
benefit. We note more work is required and this will be undertaken
through Gate 3 and Gate 4.

Thames water would also like to reiterate that water level modelling to
date shows a reduction of only 6¢cm in water levels in the Tideway at
low water springs as a worst case scenario from Teddington or
Mogden operation. We have reviewed this level change at each shoal
location to assess the potential for delays to navigation and concluded
at this level there would be no new restrictions. Our assessments to
date have also assumed maximum scheme sizes of 150MI/d however,
we have confirmed within our Gate 2 report that Thames Water will not
promote Teddington DRA greater than 100MI/d
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medium and long as well as shortterm future. -

Comments from the RTS in the last consultation are still pertinent.
Monitoring of potential impacts from the increasing use of recycled
water needs to include livestock and companion animals and the
potential for unknown unknowns. -

Scenario planning must include the potential for multiused recycled
water to be found unsuitable for drinking, eg if new data arises on the
long term adverse impacts of microfibres or there is a major longlasting
contamination event. Planning must ensure minimal levels of safer
sources of drinking water could remain available for the nation,
including investment in desalination.

We have yet to form a view of the schemes with long leadtimes at
Beckton (at confluence of the Roding/Barking Creek and the tidal
Thames in East Ham), at Crossness (where sewage from the Southern
Outfall is prepared for discharge in Thamesmead), and others on the R
Lee including at Deepham (Edmonton). -

Teddington DRA

The case has not been made that it would be appropriate to have
further extraction at Teddington. Although drafted in relation to existing
extractions, it is pertinent to note: ‘recent precedent suggests that it is
generally incumbent on water companies to prove that abstractions do
not have a detrimental impact on the environment in order to make the
case for why licence reductions should not be made, rather than to find
evidence of impact and make licence reductions in response’ (Section
11 consultation papers on Overall best value in 11.13). Inadequate data
has been provided on the Teddington DRA scheme and some of the
current data are concerning, hence we cannot give it our support. -

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Our Gate 2 report also provides an assessment of water level changes
above Teddington Weir and concluded no change in water levels or
velocities and therefore no impacts on navigation in this stretch of
river.

We recognise the need and requirement to do more work on
assessing and mitigating any potential impacts on water users and we
recognise the amenity value of the river, Tideway and surrounding
area around Teddington. This will be a key focus of our early planning
work planned to progress through 2023 and into 2024.

We are working with the Environment Agency and Drinking Water
Inspectorate to collect a suitable baseline dataset to support detailed
impact assessments on water quality. We have presented our early
findings in our Gate 2 reports and acknowledge more work needs to
be done over the next couple of years to provide more certainty on the
quality of water discharged into the freshwater Thames and
demonstrate it can compile with discharge limits and environmental
quality standards set for the scheme.

Abingdon Reservoir

Our reservoir feasibility report assessed 55 potential sies for
constructing a new reservoir and the 3 best performing sites were
included in our options for programme appraisal. More details of the
feasibility assessment can be found in the Reservoirs Feasibility Report
Addendum which is included in the Consultation Document Library on
our website (https:/thames-wrmp.co.uk/document-library/). The
Abingdon reservoir (SESRO) is consistently selected in the Best Value
Plan but not the other 2 reservoir locations.

The earliest date for water to be available from the largest variants of
SESRO is 2037/38, itis in our plan to provide water from 2040 and
planning consent for construction is planned by 2030. We are
committed to engaging in a continuous dialogue with local
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Serious questions are raised but not yet answered about:

river flows and its relationship with river traffic, lock and tidal movements
(back flows upriver are seen regularly at this location so extracted water
might well include treated effluent which would have to meet drinking
water standards after all): actual measurements of flow and not just
theoretical modelling are required; -

the totality of the impact on local water quality, which inevitably will be
reduced;

the navigational impact above the weir which needs to be assessed by
the local competent authority (Environment Agency), not just assumed
to be negligible, and include users of small sail and manpowered
vessels including paddlers -

interference with multiple leisure users of the river and its bank including
swimmers, fishermen and those looking for temporary bankside
mooring;

aesthetics, noise, odour and other nuisances as well as potential health
impacts for those nearby, including those on the river, both banks and
the residents on Trowlock Island opposite;

disturbance to local ecology, not just for the pound above the weir, but
also for the Richmond pound below. -

The treatment being proposed for waste discharged at Teddington is

some improvement on that for waste discharged at Isleworth: however,
we believe any benefits are outweighed by the other disbenefits noting
this effluent would still be of a lower quality than that discharged further

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

communities through a dedicated engagement manager and more
formal consultation as part of the rigorous planning process.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not
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upriver. -

Turning specifically to the issue of taking more water from the River at
Teddington weir, we have some concerns regarding this. -Although
some/all of the treated discharge from Mogden would be piped up to
enter the River to compensate, this would only assist in maintaining flow
between Teddington and where it would otherwise have entered the
River at Mogden/Isleworth, leaving the shallowest reach of the River, i.e.
Syon Reach potentially impassable at low tide even for the smallest
vessel. -This would also have a significant environmental impact on that
reach of the River. -At times of stress the existing rates of abstraction
produce very little river flow between Teddington and the Richmond half
tide barrier when there has been little rain up river. -This causes
problems with oxygenation and keeping the fish population alive. -This
could potentially get much worse with the current proposals.

Teddington DRA would not be needed were Mogden effluent to be
treated to a high enough standard to be able to enter the TLT direct or
to be discharged to the river at Walton, either of which we would favour
over Teddington DRA, subject to appropriate mitigations being applied.

Navigation needs to be maintained at all times with no further reduction
in the permitted minimum flows over Teddington under the LTOA
(Lower Thames Operating Agreement).

We strongly feel therefore that any increased ABSTRACTION AT
TEDDINGTON SHOULD BE MANAGED IN SUCH A WAY THAT
EFFECTIVE NAVIGATION IS MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES AND THE
ECOSYSTEM OF THE TIDEWAY IS NOT DAMAGED.

Turning to the implications for Human Health we have some concerns. -

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response
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Endocrine disrupting chemicals and other harmful discharges into rivers
have been a concern for some time. -The potential cumulative impact of
recycling water with not all hazardous agents removed by standard
treatment processes could have an impact on human health. -Although
there is specific monitoring for many hazardous discharges the greater
intensity resulting from intensive recycling water could potentially cause
problems. -There also remain concerns about current unknown
unknowns e.g. -

For products where international use and experience is not directly
comparable and so confidence cannot be drawn from reuse schemes
elsewhere.

The generation and spread of atypical animal or human pathogens
including novel infections, agents including antimicrobial resistance.

Trade effluent from illicit uses e.g. the production of recreational drugs. -

In view of the foregoing we seek REASSURANCE THAT THAMES
WATER WILL PUT IN PLACE ROBUST MONITORING AND
TREATMENT PROCESSES THAT WILL PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH
AND THE ECOSYSTEM OF THE RIVER WHERE RECYCLED WATER IS
CONCERNED. There is also concern about companion animals and
livestock which may have susceptibility to some hazards which is
different from that seen in humans.

2.7 We note that the proposed reservoir at Abingdon is now quite a
distant proposition. -We believe that the proposed reservoir site is the
only viable site in the Thames Water geography and we feel detailed
plans for its viability and environmental impact etc. should be
reinvigorated and perhaps brought forward as part of the plan. -We do
not believe that the Plan will be effective without the construction of the

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not
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reservoir perhaps sooner than currently anticipated. -We feel therefore
THE PLAN SHOULD INCLUDE A REEXAMINATION OF THE TIMING
OF THE PROPOSED ABINGDON RESERVOIR AND EARLY
CONSULTATION ON ITS IMPACT.
2615 Action for the = Water transfers:

River Kennet
(ARK)

We support the creation of a water transfer network and would like to
see transfer options prioritised. We have concerns that the large scale
options such as SESRO and STT are a long way in the future, and offer
uncertain benefits for the Kennet catchment, with the pipe to SWOX not
scheduled until 2050 and not under all scenarios. If the SESRO
development is to go ahead we would like certainty that it will benefit the
chalk streams in the upper Kennet, which was a primary motivation for
building it the last time is was seriously considered. In the interim we
would prefer to see Farmoor used more effectively to supply Swindon in
normal years.

We welcome the proposed water transfer from Wessex to support the
Kennet Valley and would like more details of that scheme.

Abstraction reduction:

We are concerned that there needs to be a clear and proportionate
approach to abstraction reduction to ensure that time and money is
spent reducing those abstractions that have the greatest impact. We
support the approach proposed by the CaBA chalk stream restoration
strategy that suggests a lower overall reduction in abstraction achieved
in a targeted way, rather than a blanket ban on all groundwater use.
The latter may not be realistic in any reasonable timeframe. In instances
where abstraction reduction is not possible we support the concept of
moving abstractions downstream to points where the environmental
impact will be lower. With this in mind we would like to be reassured that
the development of the -5MI/d groundwater abstraction in the lower
Kennet at Mortimer in 2042 would occur after abstraction reductions (of

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response to the consultation, your points are
noted.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
draft plan as a result
of your
representation.

We note your support for the creation of a water transfer network,
working in collaboration with the other SE water companies, through
WRSE, has enabled us to consider the whole SE region and how best
water resources can be shared across the region. Within region
transfers and sharing resources are an important part of all the plans
of the SE water companies.

We do need to develop strategic resource options and the 150 Mm3
SESRO is included in our revised draft WRMP24 from 2040. We have
set out the long lead time for the planning and development of
strategic schemes and this is why we need to make decisions now to
be able to progress these schemes. The development of new water
sources is required to faciliate the reduction of unsustainable
abstraction across the catchment and we have included in our revised
draft WRMP24 significant measures to reduce abstraction by 2050,
prioritising the most vulnerable watercourses first.

In relation to the proposed water transfer from Wessex to support the
Kennet Valley, this is no longer included in our revised draft WRMP on
the basis that Wessex Water have identified that they cannot make
this option available .

Abstraction reduction - We note your comments in relation to the
approach to abstraction reduction and have engaged wth Chalk
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between 3.7MlI/d and 50MI/d) identified for the upper Kennet.

We consider that the West Berkshire Groundwater Scheme is a
valuable resource, which has an important role in extreme drought
years, but should not be hard wired in to business as usual day to day
resource options. If rivers like the Kennet are to be restored, then
improvement in water quality is as important as renaturalising flows.
Expenditure on abstraction reduction must be balanced against
improvements in waste water treatment, so it is vital to prioritise
abstraction reductions to those which are most needed.

Nature Based Solutions and the catchment based approach:

We support investment in nature based solutions and a catchment
based approach to build resilient catchments and engaged
communities.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Stream First in the development of our approach. We have aslo
worked closely with the Environment Agency (EA) to prioritise the
sustainability reductions that are required and to develop a
programme to meet our regulatory requirements by 2050. To read
more about our environmental ambition and proposed reductions
please read section 5 of our revised draft WRMP24.

In relation to nature based solutions (NBS), while there exists a good
body of evidence regarding the feasibility of using nature-based
solutions in flood mitigation, more limited evidence exists to suggest
that nature-based solutions can 'hold water back' in catchments to the
degree which would be required to offset drought risk. We have
considered a wide range of catchment options across our supply area,
and have ascertained those nature-based solutions which we can be
confident will deliver supply benefits. In AMP8 we will consider nature-
based solutions in more detail, as part of the Water Industry National
Environment Programme (WINEP), with a particular focus on
establishing where nature-based solutions may mitigate the
environmental need for abstraction licence reductions. In addition, it is
important to note that the WRMP is not the only area of Thames Water
which is considering nature-based solutions, with multiple
workstreams across the company considering and funding them to
solve different problems. Different workstreams considering nature-
based solutions have different drivers, and we map catchment
vulnerabilities to understand where interventions will have the biggest
impact. Drivers include water quality, improving urban drainage, river
restoration and community engagement and education. Many of these
programmes have recently been expanded to cover more of our
supply area, built on a solid foundation of working over a number of
years with community stakeholders. We know that we have further
work to do to integrate our view of drivers for and benefits of NBS, and
this is something that we will continue to do in future planning cycles.
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2615 Action for the

River Kennet
(ARK)
2615 Action for the

River Kennet
(ARK)

Stakeholder response

Overall ARK supports Thames Water’s approach, we welcome the
commitment to reduce abstraction, manage water demand and
prioritise chalk streams.

We are disappointed by the leakage reductions proposed for the SWOX
region and believe that the per capita consumption targets are too low.
Demand management:

We welcome the emphasis on demand management. As a priority we
would like to see smart metering and stepped tariffs used to help
customers manage water use. We think there will be a need for joined
up publicity and messaging from across water companies

and NGOs to raise awareness of the need to use water wisely and
create a better understanding of the water resource challenges we all
face.

We have concerns that Thames Water is being less ambitious in its per
capita consumption targets compared to other water companies, and
although the reasoning behind this stance is carefully explained we think
that as smart water metering provides more data Thames Water will be
in a stronger position to target the superhigh users and bring this figure
down, in line with government targets and those of other water
companies.

Leakage:

The level of leakage reduction proposed for the SWOX and Kennet
Valley zones is low.At only 14% in SWOX and 30% for the Kennet
Valley, both are well below the government target of 50% by 2050.

If Thames Water were to achieve the government’s targets for leakage
reduction and per capita consumption there would be no need to export

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank you for your response, and your support for our environmental
proposals within our WRMP.

Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management
plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to
inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised
within our Statement of Response document.

Leakage targeting

Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the
water put into our distribution network is lost through leaks from our
own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

We know it's not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and
we're investing significantly to tackle this.

Our goal of reducing leakage by more than 50% by 2050 (from
2017/18 levels) , this is ambitious and operationally challenging. We
have examined scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and
later), but the need is such that demand management and resource
development have to proceed in parallel.

Additionally, while it is true that our plans with regards to London
demand management are more intensive than other areas, this is
driven by the comparatively large potential for leakage reduction. We

acknowledge that we need to take great care that other areas are not

falling behind in our efforts.

Household water use and the national target

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
draft plan as a result
of your
representation.

Our demand
management and
leakage reduction
proposals have been
extended in our
revised draft plan.
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water from the Kennet Valley to Swindon, properly protecting the chalk
stream environments of the Kennet Valley.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Since our draft WRMP24 the government have confirmed that the
national target for per capita consumption of 110 litres per day should
be applied at company-level. As such our revised draft plan will hit this
target. Our revised plan will clearly outline how our water company-led
interventions such as smart metering, water efficiency and customer
engagement will contribute to the overall 110 target agenda, plus
outline how Government policy, future regulation and wider non-water-
company action is required to meet the target.

Metering targeting

Thames Water is implementing a Government-approved compulsory
meter installation programme. Similar metering programmes are
happening in other water supply regions. We took an industry lead role
in opting for smart water meters to increase the leakage and usage
reduction benefit. Our installation of smart meters in homes and
businesses is already delivering a measurable reduction in usage and
water loss across household and business customers, but there is
more to do and our plan sets out the completion of the smart metering
programme. Already, the vast majority of commercial customers on
our network are set up with meters with 18% currently smart metered,
increasing to 75% by 2030. Total commercial meter penetration is
approx. 90%. By 2034/35, over 80% of the households on our
network will be metered, and by 2039/40 this will increase to over
90%.

Due to the complexity of older and converted buildings in London and
Thames Valley, there will be a small component that will be deemed
unmeterable, however the water use on these sites will be monitored
through non-revenue bulk meters.

Water tariffs and high users
Plans to pilot and introduce new innovative tariffs to both domestic
and commercial customers are being considered at this time. This is in
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the early stages, however we want to make sure that vulnerable
customers and efficient users of water are protected from bill
increases. Any future innovative tariff would aim to provide greater
protection to vulnerable customers and disincentivise excessive water
use with potential increased water costs.

Any design and testing of innovative tariff structures may also consider
variable tariffs for the dry summer month periods to help reduce peak
water demand.

Education and campaigns to promote water efficiency

Both small-scale (smarter home/business visits) and large-scale
(advertising campaigns) educational campaigns are being considered
for the future.

These have been considered within our demand management
programme, with the former utilising smarter home and business visits
to educate customers on water efficiency and prevention of wastage.
For the latter, media campaigns are considered as part of our wider
household innovation.

"Intensive area based media campaigns are designed to raise
awareness about water resources and water efficiency solutions in
specific locations throughout our supply area.

In dWRMP24, we revisit these campaigns to provide more focus to link
water savings with environmental value and protection in the local
area and include the promotion of local activities to help save water.
Media campaigns in the shorter term will raise awareness of all Water
Efficiency activity and assist to increase the take up of our specific
water saving initiatives."

Chalk Stream

In this draft plan we have proposed reducing abstraction from our
vulnerable chalk streams and other watercourses in order to improve
flows and the habitats for fish and other wildlife. We plan to reduce
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SIS || OIgEIEEUe Stakeholder response
D name
2628 East Hendred @ The submission refers to other areas of disagreement withy the Thames

Parish Council = Water Resource Management Plan, including:

Demand reduction solutions.

No confidence can be placed on Thames Water’s pathway to population
projections

20252035, given that the latest ONS 2018based population projections
are

discussed & agreed with Local Planning Authorities before their
publication.

4 The Parish Council has no confidence in Thames Water population
estimates:

i) They are double, (2m instead of 1m pop.), the 25year Government
ONS

projections, 20252050, used by Local Planning Authorities to assess
housing

need. The demand for water from population growth by 2050 should be
halved from 202 ml/d to 100 ml/day, NonTechnical Summary page 13.
ii) The 9% ONS population growth over 10 years 202535, projected in
May

2014, has declined to a predicted 3% population growth, by March
2020.

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

abstraction to sustainable levels by 2050, our draft plan proposes
reducing the amount of water we take from sensitive rivers and
waterways by over 500 MI/d, targeting reductions in vulnerable
catchments first.

To deliver on this, we are working with the Environment Agency and
our stakeholders such as Chalk Streams First.

We are also commencing the installation of smart meters in homes
and businesses in these sensitive catchment areas, further assisting
efforts to reduce both customer demand and leakage.

WRMP development is a long and complex process. It took
approximately 2.5 years from the time the population forecasts were
produced in Spring 2020 to the publication of the draft WRMP24 for
consultation in December 2022. The population forecasts used the
most up-to-date evidence that was available at the time that they were
developed. Inevitably, since then, revised evidence has become
available that could be used to update them. We will revise our
projections with updated information for our revised draft WRMP.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.

The Water Resources Planning Guidelines are clear on the importance
of using Local Plans it in the development of population forecasts for
WRMP purposes. Moreover your preferred alternatives ONS
projections (i.e. demographic trend-based forecasts that take no
account of any future policy-led initiatives) are likely to ‘constrain
planned growth’, which is in direct opposition to what WRPG states in
Section 6.3. Given this we remain confident in the data used for our
draft WRMP and as we have stated will updated this in our revised
draft plan.
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2628 East Hendred

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

iii) This is a staggering reduction that Thames Water appears unaware
of.

The recent projections significantly reduce the demand below that
found to

be insufficient to justify a new reservoir at the previous Public Inquiry.

The submission refers to other areas of disagreement withy the Thames
Water Resource Management Plan, including:

The lack of interregional cooperation to enable water to be transferred
from areas with higher rainfall, to increase water supply.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

We are disappointed to learn that you think that there has been a lack
of inter-regional cooperation in our consideration of transfer from other
regions, as this has been a main area of focus for us.

We have worked as part of the Severn-Thames Transfer Strategic
Resource Option team to develop the Severn-Thames Transfer option.
The amount of detail given to the development of this option has
increased dramatically since WRMP19, and we have worked with
partner organisations, Severn Trent Water and United Utilities, in
developing this option. In the development of this option, one of the
key questions is determining the price that United Utilities would need
to charge us to make water available from Lake Vyrnwy, as they would
need to build new sources of water to offset loss of resource from this
reservoir.

The regional planning process has undoubtedly resulted in a more
integrated water resource management plan for the South East of
England, and consideration of intra-regional transfers and use of other
options, such as inter-regional transfers, by all companies across the
South East is a key part of this regional planning approach. The
Regional planning process has included several steps of 'regional
reconciliation', whereby plans and approaches are shared between
regional groups.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have not made
changes to our plan
as a result of this
response, for the
reasons set out in our
consideration
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2628 East Hendred
Parish Council
2628 East Hendred

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

It is not acceptable to await until a Strategic reservoir is included in a
Resource Management Plan, before carrying out an Environmental
Assessment, as stated in page 17 of the NonTechnical Summary.

The failure to carrying out an environmental impact assessment that
makes a comparison of alternative options to identify a preferred option
based on weighing the benefits against the harm to the environment.

The submission refers to other areas of disagreement withy the Thames
Water Resource Management Plan, including:

i) The reductions in abstractions.

1. It does not comply with the National Planning Policy Framework
policies on Areas of Outstanding Beauty (ANOB) and their setting,
which states that “Great weight should be attached to conserve &
enhance designated landscapes.”

2. It does not comply with Ofwat’s requirement to carry out an
environmental appraisal, & assess the risks from landscape impacts &
engagement within AONBs.

3. It does not comply with Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact

Assessment) Regulations, or Case Law from a High Court decision.

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Thank for your response. Our Water Resources Management Plan is a
strategic plan for provision of demand management and water supply
solutions over the next 80 years. The options we have considered,
including SESRO, have been progressed through a suite of
environmental assessments at a level appropriate to the nature of this
strategic plan. The results of these assessments are reported in the
draft and revised draft plan and Gate 2 documents. Environmental
Impact Assessment will be carried out as part of a planning application
if these options progress to the planning stage.

Thank you for your response, it is not clear from the representation
what the concern is. A significant driver in our dWRMP24 is to improve
the environment we are so heavily reliant on. In this draft plan we
have proposed reducing abstraction from our vulnerable chalk
streams and other watercourses in order to improve flows and the
habitats for fish and other wildlife. We plan to reduce abstraction to
sustainable levels by 2050, our draft plan proposes taking over 500
MI/d less water from sensitive rivers and waterways, targeting
reductions in vulnerable catchments first.

1. In producing our dWRMP24 and in developing SESRO as a
scheme we consider that we have had due regard to this very
important aspect of the environment, as appropriate to the strategic
nature of the plan and the planning stage that the scheme is currently
at, including RAPID requirements applicable to this stage.

The environmental impacts of the proposed SESRO options have
been assessed by Thames Water and presented in both the Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) that accompanies the draft WRMP
and also within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6). This
strategic level appraisal of impacts has been taken into account when
deriving the best value plan, including the impacts on biodiversity,
traffic and landscape and visual amenity from both local and regional
viewpoints including the North Wessex Downs AONB. Furthermore,

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

No change has been
made to the plan as a
result of this
response, for the
reasons set out in our
consideration.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
draft plan as a result
of your
representation.

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes to the
plan as a result of
your representation.
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any future promotion of one of the SESRO options would need to be
subject to a formal Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and
suitable mitigation identified and agreed with regulators before any
consent was approved.

2. As at Gate 1, landscape was considered as an objective within the
SEA for this scheme. Enhanced analysis carried out for Gate 2 has
considered the effects on individual local

landscape character areas in conjunction with the appraisal of effects
on the North Wessex Downs AONB. This work is presented in both
the SEA that accompanies the draft WRMP and also within our Gate 2
submission to RAPID (Section 6).

Section 6 (Gate 2 Report: Environmental Assessment) and Supporting
Technical Document B2: Initial desk-based assessment has been
completed for Gate 2. A Technical Liaison Group was established to
agree the scope of this work, including representatives from OCC,
VoWH and North Wessex Downs AONB.

A Gate 2 Master Plan has been developed in line with high-level
landscape mitigation principles bespoke to this scheme, described in
further detail within the Gate 2 submission for this scheme. Both the
engagement activity and development of mitigation actions described
here will continue through subsequent gates for this scheme.
Furthermore, any future promotion of one of the SESRO options would
need to be subject to a formal Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) and suitable mitigation identified and agreed with regulators
before any consent was approved.

3. We consider that in completing our assessments for Gate 2 of the
RAPID process and our dWRMP24 that we have complied with all
applicable regulation and legislation.
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2628 East Hendred = Reducing leaks is accepted as a Priority. But reducing leaks by 16% by

Parish Council | 2030 provides
no confidence that the Government target of a 50% reduction, saving
176 ml/d, will

be achieved. The target reduction is uninspiring.

Water saving actions propose a reduction of water usage from. 141
litres per person

per day to around 125 litres. The Ofwat requirement for a reduction to
110 litres per

day could be reduced by a faster roll out of meters.

Changes made to

. : the plan/
TW consideration of the stakeholder response P
If no changes, why
not
Thank you for responding to our draft water resources management Our demand

plan, we have reviewed your responses and will be using these to
inform our final plan. Responses are also collated and summarised
within our Statement of Response document.

management and
leakage reduction
proposals have been
extended in our
Leakage targeting revised draft plan.
Reducing leakage is a priority for us. Right now, around 24% of the

water put into our distribution network is lost through leaks from our

own network of pipes and our customers’ pipes.

We know it’s not acceptable to be losing so much precious water and

we’re investing significantly to tackle this. The weather conditions

during 2022/23 have challenged us operationally and we’re not where

we'd like to be on leakage. The hot and dry summer last year created

an unprecedented ‘soil moisture deficit’. As the ground dried out, our

pipes and our customers’ pipes moved and cracked, leading to an

increase in leakage. Large increases in demand, as much as 50%, led

to increases in unmeasured consumption impacting leakage further as

we pumped more water through our pipes. We've estimated that this

event increased our leakage position by at least 10%.

In the month of December, we experienced the coldest days since the

‘Beast from the East’ in 2018. Daily minimum temperatures fell widely

to between minus five degrees Celsius and minus ten degrees across

the United Kingdom on several nights. The freezing temperatures

caused the water in our pipes to freeze and expand. Temperatures

then rose significantly, between 17 and 18 December, with increases

of over 17 degrees Celsius within 24 hours. This rapid increase in

temperature meant that our pipes thawed quickly, which caused them

to move and crack, heavily impacting our leakage performance with a

37% increase in operational reported leakage and an increase of more

than 1,000 visible burst mains. However, in terms of risk to customer

supply we recovered quickly, avoiding major losses of service to

customers, because of increased resource we had in place from the
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summer drought.

To get us back on track we're making changes to the way we work
but the significant impact of these weather events on leakage means
we will miss our 2022/23 leakage target. We have formally reported on
our 2022/23 year-end performance in July. As annual leakage targets
are based on a 3-year rolling average, the impact of this year will be
felt, not just this year but for the next 2 years’ performance. Despite
this we remain committed to doing everything we can to achieve our
regulatory target to reduce leakage by 20.5% by 2024/25. We're
currently fixing more than 1,000 leaks per week across our network
meaning that, on average we're fixing a leak every 10 minutes, 24
hours a day.

Our goal of reducing leakage by 50% by 2050 (from 2017/18 levels) is
already ambitious and operationally challenging. We have examined
scenarios that sees the targets delivered sooner (and later), but the
need is such that demand management and resource development
have to proceed in parallel.

Additionally, while it is true that our plans with regards to London
demand management are more intensive than other areas, this is
driven by the comparatively large potential for leakage reduction. We
acknowledge that we need to take great care that other areas are not
falling behind in our efforts.

Household water use and the national target

Between draft and final plans the government have confirmed that the
national target for per capita consumption of 110 litres per day should
be applied at company-level. As such our revised draft plan will hit this
target. Our revised plan will clearly outline how our water company-led
interventions such as smart metering, water efficiency and customer
engagement will contribute to the overall 110 target agenda, plus
outline how Government policy, future regulation and wider non-water-
company action is required to meet the target.
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2628 East Hendred

Parish Council

Stakeholder response

The Parish Council (EHPC) requests answers to Rapid Gate 2
submissions on SESRO:

(see Appendix 1).

QUESTION 1.

When will Thames Water publish an Environmental Impact Assessment
of the

reservoir, which complies with the NPPF, Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

Please also note that the household usage target of 110 I/h/d does not
include leakage values, property and distribution pipework leakage are
both removed prior to this figure. This is purely a measure of
household customer use.

Metering targeting

Thames Water is implementing a Government-approved compulsory
meter installation programme. Similar metering programmes are
happening in other water supply regions. We took an industry lead role
in opting for smart water meters to increase the leakage and usage
reduction benefit. Our installation of smart meters in homes and
businesses is already delivering a measurable reduction in usage and
water loss across household and business customers, but there is
more to do and our plan sets out the completion of the smart metering
programme. Already, the vast majority of commercial customers on
our network are set up with meters with 18% currently smart metered,
increasing to 75% by 2030. Total commercial meter penetration is
approx. 90%. By 2034/35, over 80% of the households on our
network will be metered, and by 2039/40 this will increase to over
90%.

Due to the complexity of older and converted buildings in London and
Thames Valley, there will be a small component that will be deemed
unmeterable, however the water use on these sites will be monitored
through non-revenue bulk meters.

The environmental impacts of the proposed SESRO options have
been assessed by Thames Water and presented in both the Strategic
Environmental Assessment that accompanies the draft WRMP and
also within our Gate 2 submission to RAPID (section 6). This strategic
level appraisal of impacts has been taken into account when deriving
the best value plan.

Changes made to
the plan/

If no changes, why
not

We have provided
information in
response to your
comments, there are
no changes as a
result of your
representation.
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Impact Assessment) Regulations, & Ofwat’s Strategic Regional Water
Source

Solutions Guidance for Rapid Gate 2, Feb 2022. Section 6.3 requires a
(locallybased)

indexed initial environmental appraisal, in addition to strategic work
todate.

QUESTION 2.

When will Thames Water comply with NPPF & Rapid Gate 1 decision on
the South

East strategic reservoir option (SESRO) to assess the risks from
landscape impacts &

engagement within the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
Will it include a

Risk Assessment of not complying with legal requirements to publish a
comparison

of the environmental impact of the alternative options prior to their
inclusionin a

management plan for a National Infrastructure Development Consent
Order?

QUESTION 3.

When will Thames Water comply with Case Law on National
Infrastructure

Development Consent Orders? (The High Court Case C0/4844/2020
dated

30/07/2021 between Stonehenge World Heritage Site v. Secretary of
State for

Transport. The High Court found that the Sec of State had acted
unlawfully in

granting a Development Consent Order as an environmental
assessment of

alternative options against all policy & legal requirements was not
carried out).

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

The environmental impacts of the proposals have been assessed as
part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the draft
WRMP. This assessment allows an environmental 'metric' of positive
benefits and negative impacts to be generated, which is used to
enable comparison with other options when deriving the best value
plan. The more detailed environmental appraisal, which has been
used to inform the SEA, forms part of our Gate 2 submission to RAPID
and Supporting Documents B1 to B7 provide details of the
environmental appraisal of the SESRO options, all of which are
available on Thames Water's website
(https://www.thameswater.co.uk/about-us/regulation/strategic-water-
resource-solutions). Therefore, the potential environmental impacts
have been taken into account in weighing up the pros and cons of the
SESRO options compared to alternatives. We have started to explore
how some of the most significant impacts might be managed and
mitigated when the scheme is designed, as part of our Gate 2
submission to RAPID. For example, section 3.4 of our main report to
RAPID (and figure 3.1) explain some of the key landscape issues and
how we have taken these into account in deriving an indicative
landscape master plan for the 150 Mm3 SESRO option. We will
continue to develop our thinking on these issues, in close liaison with
the local community as the design of the scheme develops.
Furthermore, any future promotion of one of the SESRO options would
need to be subject to a formal Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) and suitable mitigation identified and agreed with regulators
before any consent was approved.

The draft WRMP24 plan required the Severn to Thames Transfer
(STT) to be ready by 2050, after Teddington Direct River Abstraction
and SESRO. For the revised draft WRMP24 plan we have selected
the SESRO 150 Mm3 option from 2040 as the best value solution to
the adaptive planning problem that we face. For detail on the
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The Parish Council (EHPC) consider that public consultation is required
on an

environmental assessment of the adverse impact of whether reservoirs
should be

developed sooner, (for inclusion as the preferred option before 2040),
or later.

FEEDBACK ON SIZE OF NEW RESERVOIR/NEW WATER SOURCES.
5.1 Page 7 of the NonTechnical Summary does not show any “working
together” with

Water Companies preparing the Water Resources East & West areas,
which have a

higher rainfall. The lack of InterRegional cooperation is a significant
failure of the

Management Plan.

5.2 The need for a reservoir before 2050 has not been proven, given
the grossly inflated

demand projections and the omission of interregional working on
accessing water

from Severn Water, via the Water Resources West Management Plan.
5.3 Any reservoir, whatever its size, requires an Environment Impact
Assessment

comparing alternative options up to 2050, including Water Transfer from
Severn

Water. Expansion of existing reservoirs at Farmoor & West of London
may be

options for a comparison with an Abingdon reservoir.

5.4 But NO scheme of national & regional significance should be
included in a

Management Plan prior to consultation on an Environmental
Assessment, not after

Changes made to
the plan/
If no changes, why
not

TW consideration of the stakeholder response

selection of options in the preferred plan please refer to Thames Water
rdWRMP24, section 11 — The Overall Best Value Plan. Our work has
shown that a new reservoir is a better option than a transfer from the
River Severn, as it is:

. Less expensive overall, with lower running costs;

. Is more resilient - in a drought, it’s hard to predict exactly when
we'll need extra water supplies. The lead time to get water from the
west of the country would be between three and four weeks, whereas
it would be readily available from the reservoir and it is more resilient
to our changing climate;

. Forecasts suggest we’ll see more droughts occurring at the
same time across the whole country, so when the South East is in
drought, the water for the transfer may actually be needed by
customers in the Midlands and North West

. The reservoir also has the potential to provide a wide range of
economic, social and environmental opportunities — boosting
biodiversity, natural capital and recreational benefits beyond those
that can be offered by the water transfer. This is why many customers
tell us they’d prefer a new reservoir over other schemes.

The Severn to Thames Transfer (STT) is no longer required from 2050
in the revised draft WRMP24 due to the updated requirement in the
Water Resources Planning Guidelines to reduce average per capita
consumption (PCC) to 110 I/h/d by 2050. We will however continue to
develop the STT as an adaptive option to mitigate the risks that
SESRO could not be developed, or if government water efficiency
policies do not reduce demand (or PCC) to the levels anticipated. In
relation to the Severn Thames Transfer, we have collated and
summarised responses in the Statement of Response Technical
Appendices Appendix J.
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